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House of Representatives 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. CUELLAR). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

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

WASHINGTON, DC, 
December 1, 2010. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable HENRY 
CUELLAR to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 

Rev. Tom Dore, Pastor Emeritus, St. 
Giles Parish, Oak Park, Illinois, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Gracious Lord, the Members of the 
United States House of Representatives 
have been given the awesome responsi-
bility and privilege of the stewardship 
of governance by the citizens of our 
country. They must be truly grateful 
for the trust placed in them by those 
same citizens. 

Today, I ask for Your gift of wisdom, 
right judgment and hearts and minds 
open to Your Spirit. 

I pray for the spirit of cooperation 
and collaboration as they seek to guide 
our country as it faces the many sig-
nificant challenges both nationally and 
internationally. 

Although there may be differences on 
how to accomplish specific goals, the 
Members of the House must always 
keep in mind the inspiring vision of our 
Founders—the common good of the 
people they serve. 

Gracious and loving God, be with 
them in their deliberations, for with-
out Your help and guidance, the delib-
erations may prove limited and dis-
appointing. 

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. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PASCRELL) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

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

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

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed without 
amendment bills of the House of the 
following titles: 

H.R. 6162. An act to provide research and 
development authority for alternative coin-
age materials to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, increase congressional oversight over 
coin production, and ensure the continuity 
of certain numismatic items. 

H.R. 6166. An act to authorize the produc-
tion of palladium bullion coins to provide af-
fordable opportunities for investments in 
precious metals, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate has passed bills of the following 
titles in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 3386. An act to protect consumers from 
certain aggressive sales tactics on the Inter-
net. 

S. 3987. An act to amend the Fair Credit 
Reporting Act with respect to the applica-
bility of identity theft guidelines to credi-
tors. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 107–12, the 
Chair, on behalf of the Majority Lead-

er, appoints the following individual as 
a member of the Public Safety Officer 
Medal of Valor Review Board: 

Albert H. Gillespie of Nevada vice 
Thomas J. Scotto of New York. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to 15 requests 
for 1-minute speeches on each side of 
the aisle. 

f 

THE ELEPHANT IN THE ROOM 
(Mr. PASCRELL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, today 
I rise to address the elephant in the 
room—the expiration of the tax rates 
that will occur 31 days from now. 

We all agree that it is imperative 
that we work together to provide 
America’s working-class families with 
tax relief as soon as possible. That is 
why I applaud the President for meet-
ing with Members from the House and 
Senate in order to forge a bipartisan 
compromise. 

But to be fair, this past September, I, 
along with Messrs. CAPUANO, HIGGINS 
and OWENS, proposed a compromise 
that provides tax relief for American 
families and that gives Congress the 
fiscal flexibility to address our long- 
term deficit. I am proud to say that the 
Joint Committee on Taxation has con-
firmed that this plan costs signifi-
cantly less and provides greater flexi-
bility to reduce the national debt. 

Our compromise includes a 5-year ex-
tension of the middle class tax rates 
and the current rates on long-term cap-
ital gains and qualified dividends, cost-
ing $801.5 billion; and a 1-year exten-
sion of the current rates for income 
earned between $250,000 and $500,000, 
costing $8.27 billion. 

This plan is better than the $2.2 tril-
lion over 10 years which is now before 
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us. It is a compromise, and we ought to 
try it sometime. 

f 

H.R. 5866, THE NERD ACT 

(Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, by 2030, America’s energy 
needs will increase by 40 percent, and 
our nuclear power plants are, on aver-
age, 30 years old and are nearing the 
end of their life cycles. 

We need more energy. 
The Nuclear Energy Research and 

Development Act, which passed the 
House last night, accelerates the devel-
opment of small, pre-made reactors 
that can be built in factories and 
shipped to sites at a fraction of the 
cost. Today, a typical nuclear power 
plant costs $10 billion, takes 5 years to 
build, and produces more than 1,100 
megawatts. Small reactors cost $750 
million, which can be quickly added to 
the grid and shipped into the place. 

We need energy independence; but to 
rebuild our economy, we need products 
that can be developed here, built in our 
factories, and sold all over the world; 
or we can keep sending our dollars to 
OPEC. This year, the U.S. will buy $350 
billion of foreign oil; and for roughly 1 
day’s worth of oil purchased from a for-
eign country, this bill invests in the 
technology that produces these new en-
ergy plants. 

The stimulus bill gave us windmills 
made in China. Let’s not repeat that 
mistake. If we don’t do this in the 
USA, other countries can and will 
make them and ship them here. Let’s 
support U.S. jobs for U.S. energy. 

I urge the Senate to quickly adopt 
H.R. 5866. 

f 

BUSH TAX CUTS 

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

Ms. SCHWARTZ. Mr. Speaker, this 
morning, I rise in support of middle 
class Americans. 

As Americans continue to face eco-
nomic challenges, the deadline looms 
for extending middle class tax cuts 
that provide relief where it is most 
needed; but congressional Republicans 
are holding these middle class tax cuts 
hostage in favor of tax breaks for the 
wealthiest 1 percent of Americans, bur-
dening our children and our grand-
children with unsustainable debt. 

Their argument for millionaire tax 
breaks: it will trickle down to the mid-
dle class and create jobs. 

But if that were true, America would 
not be in the economic situation it is 
in now. If personal tax cuts for the 
very wealthy create jobs—and they’ve 
had them for 10 years—where are those 
jobs? 

Congressional Republicans have 
made it quite clear that they are will-
ing to hold up tax breaks for middle-in-

come families to protect multi-million-
aires. Republicans talk about reducing 
our deficit, but they are perfectly 
happy to balloon the deficit by $700 bil-
lion to give tax breaks to the richest 
Americans. 

In the coming weeks, we will see if 
Republicans stand up for middle class 
Americans or if they stand against 
them. 

f 

IT IS TIME TO SHUT WIKILEAKS 
DOWN 

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

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, we saw again this week the 
organization WikiLeaks release hun-
dreds of thousands of classified docu-
ments which threaten to undercut 
American foreign policy as well as our 
national security. 

The person who has been accused of 
releasing this sensitive information is 
an American PFC, who is now facing 
charges that could lead to 52 years in 
prison if he is convicted. These pen-
alties are too lenient because this PFC 
has not just violated orders; he has 
committed treason. 

I think that WikiLeaks and its 
founder, Julian Assange, should be fac-
ing criminal charges; and his Web site, 
which he uses to aid and abet our ter-
rorist enemies, should also be shut 
down to defend our national security. 

Attorney General Eric Holder held a 
press conference the other day, proudly 
announcing that the Federal Govern-
ment had shut down several Web sites 
for selling knock-off purses and other 
items. Well, I have an idea for Attor-
ney General Holder: shut down 
WikiLeaks, which represents a far 
greater threat to our national security 
than the sale of fake Louis Vuitton 
bags. 

It is time that the Obama adminis-
tration treats WikiLeaks for what it 
is—a terrorist organization, whose con-
tinued operation threatens our secu-
rity. 

Shut it down. Shut it down. It is time 
to shut down this terrorist organiza-
tion, this terrorist Web site, 
WikiLeaks. Shut it down, Attorney 
General Holder. 

f 

b 1010 

REPEAL DON’T ASK, DON’T TELL 

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

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, in 1857, just 
down the hall, the Supreme Court, 
which met in this building at the time, 
decided Dred Scott, in which they said 
that a black American was not entitled 
to the rights of the Constitution prom-
ised to all men. The good news is that 
over the years this institution has done 
the right thing—civil rights legisla-

tion, any number of things—to expiate 
that sin, but 17 years ago this body 
passed legislation which discriminated 
against our soldiers that said if you are 
gay, you can’t serve your country; that 
regardless of how much we spent to 
train you, regardless of how critical 
your expertise is to keeping this coun-
try safe, you cannot serve your coun-
try. 

A report came out yesterday which 
indicates that there is, at most, a neg-
ligible threat, a negligible problem if 
we get rid of Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell. 
Now is the time to fix that sin of 17 
years ago and say to gay Americans 
that if you’re patriotic enough to serve 
this country, we welcome you in the 
armed services. 

I urge the Senate to act to repeal 
this act and to really get us closer to 
our founding creed. 

f 

LET’S GET TO WORK FOR THE 
AMERICAN PEOPLE 

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

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
today is December 1, just 25 days until 
Christmas, but the American people 
have Christmas on their mind right 
now. In fact, they sent a list of some of 
the things that they do and do not 
want on November 2 to this adminis-
tration and to this body. They said we 
want jobs, not more taxes. They said 
we want jobs, not more spending and 
deficits. We want jobs, not more Big 
Government. 

If we want to make sure that the 
American people have a very merry 
Christmas, let’s pass H.R. 4676, which I 
introduced, which brings taxpayers cer-
tainty and gives every American tax-
payer tax relief that they both deserve 
and need. 

Let’s give the American people a 
merry Christmas. Let’s do the right 
thing for the American people. Let’s do 
the right thing for the future of our 
children and our grandchildren. Let’s 
get to work and quit naming post of-
fices in this country and go to work for 
the American people. 

f 

EXTENDING TAX CUTS 

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

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today with one question for former 
President George W. Bush and the Re-
publican leadership in Congress: Where 
are the jobs? 

With inspirational titles promising 
economic growth and job creation, the 
2001 and 2003 tax cut packages fell well 
short of their names. From 2001 to 2007, 
the economy grew at its slowest pace 
since World War II. 

The Bush tax cuts failed to bring the 
growth they promised, and now my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
want a no-questions-asked extension of 
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this failed policy. Not so fast. Sixty-six 
percent of all growth between 2001 and 
2007 went to the top 1 percent of Ameri-
cans. Did that trickle down to the rest 
of us? All you have to do is ask a fam-
ily in Albany or Schenectady or Troy, 
New York that I represent. My district 
will say it most certainly did not. 

In the debate over extending tax 
cuts, the choice is clear. I stand with 
the 98.1 percent of households in my 
district, the middle-income commu-
nity, the working families. I hope my 
colleagues on both sides will review 
their own district numbers and do the 
same. 

f 

FINISH BUSINESS 
(Mr. FLEMING asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Speaker, on No-
vember 2, Americans sent a message to 
Washington that we are sick and tired 
of the out-of-control spending and big-
ger government that has existed over 
the last 2 years. While the lame duck 
Congress has unfinished business to 
complete, such as permanently extend-
ing the current income tax rates, 
Democrats in Congress have hinted at 
other plans to continue their irrespon-
sible spending spree by passing a mas-
sive omnibus spending bill. 

Mr. Speaker, after the bell-ringing on 
November 2, surely Democrats in their 
few remaining days of control are not 
intending to use this lame duck session 
to continue the failed policies that got 
us into this mess to begin with. I im-
plore this body to act immediately to 
cut spending, balance the budget, ex-
tend the current tax rates, and send 
this Nation on a new path to greatness 
while ensuring the people’s voice is 
once again heard in Washington. 

f 

EXTENDING TAX CUTS VERSUS 
UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS 

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

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
in the remaining days of this Congress 
we have some choices to make, and 
those choices couldn’t be more clear. 
Are we going to extend tax cuts for the 
rich, giving millionaires an average 
break of over $100,000, or are we going 
to continue unemployment benefits of 
about $245 a week for out-of-work 
Americans? Are we going to approve a 
giveaway to high-paid CEOs that the 
Congressional Budget Office puts at the 
bottom of their list of what would 
stimulate the economy, or are we going 
to extend the unemployment benefits 
the CBO puts at the top of that same 
list? Are we going to hand out tax 
breaks to the wealthy that will add 
$700 billion to the deficit, or are we 
going to continue funding unemploy-
ment checks that generate $2 in eco-
nomic activity for every $1 in benefits 
paid? 

The American people sent us here to 
set priorities and make tough choices. 

Putting American workers ahead of 
millionaires and billionaires should be 
our priority, and it shouldn’t be a 
tough choice to make. 

f 

BIG GOVERNMENT ORDERS BIG 
SIGNS 

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the 
Federal Highway Administration is or-
dering all local governments to go out 
and purchase new road signs. Why? Be-
cause the brilliant bureaucrats say 
these signs are easier to read. It took 
800 pages of ‘‘easy-to-read’’ regulations 
and redtape to mandate making letters 
two inches taller. The new signs must 
be reflective and cannot be in all caps. 
New York City alone will have to spend 
$27 million just to revamp their suffi-
cient signs. Millions will be spent by 
other financially troubled cities. 

Why is this happening? Because, as 
the saying goes, ‘‘We’re from govern-
ment, and we’re here to help you.’’ 
What if the towns refuse to replace 
their perfectly good signs with the Fed-
erally authorized signs? Will the intru-
sive Federal street sign police come 
out and cart the city officials off to jail 
for road sign violations? And what’s 
next? Will the Feds soon require signs 
be in multiple languages? Once again, 
Big Government solves problems that 
don’t exist and answers questions no 
one is asking. And that’s just the way 
it is. 

f 

MIDDLE CLASS TAX CUTS AND 
JOBS 

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

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, we must re-
mind the American people when Presi-
dent Obama took office, he inherited a 
$1.2 trillion deficit, the recession, and 
mounting job losses. In the last 2 years 
we have worked hard to end the out-
sourcing of jobs overseas and lay the 
groundwork to create new jobs here at 
home. But with the unemployment 
rate at 9.6 across the Nation and over 
14 percent in my area in California, we 
must do more. If Congress does not act 
to extend the unemployment insurance 
benefit, 2 million Americans stand to 
lose benefits during the holiday season. 
Yet, instead of working with us to pro-
vide assistance to struggling families, 
Republicans—I state Republicans—con-
tinue to obstruct and push for budget- 
busting tax breaks for America’s mil-
lionaires. 

We must extend unemployment bene-
fits, and we must approve the Obama 
middle class tax cut plan without the 
deficit-increasing tax breaks for Amer-
ica’s richest few. Let’s work together 
to help families through these tough 
times and create the jobs the American 
people need. 

AMERICA’S ECONOMIC CRISIS 

(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, Ireland, 
with a population of just 4.4 million, 
has been forced to get a $90 billion bail-
out to keep from crashing. With our 
debt of almost $14 trillion and trillion- 
dollar yearly deficits, we are very close 
to becoming a gigantic Ireland finan-
cially. A similar bailout for the U.S. 
would be over $6 trillion. 

In yesterday’s Washington Post, col-
umnist Fareed Zakaria, concerning 
what he called our economic crisis, 
wrote this: 

‘‘Washington is asking consumers to 
stop saving and start spending, while 
the government issues more debt and 
the Fed lowers rates—all measures de-
signed to increase debt.’’ ‘‘In other 
words,’’ he wrote, ‘‘we are fighting a 
crisis caused by excessive debt by en-
couraging excessive debt. Is that really 
the best way to get growth?’’ 

A few months ago the Post editorial-
ized, ‘‘It’s time to stop worrying about 
the deficit and start panicking about 
the debt. The fiscal situation was seri-
ous before the recession; it is now 
dire.’’ 

The problem is that the Post, like 
too many in this city, always attacks 
any attempts to cut spending. 

f 

b 1020 

CONGRATULATING CHARLES 
BARNUM ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

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

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday U.S. Secretary of Education 
Arne Duncan placed a call to the prin-
cipal of the Charles Barnum Elemen-
tary School in Groton, Connecticut, to 
congratulate the school’s 100 percent 
math score and 92 percent reading 
score in the Connecticut Mastery tests. 

The school’s success was notable for 
two reasons: First, because Barnum is 
a good old-fashioned public school that 
raised its test scores to almost perfec-
tion the right way—through teamwork 
by administration, teachers, staff, stu-
dents, and parents—and second, be-
cause it’s a school adjacent to the 
Groton Navy sub base with over 90 per-
cent of its student body children of ac-
tive duty Navy. These are families 
which face tremendous challenges with 
parents away at sea for months at a 
time incommunicado with their kids. 
Despite that environment, the Barnum 
community has made sure that its kids 
are achieving the highest level of pro-
ficiency in reading and math. 

Congratulations to Principal Valerie 
Nelson and everyone at Barnum, and 
thank you for giving the country an 
example of educational success which 
we in Congress should carefully exam-
ine as the time approaches to reform 
America’s schools. 
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EARMARKS 

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

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, ear-
marks represent the culture of spend-
ing that has led to record deficits and 
debts that are literally costing us our 
future. We’ve got to change that cul-
ture, and we’ve got to start right now. 
Today, we can save the American tax-
payer as much as $16.5 billion. That 
money can go to pay down some of the 
debt we’ve accrued against our chil-
dren’s future. That’s why I made the 
decision last year to forgo earmarks. It 
wasn’t an easy decision, but it was the 
right one. That’s why President Obama 
and Montana’s Democrat Governor 
have also thrown their support behind 
eliminating earmarks. 

But earmarks are just the beginning. 
We also need to balance the budget and 
seriously cut spending across the 
board. If Congress doesn’t have the 
courage to cut earmarks, how can we 
hope to tackle the bigger problems 
later? 

f 

HONORING ANTOINE GARIBALDI 

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

Mrs. DAHLKEMPER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to honor a great leader in 
Erie, Pennsylvania, Antoine Garibaldi, 
the sixth president of Gannon Univer-
sity. 

Dr. Garibaldi has been a dynamic 
force in higher education and through-
out the community. Since 2001, he has 
worked to ensure that Gannon remains 
a world-class university. Dr. Gari-
baldi’s visionary leadership has helped 
Gannon’s enrollment grow by more 
than 24 percent. 

With his wife, Carol, Antoine has led 
revitalization efforts to make down-
town Erie a vibrant, thriving area. The 
Garibaldis’ work benefits not only the 
students of Gannon but the whole of 
the Erie community. I am grateful for 
their commitment to our city. 

Antoine Garibaldi is a pillar in the 
Erie community, and it is with grateful 
hearts that we wish him the greatest of 
fortune as he takes on the role of presi-
dent of the University of Detroit Mercy 
next year. 

Dr. Garibaldi’s service in the area 
will be greatly missed, and we thank 
him for all that he has done. 

f 

NATIONAL DAY OF RECOGNITION 
FOR PARENTS OF CHILDREN 
WITH SPECIAL NEEDS 

(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 as a cospon-
sor of the National Day of Recognition 
for Parents of Children with Special 

Needs to honor those who have dedi-
cated themselves to making the lives 
of their special needs children better 
and more fulfilling. 

I saw a news program over the 
Thanksgiving holiday that talked 
about a time in this country when chil-
dren who were different or had special 
needs were often institutionalized or 
forgotten. That was less than 50 years 
ago. 

There are still children who need ex-
treme care that can’t be given by their 
parents alone, but many of these par-
ents begin a journey with their special 
needs child with a goal of making their 
lives as complete and stimulating as 
possible. The journey takes them 
through medical journals and expert 
opinions. It often places them in oppo-
sition to established school procedures 
and leads them to new solutions to 
pave the way for other special needs 
students. It takes their time, their 
treasure, and most of all their love and 
patience. 

These parents don’t give up or give 
in, and their children are the better for 
it. 

f 

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE AND 
TAX CUTS 

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

Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to give voice to 
the growing chorus of millions of hard-
working Americans who are without 
their unemployment benefits and to 
middle class taxpayers who deserve tax 
cuts on their income up to $250,000 per-
manently. 

We’re seeing a steady improvement 
in the economy, but families are still 
struggling and need unemployment 
benefits to put food on the table and 
remain in their homes. Extending un-
employment is more than support for 
our families, friends, and neighbors; 
it’s also good economics. According to 
the independent Congressional Budget 
Office, it’s hands down the most cost- 
effective stimulus available. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to clear up the 
confusion. My colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle are fighting for tax 
cuts for millionaires while millions of 
Americans are losing unemployment 
benefits. My colleagues on the other 
side are calling for us to pay for $18 bil-
lion to extend unemployment but 
refuse to see the hypocrisy of putting 
$700 billion of tax cuts for millionaires 
on the backs of our children and grand-
children. 

To be clear, Mr. Speaker, this Con-
gresswoman and congressional Demo-
crats are fighting for real families, 98 
percent of middle class families, 9.6 
percent unemployed. Republicans are 
fighting for the 2 percenters, the mil-
lionaires. 

Let’s stop it right here. 

HONORING ‘‘CHI CHI’’ RODRIGUEZ 
(Mr. PIERLUISI asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PIERLUISI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of House Resolution 
1430, which honors ‘‘Chi Chi’’ Rodriguez 
for his commitment to Latino youth 
programs. 

Chi Chi was born into a poor family 
in Puerto Rico and began working at 
the age of 7. He taught himself how to 
play golf and enjoyed a very successful 
professional career, becoming the first 
Puerto Rican inducted into the World 
Golf Hall of Fame. 

I rise today, though, to commend Chi 
Chi not for his extraordinary golf skills 
but for his philanthropy. His civic 
work has helped countless youths and 
earned him membership in the World 
Humanitarian Hall of Fame. 

Yesterday, it was suggested on the 
floor of this House that it is a waste of 
time and resources to consider and pass 
this resolution. With all due respect, it 
is never a waste of time to recognize 
and praise the actions of a great 
human being, particularly when those 
actions help our youth. 

It is one thing to promote fiscal re-
sponsibility; it is quite another to ig-
nore or, even worse, intend to demean 
the feats of an extraordinary Amer-
ican. 

I urge all of my colleagues to vote for 
House Resolution 1430. 

f 

JEC UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
REPORT MAKES STRONG CASE 

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

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, last 
night the unemployment benefits ex-
pired for 2 million Americans, includ-
ing over 159,000 New Yorkers and 95,000 
residents of New York City. The Joint 
Economic Committee, which I chair, 
released a report that finds that there 
could be serious unintended con-
sequences if Congress should not renew 
this vital program; consequences not 
just for 2 million Americans who lost 
their jobs, but for our larger economy 
as well. 

Failing to renew the program with 
its 99-week cap could result in the loss 
of over 1 million jobs over the next 
year, wiping out almost a year’s worth 
of hard-won progress. Failing to pre-
serve unemployment benefits would 
also drain the economy of $80 billion in 
purchasing power just as our fragile 
economy is recovering. 

At a time when there are five unem-
ployed Americans for every job open-
ing, failing to extend unemployment 
benefits goes against both all common 
sense and economic sense. We must 
support and extend this vital renewal 
of this program. 

f 

MIDDLE CLASS TAXES 
(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute.) 
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Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Mr. Speaker, middle-income 
families are the backbone of our econ-
omy, and that is why we should not 
wait any longer to vote on extending 
tax cuts for middle-income families. 
Extension of these taxes have been held 
hostage by the discussion of whether to 
extend the rates for the wealthiest 
Americans. 

Ninety-eight percent of Americans 
face a tax increase January 1. For the 
typical middle-income American fam-
ily, that would be the loss of $2,000 a 

year. The Republican demands would 
mean that those making more than a 
million dollars a year would receive an 
average of $100,000 annually, and the 
middle-income would be saddled with 
the $700 billion in new debt to pay for 
the multimillion-dollar tax cut for bil-
lionaires. 

The billionaires’ lifestyles will not 
change, and no significant jobs will be 
created. If they were going to be, they 
would be now. 

I am committed to continuing tax 
cuts for middle-income families on in-
comes up to $250,000. 

Mr. Speaker, I favor jobs. Tax cuts 
for the rich will change nothing, but it 
will increase the deficit. 

f 
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PROVIDING FDIC PROTECTION FOR 
IOLTAS 

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

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 6398, 
which I was proud to cosponsor with 
my colleague, Congressman DOGGETT. 
This important measure will ensure 
that lawyer trust accounts, the inter-
est income from which goes to support 
legal services programs across this 
country, will be fully insured by the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 
therefore providing to the providers of 
these programs an important assurance 
that going forward this source of fund-
ing will be protected. 

For almost 20 years before I came to 
this body, I had the privilege of work-
ing with some of the finest legal serv-
ices providers in the State of Mary-
land. And I want to thank them for the 
work they do every day to provide as-
sistance to those underserved in our 
community. Every opportunity we get 
to support their work we should seize 
upon. And that’s what we do with this 
measure. I thank my colleagues for 
their support of H.R. 6398. 

f 

PASS THE FREE TRADE 
AGREEMENTS 

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, we all 
know the sad news of the expiration of 

unemployment benefits. And we feel 
very strongly about ensuring that the 
American people who are struggling 
are able to have their needs met. We 
also feel strongly that it must be paid 
for. We also feel very strongly, Mr. 
Speaker, that the focus should be on 
job creation and economic growth. 

We have three pending trade agree-
ments with Panama, Colombia, and 
South Korea, which not only would 
have far-reaching economic impacts on 
the United States of America, but at 
the same time it would have a very, 
very important geopolitical impact. 
And it seems to me that as we look at 
creating good manufacturing jobs for 
union and nonunion workers in the 
United States, at companies like Cat-
erpillar, John Deere, Whirlpool, other 
union companies, that the single best 
thing to do for those workers and po-
tential union and nonunion workers is 
to open up markets where there are 40 
million consumers in Colombia. 

The single largest bilateral free trade 
agreement in the history of the world 
would be the U.S.-Korea free trade 
agreement. And so, Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to join, and I know there is 
bipartisan support for this, in encour-
aging the administration to send up 
those agreements so that we can focus 
on what it is the American people want 
us to do, and that is create good manu-
facturing jobs right here in the United 
States. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CHAIRMAN JAMES L. 
OBERSTAR 

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

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
struck by the comments of my col-
league from California and his desire to 
build jobs here in America. My com-
ments today are really directed to-
wards the chairman of the Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, who will be leaving this 
House at the end of this year, an ex-
traordinary individual who over his 40 
years in this House has led the way for 
good American union jobs in the con-
struction industry. 

Unfortunately, when it came time in 
the stimulus bill, not one Republican 
voted for the stimulus bill that created 
1.5 million union jobs in the construc-
tion industry. Unfortunately, that was 
the case. You can’t have it both ways, 
I suppose. Mr. OBERSTAR has led the 
way time and time again for worker 
safety, to make sure that Americans 
had the transportation, the infrastruc-
ture that they needed. 

I have had the great pleasure of 
working with him and learning from 
him. I am sure I join with every col-
league in this House, Democrat and Re-
publican, to say that we will miss him 
deeply, and his leadership will be lost 
upon us. 

IN MEMORY OF BOB ABBOTT 

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

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I come to 
memorialize Bob Abbott, a young man 
who saw the future in terms of tech-
nology and who worked on inventing 
the digital ways of communicating. He 
was a researcher who looked around 
the world and saw what was needed in 
terms of computers. And he helped the 
team in Silicon Valley solve some of 
those problems. He died about a month 
ago. 

He would be appalled to know that 
all of his hard work to bring commu-
nications together would leave out 
those who are unemployed. As you 
know, 39 percent say that not elimi-
nating the tax cuts for those earning 
more than $250,000 a year would be a 
travesty. Bob worked so hard to ad-
dress these issues through his com-
puter communications. We have to be 
sure that those people who have 
worked so diligently in manufacturing 
and in other areas of technology are 
taken care of when they lose their jobs. 

In memory of a young man who 
worked so hard to bring communica-
tion skills to all Americans, I say to 
him we will make a move to see that 
the unemployed have work in your 
memory. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 
101, FURTHER CONTINUING AP-
PROPRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 
2011 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 1741 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1741 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to consider in 
the House the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 101) 
making further continuing appropriations 
for fiscal year 2011, and for other purposes. 
All points of order against consideration of 
the joint resolution are waived except those 
arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. The 
joint resolution shall be considered as read. 
All points of order against provisions in the 
joint resolution are waived. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the joint resolution to final passage without 
intervening motion except: (1) one hour of 
debate equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Appropriations; and (2) one 
motion to recommit. 

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DREIER). All time 
yielded during consideration of the rule 
is for debate only. 

I yield myself such time as I con-
sume. 
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GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. POLIS. I also ask unanimous 
consent that all Members be given 5 
legislative days in which to revise and 
extend their remarks on H.R. 1741. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1741 

provides a closed rule for consideration 
of H.J. Res. 101, making further con-
tinuing appropriations for fiscal year 
2011, and for other purposes. The rule 
provides 1 hour of debate equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and 
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against consideration of the joint reso-
lution except those arising under 
clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. The rule pro-
vides that the joint resolution shall be 
considered as read. The rule waives all 
points of order against provisions of 
the joint resolution. Finally, the rule 
provides one motion to recommit the 
joint resolution with or without in-
structions. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of approving a continuing reso-
lution to maintain a level and con-
sistent funding stream for our Federal 
Government. It is one of our primary 
constitutional responsibilities as Mem-
bers of Congress to keep the Federal 
Government running through the pas-
sage of appropriations legislation. This 
continuing resolution will ensure that 
all necessary and vital functions of 
government will continue uninter-
rupted until both Chambers of our leg-
islature have completed their work. 

If we do not act now, Mr. Speaker, 
the Federal Government will effec-
tively shut down this Friday, Decem-
ber 3. This continuing resolution is a 
short term, straightforward measure to 
keep the government running and get 
us through the next 2 weeks, until De-
cember 18, while bipartisan negotia-
tions continue in the House and the 
Senate. It is my hope that my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle will 
work with us to move this important 
bill forward and to pass a clean con-
tinuing resolution contained under this 
rule. 

This continuing resolution will fund 
the Federal Government at levels al-
ready approved by the House in the fis-
cal year 2010 appropriations bills and 
the fiscal year 2009 supplementals. This 
includes extending the authority for 
the Department of Defense to execute 
the Commanders Emergency Response 
Program, an essential tool for military 
commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

b1040 

It would also continue the applica-
tion period for retroactive stop loss 
benefits through the duration of the 
continuing resolution. 

The Retroactive Stop Loss Pay Pro-
gram provides $500 for each month 
served in stop loss status with an aver-
age benefit of $3,700 to the brave serv-

icemen and -women, veterans and bene-
ficiaries of those whose service was in-
voluntarily extended under stop loss. 

This continuing resolution would 
also continue to fund VA hospitals al-
ready under construction, including 
one in my home State of Colorado, the 
Denver VA Hospital, which serves 
58,000 veterans living in Colorado, Kan-
sas, Nebraska, and Wyoming. Millions 
of veterans and their families across 
this Nation depend on the VA for med-
ical care and support, and we must pass 
this CR so we continue to build these 
much-needed facilities. Absent this CR, 
construction on these VA facilities will 
grind to a halt, leaving our veterans in 
the lurch. Our veterans took an oath to 
defend our country, and they deserve 
to come home to better care and a 
quality hospital that meets their 
needs. 

This CR would also allow the Federal 
air marshals to maintain the existing 
fiscal year 2010 fourth quarter coverage 
levels for international and domestic 
flights. This funding will allow for con-
tinued training, including investiga-
tive techniques, criminal terrorist be-
havior recognition, firearms pro-
ficiency, aircraft specific tactics, and 
self-defense measures that are nec-
essary to protect the flying public. 

This funding allows the Federal air 
marshals to fulfill their mission of pro-
tecting air passengers and crew. Pro-
tecting our Nation and combating ter-
rorism is a top priority for this Con-
gress, and without the passage of this 
CR, those efforts with regard to our air 
marshals will grind to a halt, leaving 
the traveling public at greater risk. 

This continuing resolution would 
also allow the commissioner of U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection to 
maintain the level of Customs and Bor-
der Protection personnel in place for 
the final quarter and the final few 
weeks of fiscal year 2010. This provides 
proper funding to keep terrorists and 
their weapons out of the United States, 
secure and facilitate trade and travel 
and enforce hundreds of U.S. regula-
tions, including immigration and drug 
laws. 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
law enforcement professionals serve as 
America’s front-line defense on our Na-
tion’s borders at ports of entry, field 
stations and check points across the 
United States. It’s important that we 
maintain a consistent level of per-
sonnel at our Nation’s borders. By in-
terrupting these funds, we would be 
jeopardizing Customs and Border Pro-
tection’s ability to do their job and 
protect America. This funding enables 
these officers to inspect our borders, 
process trade, combat terrorism and 
smuggling. 

A vote against this continuing reso-
lution is a vote to gut our border secu-
rity when we need it the most. 

In addition to extending the existing 
authority for the Department of Home-
land Security to regulate chemical fa-
cilities to prevent high levels of risk, 
this continuing resolution would also 

extend the existing Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, or FEMA author-
ity, to provide technical and financial 
assistance to States and localities for 
pre-disaster hazard mitigation activ-
ity. 

As an example, in my home State of 
Colorado, this continuing resolution 
would mean keeping in place vital pro-
grams like the 2008 Colorado Springs 
Wildfire Mitigation Project that re-
moves vegetation around critical fa-
cilities and communities; to the 2008 
Denver Regional Hazard Mitigation 
Plan, which assists 37 communities, 
townships, and counties in the Denver 
metro area in analyzing and assessing 
their hazard risks; the 2007 Coal Creek 
Crossing affecting the town of Erie in 
Boulder County, Colorado, flood reduc-
tion project that helps the town of Erie 
modify infrastructure around the Coal 
Creek Crossing to eliminate future 
damages. 

My district, Mr. Speaker, recently 
suffered one of the worst forest fires in 
the history of Colorado, which com-
pletely destroyed over 100 residences. 
These emergencies can strike any-
where, anytime; and if we fail to pass 
this continuing resolution, we will 
cripple the ability of the Federal Gov-
ernment to help with emergencies 
wherever they occur and whatever 
their nature is. 

This continuing resolution would 
also maintain the additional $23 mil-
lion in funding for the Department of 
the Interior’s new Bureau of Ocean En-
ergy Management for increased inspec-
tions for offshore oil rigs. In light of 
the recent disaster we all witnessed un-
fold this summer in the Gulf of Mexico, 
these funds should be the last thing 
that we want to allow to expire or to 
cut. These funds are critical to ensure 
that tragedies like the Deepwater Hori-
zon spill are not repeated and that our 
oil rigs are inspected. 

These funds allow existing rigs to 
continue operating in a manner that 
protects the workers on the rigs in the 
sensitive environmental areas in which 
these rigs operate, as well as protect 
our economy from future job loss. In-
terrupting these funds will put offshore 
oil rig workers’ lives in danger, the en-
vironment in danger, and our economy 
in danger as well. 

The continuing resolution before us 
also maintains the current rate of the 
Foreign Military Financing, FMF, pro-
gram, to include the $965 million that 
was advanced for Israel, Egypt, and 
Jordan in the fiscal year 2009 supple-
mental. By providing assistance and 
aid to our allies in the Middle East, we 
strengthen our position and make a 
vital investment in global and national 
security. 

A vote against this continuing reso-
lution is a vote to cut off aid to our al-
lies like Israel and the Middle East at 
a time when they are critical for the 
global fight against terrorism and to 
prevent the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons to Iran. 

Through this continuing resolution, 
we also continue the rate of operations 
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for the Pakistan Counterinsurgency 
Capability Fund at $700 million. This 
section also continues the terms and 
conditions included in the fiscal year 
2009 and 2010 supplementals which will 
help build and maintain the counterin-
surgency capability of Pakistan under 
the same terms and conditions. 

Mr. Speaker, I have not been a sup-
porter of the escalation of efforts in Af-
ghanistan or in Iraq, but I think there 
is a strong bipartisan consensus in this 
body that assisting the Government of 
Pakistan in counterinsurgency efforts 
is one of the most critical fronts to 
protect Americans from terrorism, 
from a resurgence of the Taliban and 
from allowing al Qaeda a foothold in 
that area. 

There are vital programs that we 
must continue to fund without inter-
ruption. There may be some who ques-
tion the need for a CR. Let me remind 
everyone that with the exception of fis-
cal years 1989, 1995 and 1997, at least 
one continuing resolution has been en-
acted for each fiscal year since 1955. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
the necessary rule for this CR as well 
as the underlying CR to prevent the 
Federal Government from shutting 
down, jeopardizing our allies and 
friends across the world, as well as the 
safety and security of Americans. 

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

myself such time as I may consume. 
(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. I want to begin by ex-
pressing my appreciation to my good 
friend from Boulder, a hard-working 
member of the Rules Committee, and I 
want to associate myself with much of 
what he said. 

We obviously have very important 
priorities that need to be addressed, 
whether it’s dealing with environ-
mental issues, border security, FMF, 
the Pakistani anti-insurgency effort, 
all of those things are very, very high 
priorities which need to be addressed; 
and so I think he is right on target in 
pointing to those. 

The unfortunate thing, Mr. Speaker, 
is what is it that got us to the point 
where we are at this moment. 

We all know that the American peo-
ple are hurting. We know that unem-
ployment benefits have expired. We 
know that we have looked at the elec-
tion that took place on November 2 and 
that, in and of itself, was evidence of a 
high level of anger and frustration that 
has been shown by the American peo-
ple, I mean, the largest turnover in 
this institution in nearly three-quar-
ters of a century. And by virtue of 
that, it seems to me that we need to re-
alize that there is a message that has 
been received, and that message is a 
clear one. 

This business-as-usual pattern can-
not continue. And when I say ‘‘business 
as usual,’’ it’s a very tragic and sad 
commentary as to what business as 
usual has become. Because in this 111th 

Congress, we have for the first time 
since passage of the 1974 Budget and 
Impoundment Act not passed a budget. 
We have not even dealt with the budget 
issue, and that has played a role in get-
ting us to where we are at this mo-
ment. 

The importance of keeping the gov-
ernment running is one which Demo-
crats and Republicans alike acknowl-
edge, but we also know that we have 
what my friend described as constitu-
tional responsibilities; and those con-
stitutional responsibilities, under arti-
cle 1, section 9, are for us to do every-
thing that we can to make sure that we 
responsibly expend those taxpayer dol-
lars. We basically abrogated our re-
sponsibility. 

So for the first time in history, we 
have not passed a budget. And then, 
Mr. Speaker, if you look at what has 
happened in the last 2 years, we have 
for the first time ever not allowed 
Democrats or Republicans an oppor-
tunity to participate in a free-flowing 
open debate on appropriations bills, 
which had always been the case on vir-
tually every appropriations bill up 
until this Congress. 

b 1050 

And it’s unfortunate that we have 
gotten to this point, because if we had 
had that free-flowing debate, Mr. 
Speaker, I’m convinced that we 
wouldn’t be here today with this con-
tinuing resolution. Of course, I ac-
knowledge that continuing resolutions 
have taken place in the past, but I 
wrote down the remarks that my friend 
just offered when he said that this con-
tinuing resolution will continue the 
funding levels that we have had al-
ready in existence. That’s the funding 
level for the massive trillion-dollar so- 
called stimulus bill, the appropriations 
bills which have seen a 91 percent in-
crease in the past 4 years in non-
defense—nondefense discretionary 
spending. That’s what is being main-
tained with this continuing resolution, 
and that is why we are very, very con-
cerned, Mr. Speaker, about continuing 
to move in that direction. 

Now, I believe that there are a num-
ber of things that have to be done. And 
the reason that I’m concerned and op-
posed to the continuing resolution that 
we have before us is that it does per-
petuate this ‘‘business as usual.’’ So I 
mentioned the message that came from 
the November 2 election. We all know 
that. Democrats and Republicans alike 
recognize that the American people are 
angry, they are hurting, and they want 
change. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, we know how im-
portant this issue is that we are trying 
to address. We have the Debt Commis-
sion, which was scheduled to have a 
vote today. It’s now been postponed 
until Friday. They are looking at at-
tacking this issue. We have a month 
before the 112th Congress convenes. 
And it seems to me that at this mo-
ment, certainly following the outcome 
of the November 2 election, the respon-

sible thing for us to do would be to 
take on these issues right here and 
now. 

We are looking at the challenge of 
getting the economy growing, as I said 
in my 1-minute presentation. And I 
bring this up because I know my friend 
from Boulder shares the commitment I 
have to prying open new markets 
around the world so that we can create 
good American jobs for people. 

In fact, I met yesterday with the new 
Ambassador, Gabriel Silva, from Co-
lombia, who has just taken over from 
Carolina Barco, who did a spectacular 
job, as we all know, working diligently 
to try and pass that U.S.-Colombia free 
trade agreement which has been lan-
guishing for 3 years. And again, for the 
first time in history, having passed the 
Trade Act in 1974, we saw that measure 
thrown aside by Speaker PELOSI nearly 
3 years ago after the deal had been 
signed and was sent up by then-Presi-
dent Bush. 

The numbers that we got yesterday 
from this meeting that I’m going to be 
releasing in a ‘‘Dear Colleague,’’ that I 
know my friend will look at, interest-
ingly enough is in the area of agricul-
tural products. We have seen the level 
of exports of U.S. agricultural goods 
drop from 46 percent to 22 percent in 
the last 2 years from the U.S. to Co-
lombia. And at the same time, Colom-
bia is dramatically expanding its trade 
relationship with Mercosur, the four 
countries in South America: Paraguay, 
Uruguay, Argentina, and Brazil. They 
developed a greater linkage with West-
ern Europe. And here in the United 
States of America, we could create 
good jobs, get our economy growing 
and generate revenues to deal with 
many of these priority items that my 
friend mentioned in his remarks that 
need to be addressed. We’d have the 
revenues to deal with border security, 
foreign policy issues, and environ-
mental issues if we could create good 
American jobs by opening up these 
markets. 

And so that is why, Mr. Speaker, it 
seems to me that, as we look at the no-
tion of a 17-day continuing resolution 
to keep the government going and the 
expiration of unemployment benefits, 
what we should be doing is we should 
have a laser-like effort focused on our 
need to create good American manu-
facturing jobs. 

My California colleague was critical 
of me for talking about the importance 
of creating union jobs. He said that I 
couldn’t have it both ways because I 
didn’t vote for the nearly trillion-dol-
lar stimulus bill and somehow want to 
create good union jobs by expanding 
market-opening opportunities for U.S. 
workers. Well, I believe that union and 
nonunion workers will benefit. 

Workers from companies, as I men-
tioned in my 1-minute speech, like Cat-
erpillar, like John Deere, like Whirl-
pool and others, companies in my State 
of California, would have a chance to 
have union members, union and non-
union workers, have opportunities that 
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don’t exist today because we haven’t 
opened up these markets. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me 
that as we look at the challenges that 
are lying ahead, the notion of saying 
we are going to continue funding at the 
levels that created a 91 percent in-
crease in nondefense discretionary 
spending, that we’re going to continue 
the funding levels that have created 
that obviously failed $787 billion, if you 
add interest and all, it’s a trillion-dol-
lar stimulus bill which has been de-
cried as having failed by people all 
across the political spectrum, and if 
you look at the notion of our denying 
the American people a chance to have 
their proposals heard through their 
elected representatives with the kind 
of free-flowing debate when it comes to 
the notion of trying to bring about re-
ductions in spending is just plain 
wrong. 

That is why I’m going to urge my 
colleagues, Mr. Speaker, to oppose this 
measure. I believe that we can do bet-
ter. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

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

I agree with my colleague from Cali-
fornia that to the extent we can grow 
American markets we need to work to-
gether in a bipartisan way to do that. 
I joined my colleague on letters to the 
President as colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to encourage the further de-
velopment of trade relationships, cer-
tainly starting with trade agreements 
that are very near completion with Co-
lombia, Panama, and South Korea. 

And also, I had the opportunity to 
host the honorable ambassador from 
Panama, Jaime Aleman, in my district 
of Colorado not too long ago, and I was 
able to introduce him to a number of 
Colorado businesses which stand to 
benefit from these. 

Now, of course, as a matter of how 
this comes to pass, that these efforts 
could not be initiated by this body, we 
could not have an amendment to a CR 
if this was an open rule. We could not 
have an amendment to an appropria-
tions bill which contained a trade 
agreement. It has to be negotiated and 
delivered to us by the administration. 

And I know that President Obama 
has been committed to delivering and 
working on these trade agreements. In 
fact, in this very body, in the State of 
the Union address, President Obama 
very proudly talked about the export 
agenda and what it meant for Amer-
ican job creation. Of course, this means 
union jobs and it means nonunion jobs. 
It means job creation overall. The 
President remains committed to con-
tinuing to grow the market for Amer-
ican products and services across the 
world. That includes enforcing intellec-
tual property provisions and it includes 
making sure that American products 
are available across the entire world. 

Now, again, one of the issues that 
would be threatened if this continuing 
resolution is not passed is the flow of 

products across our border. The fund-
ing will run out for the Border Patrol 
and the ports of entry. Products com-
ing into this country, for good reason, 
have to be inspected. Some of that has 
to do with whether there are illegal, il-
licit products, narcotics that are being 
smuggled, whether there are illegal 
people that are being smuggled, or 
whether products that are not allowed 
to be sold here or were not created in 
compliance with our existing trade 
agreements are created. The border se-
curity efforts would be gutted if this 
continuing resolution does not pass, 
leaving trade in the lurch and leaving 
American job creation in the lurch. So 
this bill has an important nexus in 
international trade. 

The passage of this continuing reso-
lution will facilitate the continued 
funding of our ports of entry, the con-
tinued funding of our border inspection 
services for both goods and people, 
which must continue. What degree of 
confidence would our negotiating part-
ners of South Korea, Panama, and Co-
lombia and many others have on our 
own ability to deliver on our trade 
agreements if the funding runs out at 
our ports of entry for goods and prod-
ucts? We must not allow that to hap-
pen. 
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I also certainly agree that the public, 
as demonstrated in the last election, 
they want a change in the business as 
usual, and I think that change has not 
yet fully manifested itself. Yesterday 
this body passed the Pickford-Cobell 
bill, a long-overdue bill to pass, but it 
had one earmark in it, a Republican 
earmark from the Senate, from Sen-
ator JON KYL of Arizona, a very large 
earmark that apparently was the price 
of support of getting it out of that 
body. 

I am happy to say that this con-
tinuing resolution before us today is a 
very clean CR, a very clean continuing 
resolution, that would allow during 
this negotiating process—and where we 
wind up with regard to these appropria-
tion bills next year and the year after 
is a very important issue for political 
discussion, a very important issue be-
tween both parties to come to con-
sensus around what we can do to pass 
both bodies. But it is not what we are 
debating here today. We are simply al-
lowing the Federal Government to con-
tinue to operate its ports of entries, its 
border security, counterinsurgency ef-
forts in Pakistan, continued aid to 
Israel, Egypt, Jordan, and the Middle 
East, continuing to allow these pro-
grams to operate for a 2-week period 
while we seek the bipartisan consensus 
that will emerge and is necessary to 
continue to be able to pass the appro-
priations bills that are necessary to 
allow government to continue funding. 

So this CR is an important part of 
our democratic process, and at least 
one continuing resolution has been en-
acted for every fiscal year since 1955. 
Traditionally they have been in many 

of those cases clean continuing resolu-
tions, and simply allowed at the pre-
viously agreed upon rates by these bod-
ies the Federal Government to con-
tinue while the negotiations are pend-
ing. 

I also believe it would strike panic in 
global financial markets if the Federal 
Government closes down and people 
don’t have confidence that this Con-
gress can even allow the Federal Gov-
ernment to continue its routine oper-
ations while the negotiating process 
for future agreements is still under-
way. So I encourage my colleagues to 
support this process through its con-
clusion over the next 2 weeks and sup-
port this continuing resolution. 

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

colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on this resolu-
tion. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, it is stand-

ard and bipartisan practice to consider 
continuing resolutions under a closed 
rule. I would say this has been the 
practice on both sides of the aisle. Re-
publicans have issued closed rules for 
every continuing resolution that they 
considered in both the 108th and 109th 
Congresses. Our goal with this con-
tinuing resolution is to do this in as 
clean a way as possible that allow 
these vital functions of government to 
continue to function: facilitation of 
international trade, our counterinsur-
gency efforts in Pakistan, our border 
security, and our sky marshals. 

In recent history, again since 1955, at 
least one continuing resolution has 
been enacted in each fiscal year except 
for three. And, in fact, during the en-
tire 59-year period, from 1952 to 2010, 
there were only four instances when all 
of the regular appropriation acts were 
enacted on time. 

Mr. Speaker, the democratic process 
is a time-consuming one, but it is one 
that is worthwhile, and it is one that 
ultimately will reflect the will of the 
American people with appropriations 
bills that emerge from the Senate and 
from the House ultimately to be signed 
by the President. This continuing reso-
lution gives our democracy time to 
work and makes sure that the world 
will not lose confidence in our country. 
It makes sure that our vital security 
interests here and abroad are main-
tained—our aid to our allies, our secu-
rity, and our ports of entry here at 
home. We must make sure that the 
safety of the American people doesn’t 
pay the price for the time it takes for 
our democracy to work. I strongly en-
courage my colleagues to support the 
rule and the bill. 

I would like to thank Chairman OBEY 
for his leadership on this bill, and his 
staff for their hard work and their 
dedication. 

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

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

The previous question was ordered. 
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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. 

Mr. DREIER. 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, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF S. 3307, HEALTHY, HUNGER- 
FREE KIDS ACT OF 2010 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, by di-

rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 1742 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1742 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to consider in 
the House the bill (S. 3307) to reauthorize 
child nutrition programs, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived except those aris-
ing under clause 9 of rule XXI. The bill shall 
be considered as read. All points of order 
against the bill are waived. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Education and Labor; and (2) one motion to 
recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for 1 hour. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purpose of debate only, I yield the 
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN 
DIAZ-BALART). All time yielded during 
consideration of the rule is for debate 
only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MCGOVERN. I ask unanimous 

consent that all Members be given 5 
legislative days within which to revise 
and extend their remarks on House 
Resolution 1742. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
H. Res. 1742 provides a closed rule for 

consideration of S. 3307, the Healthy, 
Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010. The rule 
provides 1 hour of debate equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and 
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor. 

The rules waives all points of order 
against consideration of the bill except 
those arising under clause 9 of rule 
XXI. The rule provides that the bill 
shall be considered as read. The rule 
waives all points of order against pro-
visions of the bill. Finally, the rule 
provides one motion to recommit the 
bill with or without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, before I begin, as many 
of my colleagues know, my colleague 

from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ- 
BALART) has decided not to seek reelec-
tion and move on to other endeavors in 
his home State of Florida. I just want 
to publicly thank him for his friend-
ship over the years, and also thank him 
for his great service not only to the 
people of Florida but to the people of 
this country. This may be the last rule 
that we handle together, so I wanted to 
take this opportunity simply to ac-
knowledge his service and to thank 
him. 

Mr. Speaker, we have the oppor-
tunity today to pass a very good bill 
that will improve the lives of our chil-
dren. And I believe that we must seize 
that opportunity. 

I want to thank Speaker PELOSI and 
Chairman MILLER, Congresswoman 
DELAURO, Congresswoman MCCARTHY, 
and others who have worked so hard on 
this issue. And I want to say a special 
thank you to First Lady Michelle 
Obama. She has been an incredible 
champion for our children, particularly 
in the areas of nutrition and obesity. 
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She has challenged us to live up to 

one of our highest moral obligations— 
to make sure that the children of this 
Nation have the nutritious food they 
need to grow, to thrive, and to succeed. 

Mr. Speaker, as many of my col-
leagues know, I chair both the House 
Hunger Caucus and the Congressional 
Hunger Center, and I’ve said many 
times that hunger is a political condi-
tion. We have the resources to end hun-
ger, particularly childhood hunger, and 
what we need is the political will to 
make it happen. 

President Obama has pledged to end 
childhood hunger in America by 2015. If 
we support that goal, then we must 
pass this bill. I hope that the Members 
of this House, all of us, Democrats and 
Republicans, can come together today 
to summon the political will necessary 
to move forward on this issue. 

There is not a single community in 
America that is hunger free. Talk to 
any food bank. They will tell you that 
the demand has never been greater, and 
far too many of the people who need 
help are children. 

The child nutrition bill that we will 
take up today gives us a chance to pro-
vide healthy meals to hundreds of 
thousands of children who need them. 
It’s also important to remember that 
hunger and obesity are two sides of the 
same coin. The fact is that highly proc-
essed, empty calorie foods are less ex-
pensive than fresh, nutritious foods. 
That’s why so many families are forced 
to make unhealthy choices. This bill 
increases the reimbursement to schools 
for meals by 6 cents a meal, 6 cents, 
and that’s the first increase in 30 years. 

Too often, the only nutritious food 
our kids get is in a school setting, and 
this bill also increases access to after- 
school programs. And the bill helps 
communities to establish farm-to- 
school networks, which are not just 
good for children, but they’re also good 
for our local farmers. 

Now, it’s no secret, Mr. Speaker, that 
I’ve had concerns with how this bill is 
paid for, and I remind my colleagues 
that this bill is fully paid for. The cuts 
to the SNAP, or food stamp, program 
don’t make a lot of sense to me. I don’t 
believe we should be taking access to 
food away from some people in order to 
provide it for others. But we have been 
assured, repeatedly, by the President 
and the White House that they will 
work with us to restore these cuts, and 
I look forward to working with the ad-
ministration and my colleagues to 
make sure that the White House lives 
up to that commitment. Quite frankly, 
if I did not believe that this commit-
ment to restore SNAP funding was 
real, I would have had a hard time vot-
ing for the underlying legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill, this exact 
same piece of legislation, passed unani-
mously in the Senate. Every single 
Member in the Senate, including a 
Who’s Who of the most conservative 
Republicans, voted for reauthorizing 
our child nutrition programs. Unfortu-
nately, from what I heard in the Rules 
Committee last night, that probably 
won’t happen today in the House. 

Some of my friends on the other side 
of the aisle have no problem expanding 
wasteful weapons systems. They have 
no problem expanding tax cuts for mil-
lionaires and billionaires on Wall 
Street, but apparently, some of them 
have a problem with expanding access 
to nutritious food for our children. 

They say it’s an outrageous example 
of Big Government or that a high 
school basketball team would be pro-
hibited from having a bake sale. Non-
sense. Utter nonsense. As the president 
of the national PTA has said, ‘‘The 
measure will effectively eliminate the 
constant presence of junk food in 
school while allowing reasonable prac-
tices like periodic PTA or other school 
group fundraisers, such as bake sales, 
and the sale of hot dogs and sodas at 
after-school sporting events.’’ 

An extra few million for a hedge fund 
manager who doesn’t need it? No prob-
lem, so my Republican friends say, but 
heaven forbid we spend another 6 cents 
to make sure our kids have a more 
healthy school lunch. Those may be 
their priorities, Mr. Speaker, but 
they’re not mine, and they’re not the 
priorities of the people in my district. 

Some of my friends on the other side 
will say that they want no children in 
our country to go hungry. Fair enough. 
Here’s their opportunity to put their 
vote where their rhetoric is. Here’s 
their opportunity to demonstrate that 
their concern for the hungry in this 
country is more than just lip service. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand the poli-
tics here. It’s pretty simple. If the 
President’s for it, my Republican 
friends are against it. But I would ask 
them and I would plead with them to 
check those politics at the door just 
this once. Please don’t sacrifice an op-
portunity to improve the lives of mil-
lions of our children on the altar of 
partisan politics. 
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The need to act is clear. Our moral 

obligation is clear. Our children are 
getting sicker and sicker and sicker. If 
kids don’t have enough nutritious food 
to eat they don’t learn. We are wasting 
millions and millions of dollars on 
health care for diseases like diabetes 
and heart disease that are preventable 
with healthier diets. 

Today, we could begin to turn that 
tide. Please join us in doing the right 
thing. I urge my colleagues to support 
this rule and the underlying bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 
such time as I may consume, and I 
thank my friend from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MCGOVERN) for yielding me the 
time. 

First, Mr. Speaker, thank you. I 
don’t know if I will have the privilege 
again of speaking on this floor while 
you’re presiding, and I want to thank 
you for your service and especially for 
your friendship. 

And to Mr. MCGOVERN, I thank him 
for his kind words. I said a few days 
ago in some remarks here on the floor 
that this is a great honor of being a 
Member of Congress of the United 
States I will never forget, and for the 
rest of my days, I will feel that honor. 
And I thanked all of my colleagues, 
those who have helped me during the 
years here and the many battles that 
I’ve been involved in, and those who 
have opposed me. And so I think it’s 
appropriate to point to the example of 
the graciousness demonstrated by Mr. 
MCGOVERN. We’ve had very strong de-
bates on this floor, and yet, he dem-
onstrated that graciousness once again 
today. I thank him for his words, and 
as I did the other day, I thank all of 
my colleagues, those who have agreed 
with me and those who have opposed 
me, for the great honor of having been 
able to serve along with them here in 
this Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, we have been discussing 
the issue of the effect of the debt on 
the economic reality of the American 
people, and as a matter of fact as this 
Congress starts reaching an end, I 
think it’s appropriate to bring forth 
the fact to remind our colleagues that 
this is going to be, I believe, the first 
Congress where we have not seen even 
one open rule. So we stand here today 
with another piece of legislation being 
brought to the floor with no amend-
ments allowed by the Rules Committee 
and, in this case, a product from the 
Senate before us that has had abso-
lutely no input from Members of the 
House. 

I think that all of us in this House, 
certainly an overwhelming majority of 
the membership of the House, would 
support—I certainly do—the continu-
ation and reauthorization of reduced 
and free school food programs. The bill 
before us unfortunately does not im-
prove upon the current situation in 
that regard. 
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In fact, the bipartisan National Gov-

ernors Association has outlined several 

problems that they have with this un-
derlying legislation, and I was reading 
some hours ago their objections. Gov-
ernors Ritter of Colorado and Rell of 
Connecticut highlighted new certifi-
cation and monitoring mandates that 
will be forced on States by this legisla-
tion in order for the States to be able 
to continue their important participa-
tion in these programs. 

Actually, I was disturbed to learn 
from the bipartisan National Gov-
ernors Association that the underlying 
legislation sets a federally mandated 
minimum price that school districts 
must pay for meals. In the past, if a 
school district negotiated lower food 
costs, that was considered applying 
smart business practices by the school 
districts. But no longer. With a manda-
tory minimum, school districts are 
now going to have to pay more for 
their food programs, which of course 
will be passed along to middle class 
families in the form of higher meal 
costs. 

So I think, in reality, what we are 
seeing in this legislation is a tax in-
crease on working families. Unfortu-
nately, a substitute that was brought 
forth in the Rules Committee by the 
minority, by Ranking Member KLINE, 
which would have reauthorized these 
important programs, was not allowed 
to be offered. That substitute amend-
ment would have extended and 
strengthened the existing important 
programs but would have avoided the 
new mandates on States and commu-
nities. 

There is another issue, Mr. Speaker, 
that I think is important to bring out. 
In order to pay for the new programs in 
this legislation, the congressional ma-
jority decided to use previously appro-
priated funding intended for the Food 
Stamp Program. The Food Stamp 
funds were provided under the so-called 
stimulus legislation, so it’s as though 
the majority is admitting that tax-
payer dollars were incorrectly spent, 
and they are now using those stimulus 
funds to pay for these programs. 

The stimulus bill was not subject to 
the so-called PAYGO requirements be-
cause the majority labeled it as ‘‘emer-
gency spending.’’ Under the rules of the 
House, emergency spending cannot be 
used as a PAYGO offset for future 
spending because it was never origi-
nally offset. As a result, the rule that 
we are debating must again waive the 
important PAYGO requirements. 

Now, I know it’s difficult to follow. I 
was trying to understand it in the 
Rules Committee last night. But the 
end result is that this bill is paid for by 
funds that are borrowed by the Federal 
Government. So I guess we could say 
that we are voting to provide our chil-
dren with nutritious school lunches 
which will be paid to foreign entities in 
the future, with interest, foreign enti-
ties from which we are borrowing 
funds, thus adding to our national debt 
and imposing new fees on families. 

By the way, we could have reauthor-
ized these programs without adding to 

our national debt and imposing new 
fees on families. Adding to our national 
debt in that way and imposing new fees 
on families is not the solution to im-
proving the Nation’s school meal pro-
grams at a time when, obviously, many 
are struggling. 

At this time, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Let me just respond 
to my colleague briefly by saying, 
when he talks about borrowing, I can’t 
help but be reminded of the fact that 
my friends on the other side of the 
aisle have borrowed countless billions 
of dollars to pay for tax cuts for mil-
lionaires and billionaires. They have no 
problem with doing that. They have no 
problem with borrowing money to pay 
for wars. That all goes onto our credit 
card. They have no problem with that. 

Mr. Speaker, what we are doing here 
is improving the quality of nutritious 
food that our kids will have access to. 
In doing so, we accomplish a number of 
things. 

One is we end up with healthier kids 
who, quite frankly, will grow up to be 
healthier adults, which—guess what?— 
will cost less to our public systems. We 
are ensuring when our kids get healthy 
meals that they can learn better in 
school. I don’t think there is any de-
bate—maybe there is on that side of 
the aisle—about the fact that there is a 
tie between kids’ ability to concentrate 
and learn and having adequate food and 
having healthy food. 

So I would say to my colleague Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART, we are paying for it, and 
I know we are paying for it because I 
don’t like the offset. I don’t like the 
fact that the offset that the Senate 
gave us was in the SNAP Program. I’ve 
been fighting that offset. That is a real 
offset and it has real consequences. It 
is one of the reasons we are lobbying 
the White House: to find an alternative 
offset. 

But let’s not diminish the fact that, 
by passing this bill, we are actually 
saving this government countless bil-
lions, if not trillions, of dollars down 
the road by making sure that our kids 
have access to nutritious food in the 
school setting. 

At this point, I yield 3 minutes to a 
valued member of the Rules Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. POLIS). 

Mr. POLIS. I thank the gentleman 
from Massachusetts and would like to 
join him in expressing my great honor 
in having served with the gentleman 
from Florida. 

It is my hope that he and I have an-
other opportunity to manage a rule to-
gether. It is my expectation we will 
have the opportunity to manage an-
other rule together. But in the event 
that that doesn’t happen, I would like 
to express my warm wishes for his con-
tinued success in his future. I very 
much look forward to seeing what the 
gentleman from Florida will be in-
volved with next, and I look forward to 
staying in touch and in close contact 
for many years in the future. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S. 

3307, the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids 
Act of 2010. The passage of this bill, 
which would reauthorize the Child Nu-
trition Act, is critical to our Nation’s 
children—to their health and well- 
being and to their academic success in 
school. Making sure that our children 
get a world-class education can’t be ac-
complished if our children don’t get the 
proper nutrition to make it through 
the day and learn. 

I have a background of involvement 
in public education, both as the super-
intendent of a charter school I started 
as well as the chairman of the Colorado 
State Board of Education. I have tasted 
and eaten many school lunches. I have 
seen firsthand how the lack of access 
to nutritious food prevents too many 
kids from reaching their full poten-
tial—intellectually, academically, and 
physically. 

Childhood hunger and poor nutrition 
are two of the greatest public health 
challenges—and yes, education chal-
lenges—that face our country. Nearly 
one-third of American children are 
overweight or obese, and many of those 
who are overweight or obese also suffer 
from malnutrition. This number has 
been on the rise nationally as well as 
in my home State of Colorado. 

This bill tackles both hunger and 
obesity by addressing access to food 
and the nutritional quality of food, and 
I am proud to be an original cosponsor 
of the House version of this bill. This 
bill facilitates a coordinated approach 
across all levels of government, the 
private sector, communities, school 
districts, and families to make real 
positive change. 

Specifically, this bill ensures up to 
115,000 more eligible children access to 
school meals through direct certifi-
cation, reduces paperwork, makes qual-
ification easier, and creates savings for 
school districts. It increases the lunch 
reimbursement rate by 6 cents per 
meal. That is the first real increase in 
over 30 years. It requires updated Fed-
eral nutritional standards for school 
meals, strengthens local school 
wellness policies, and continues to pro-
vide schools with increased resources 
and training to improve meal quality. 

In particular, I am pleased that this 
bill will strengthen school districts’ 
wellness policies. These provisions, 
which I introduced in the House in H.R. 
5090, the Nutrition Education and 
Wellness in Schools, or NEW Schools 
Act, were also supported by the White 
House Task Force on Child Obesity re-
port and included in the bill. 

Our schools should be our first de-
fense against childhood obesity and 
unhealthy nutrition habits that stay 
with kids as they mature into adults 
and even have an intergenerational ef-
fect across their lives. While hunger af-
fects people of all ages, it is particu-
larly devastating for children. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. POLIS. Overall, this is a very 
strong bill that makes the necessary 
and responsible investments and that 
represents a critical step in answering 
President Obama and First Lady 
Obama’s call to end childhood hunger. 
For the sake of the health and well- 
being of our Nation’s schoolchildren 
and our future, I urge my colleagues to 
support the rule and to pass the 
Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act. 
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Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure 
to yield 3 minutes to my friend from 
New York (Mr. LEE), who is the author 
of the proposal that we will be dis-
cussing subsequently, the YouCut pro-
posal. 

Mr. LEE of New York. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

The American people are truly frus-
trated, and we saw that in the Novem-
ber election. They are demanding that 
Congress start to do what they were 
brought here for, and that is to get our 
fiscal house in order. 

Mr. Speaker, I introduced the STOP 
the Overprinting Act earlier this year 
as a commonsense way to cut spending 
in Washington, and I appreciate your 
support in selecting it as this week’s 
YouCut winner. 

When a Member of Congress today in-
troduces or cosponsors a bill, we re-
ceive five printed copies of the legisla-
tion, regardless of the length. The best 
example I can show is the 2,000-plus 
page health care bill that stands here. 
So, in essence, you would be getting 
10,000 copies of paper in your office 
when, in fact, each office has it readily 
accessible online—a waste of money. 
This bill was introduced months ago, 
and we finally now have an oppor-
tunity to do something about this 
needless spending that’s going on. 

When the bill was introduced, just on 
this bill alone, the Government Print-
ing Office had to print nearly a half 
million pieces of paper. Again, that’s 
just on one single piece of legislation. 
In this last Congress, we’ve had more 
than 14,000 bills that were introduced— 
a lot of unnecessary cost and waste 
when the American people keep 
scratching their head as to what’s 
going on in Washington. We have a 
very simple way to save money. This 
week’s YouCut vote will save $35 mil-
lion over the next 10 years. 

The unfortunate thing about Wash-
ington is that unless that amount has 
either a ‘‘B’’ or a ‘‘T’’ after it, bureau-
crats are ignoring it. That has got to 
stop, and that’s why we saw such a 
huge change in the November election. 

Simply put, we’ve got the informa-
tion online. Let’s start doing what the 
private sector has been doing for 
years—going paperless. This is a very 
simple way to do it. We’ve got to start 
managing a budget and doing what the 
private sector is doing and looking for 
every way that we can start saving a 
dollar. Starting now, we truly can 
change that attitude in Washington 

and start cutting wasteful spending by 
supporting this YouCut bill. 

Over the past several months, House 
Republicans have been stressing this 
for some time, and we have proposed 
over $155 billion in savings for tax-
payers through this YouCut initiative. 
Despite the more than 2.5 million votes 
cast, Republicans—and those of you 
who have cast your votes through 
YouCut—have been met with a lost re-
sistance on the other side. Hopefully, 
that will change. 

Again, thank you for your vote and 
for your participation in cutting Wash-
ington spending through this YouCut 
initiative. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BACA), who will focus on 
the important issue of child nutrition. 

Mr. BACA. I thank the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, and I thank the 
gentleman from Florida and wish him 
the very best of luck in his future. He 
has been a good friend and a terrific 
legislator, too, as well here. 

I rise in support of S. 3307, the 
Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act. 

Too many families are struggling to 
put food on the table. There are 40 mil-
lion people going hungry in the United 
States right now. We recently passed 
the SNAP program. We recently put 
stimulus money to increase the SNAP 
program to provide food for many indi-
viduals. There is 9.6 percent unemploy-
ment in the United States, 14 percent 
in my district alone. These are individ-
uals that are struggling to put food on 
the table. 

Can you imagine a child that does 
not have the ability to put food in 
their stomach? One in four American 
children are currently at risk of going 
hungry. You have to feel what a person 
who is actually going hungry and 
doesn’t know where their meal is com-
ing from. And one in three American 
children are either overweight or 
obese. When we talk about it’s going to 
cost the taxpayers money, no, it’s ac-
tually going to save the taxpayers 
money in the long run because it’s 
costing us, right now, $147 billion in 
what we are paying for obesity right 
now. It would reduce our health costs 
in that area, reduce our costs overall. 

As chair of the House Agriculture 
Committee on Nutrition, I chaired 
hearings both in Washington and in 
California to explore ways to fight 
childhood obesity and increase access 
to healthy food. Today’s legislation of-
fers a step forward in addressing both 
child hunger and obesity. This bill ex-
pands the after school and summer 
meals programs, better connects eligi-
ble children with free meal benefits, 
improves and expands the school 
breakfast programs, extends the WIC 
certification period for children, and 
puts more fresh fruits and vegetables 
into our schools. 

We passed the No Child Left Behind. 
Well, can you imagine a child going to 
school and having to pass a test? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 
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Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gen-

tleman from California an additional 30 
seconds. 

Mr. BACA. Many children have a dif-
ficult time passing a lot of these tests 
because they’re going hungry. 

None of us are pleased with the cuts 
to the SNAP program made by this 
bill, but I am committed to work with 
the administration and my colleagues 
on the House Agriculture Committee 
to ensure that we fully fund the SNAP 
program. 

I urge my colleagues to stand up with 
our children and pass this much-needed 
legislation. I ask you to support this. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege 
to yield 2 minutes to my friend from 
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER). 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, on Election Day, the 
American people sent a very clear and 
unmistakable message—that it is time 
to reduce the size of government and to 
cut spending. In fact, they have been 
demanding that we take these steps for 
some time, but unfortunately the lead-
ership in this Congress has been unwill-
ing to listen. 

The Republicans in this House have 
heard the calls of the American people 
and earlier this year began a YouCut 
program in which the American people 
actually get to choose specific spend-
ing cuts that we attempt to bring to 
the floor. We understand the need to 
change the culture around here from 
one of spending to one of fiscal dis-
cipline, cutting spending and ending 
the practice of piling a mountain of 
debt onto future generations. 

Today’s YouCut looks to end the 
practice of wasteful spending by elimi-
nating the mandatory printing of all 
congressional bills and resolutions by 
the Government Printing Office, poten-
tially saving over $35 million over the 
next 10 years. Certainly that is some-
thing that we can all agree is a com-
monsense cut. 

I would urge my colleagues to join 
me in voting ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question so that we can have the op-
portunity to bring this commonsense 
spending cut to the floor. If they do not 
intend to join us in the effort to end 
the spending now, American taxpayers 
can rest assured that our new Repub-
lican majority will bring this cut and 
many, many others, Mr. Speaker, for-
ward in the next Congress as we en-
deavor to get America’s fiscal house in 
order. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
just say to the gentlewoman that when 
they are in charge next year, I am 
happy to support her in eliminating ex-
cessive paperwork. But I wish she and 
others would understand the impor-
tance of what we are discussing here 
today, feeding hungry kids, making 
sure that our children get nutritious 
meals at schools. I mean, I’ve got to be 
honest with you. I think that’s a hell of 
a lot more important. The fact that, to 
some of my friends on the other side of 

the aisle, this appears as if it’s some 
sort of a trivial issue tells me that 
they haven’t been to food banks and 
they haven’t been in some of their 
schools talking to teachers and talking 
to the people who oversee the food 
service program about the challenges 
that so many school districts face in 
providing healthy meals to our kids. 

We all talk about how we want to 
control health care costs. Let’s give 
our kids healthy food in school set-
tings. That will do more to control 
health care costs and ensure that kids 
will have a healthy adulthood. You 
want to deal with the issue of better 
test scores? Making sure kids have a 
good, nutritious meal in a school set-
ting is one of the ways to do that. 
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That’s an important issue. This is a 

big deal what we’re talking about here 
today. This is one of the most impor-
tant pieces of legislation that has come 
to this floor, and I would appreciate if 
my friends on the other side of the 
aisle would join us in supporting this 
underlying bill so we can get it on the 
President’s desk at the end of the day 
to get him to sign this so we can move 
forward in an area that is of great im-
portance. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I would 
like to yield 4 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO) who’s been a champion on 
this and so many issues dealing with 
food insecurity and hunger and good 
nutrition. 

Ms. DELAURO. I thank the gen-
tleman. And I might just say to the 
prior speaker on the other side of the 
aisle that the American people did not 
vote to cut food for kids in our coun-
try. They voted to cut the tax cuts 
that are provided to the corporate spe-
cial interests in this Nation, which the 
other side of the aisle seems to have no 
problem with. 

I rise today in support of this rule. 
The Hunger-Free Kids Act represents a 
long overdue, a much-needed recom-
mitment to the health and to the well- 
being of our schoolchildren. We all 
know the double-edged problems that 
millions of young people currently 
face. 

Today’s kids are threatened by both 
a growing obesity epidemic, and far too 
many struggling families in this econ-
omy are facing gnawing hunger. Ac-
cording to a recent report, one out of 
every four young adults is too over-
weight to serve in our military. At the 
same time, according to the Food Re-
search Action Center, one out of every 
four households with children experi-
enced food hardship this year—mean-
ing they did not have the money to 
purchase the food their families need-
ed. 

Don’t let people fool you with words 
like ‘‘food hardship’’ and ‘‘food insecu-
rity.’’ It results in hunger. Kids in this 
Nation are going to bed hungry every 
single night. 

This bill marks a significant step for-
ward against both fronts of this dan-

gerous pincer movement. By expanding 
access to and emphasizing good nutri-
tion for all schoolchildren, this bill 
will reduce hunger. It will reduce obe-
sity. The Hunger-Free Kids Act will 
add 115,000 new students into the school 
meals program by using Medicaid data 
to certify eligible kids. It will provide 
an additional 21 million meals a year 
by reimbursing providers for after- 
school meals to low-income children. 

While expanding access to meal pro-
grams, this bill also works to improve 
the nutritional quality of all of the 
food in our schools. It sets national nu-
trition standards that will finally get 
all of the junk food infiltrating our 
classrooms and our cafeterias out the 
door. And for those schools who comply 
with these revised nutrition standards, 
it provides the first real reimburse-
ment rate increase—6 cents a meal. 
And that is the largest increase we 
have seen in over 30 years. 

This bill will also strengthen the 
farm-to-school networks so that more 
healthy produce, local foods, even the 
foods that are grown in the school gar-
dens can find their way into the menus. 

Our kids consume roughly 35 to 50 
percent of their daily calories during 
the school day. By passing this bill, we 
can help see they are getting enough 
nutritious food to stay healthy, to 
grow, to learn, to succeed. 

Given the current economic climate, 
I know some will ask, How can we af-
ford this bill? I say how can we afford 
not to pass it? Leaving millions of chil-
dren hungry and malnourished in the 
name of budget-cutting is penny wise, 
pound foolish, and is unconscionable— 
especially from those who would now 
say let’s provide the richest 2 percent 
of the people in this Nation with a tax 
cut of over $100,000 a year. They’re eat-
ing well, they’re eating high on the 
hog, and kids are going to bed hungry 
every night in our Nation. 

Countless studies have shown that 
kids with access to a nutritious break-
fast learn more and perform better in 
school. From the very beginning, I 
have been working, and others have 
been working, to expand access to Fed-
eral aid, including the Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program—yes, 
the food stamp program—for eligible 
children. We want to make sure that 
all of our kids have access to the nutri-
tion that they need for a healthy fu-
ture. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gentle-
woman an additional 1 minute. 

Ms. DELAURO. Using the food stamp 
as an offset at a time when one in five 
kids receives food stamp assistance 
moves us away from that goal. 

Nevertheless, this legislation is a big 
step forward. I, for one, and others 
have said we will continue to push to 
see that the SNAP funding is restored; 
we will work with the White House to 
make sure those funds are restored. I’m 
happy to see the Congress moving in 
the right direction today and pledge to 
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fight to continue to have access to the 
resources that will allow us to have all 
kids who are eligible for these re-
sources have the accessibility to gain 
these resources. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of this rule. Nothing that we do in this 
body is as important as ensuring that 
our children, our grandchildren, and 
the next generation of Americans have 
the tools, the opportunities and the nu-
trition that they need to thrive and to 
succeed. Our kids deserve no less. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I’d just like to 
point out I think it’s important to 
clarify that if our proposal today, the 
YouCut proposal, to eliminate for the 
taxpayer unnecessary spending on pa-
perwork, if that’s adopted it would not 
negate in any way consideration of the 
underlying bill on the lunch programs. 

At this point I would like to yield 2 
minutes to my friend from West Vir-
ginia (Mrs. CAPITO). 

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to say that I applaud the first 
lady, Michelle Obama, for her efforts in 
childhood obesity. I hail from the State 
of West Virginia, which has probably 
some of the highest percentages of 
childhood obesity; and I think the issue 
in the underlying bill is tremendously 
important for our Nation and for the 
future, as is the nutritional aspects of 
that. 

And as the gentleman from Florida 
said, I’m going to talk on the YouCut 
because I believe cutting spending and 
not passing on generational debt to 
those same children is an important 
issue as well. 

Over the last few months, millions of 
Americans have used YouCut as a way 
to voice their concerns over the out-of- 
control spending in Washington, and 
many have offered their own solutions 
on how the government can be more ef-
ficient and more accountable. Unfortu-
nately, most of these have fallen on 
deaf ears as the Congress has voted re-
peatedly not to try to rein in the 
spending of taxpayer dollars, and we 
simply cannot continue down this 
path. Each week we have brought a 
simple, yet effective way to cut spend-
ing before the House, and it has failed 
every time. 

So today I will support eliminating 
the requirement to print copies of 
every single bill and resolution—imag-
ine how many pages that is—that’s 
been introduced in Congress because all 
of these are already available online. 

I want to congratulate Mr. LEE of 
New York for bringing forth this pro-
posal. This will save millions of dollars 
over the next decade—a small number 
in the grand scheme of things—but 
nevertheless a significant start. 

There is no question that cutting the 
deficit will require some tough deci-
sions on our part, but let’s start out 
now on one which everyone can agree, 
and I think this should be one of them. 

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

When my friends talk about passing 
on to future generations debt, I can’t 

help but wonder where they were when 
President Bush passed these tax cuts 
that added over a trillion dollars to our 
debt, totally unpaid for, most of it 
going to millionaires and billionaires. 
And I want to know where they are 
right now, they want to extend the tax 
cuts for millionaires and billionaires 
and they still don’t want to pay for it. 

But somehow when it comes to debt 
and piling it on to future generations, 
when it comes to tax cuts for very 
wealthy people, they’re silent. Where 
were they when President Bush at 2 
o’clock in the morning, they kept a 
roll call open for 3 hours and passed a 
Medicare prescription drug bill that 
cost hundreds of billions of dollars that 
was totally unpaid for. That cost a lot 
more than was advertised. Totally si-
lent. 

Where are they when some of us are 
saying, we ought to pay for these wars. 
If you want them, you ought to pay for 
them or end them. I’d prefer to end 
them, but for those who want them you 
ought to pay for them. They’re silent. 

When it comes to closing loopholes 
for big corporations that routinely 
stick it to the American people, no, no, 
we can’t do that. Even though it might 
save money for taxpayers, we can put 
it toward deficit reduction. No, no, no. 
Those are very wealthy special inter-
ests. They want to protect them, 
whether it’s Big Oil or big pharma-
ceuticals or whatever, at any cost. 
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So when I hear them talk about debt, 
I am reminded of the fact that when 
President Clinton left office we had a 
surplus. They ran this place and drove 
this economy into a ditch. And quite 
frankly, it’s been a nightmare trying 
to dig us out of this ditch. 

And I give the President great credit 
for his courage in trying to move this 
country forward in the area of health 
care, and today in the area of trying to 
move this bill forward on child nutri-
tion. So they have no credibility when 
it comes to talking about reducing 
deficits or debt. 

And, in fact, as we speak, they are 
trying to figure out a way I think prob-
ably to defeat this bill, to take the 
money that this bill costs, the offsets 
for this bill, take that money and put 
it toward tax cuts for rich people. I 
mean, that’s what they want do. 

So again, I would urge my colleagues 
to understand the importance of what 
we are doing today. We are trying to 
make sure that our kids get healthy 
food and nutritious food in school set-
tings. We are trying to pave the way 
for healthy futures for our kids. We 
want to make sure our kids can learn 
better. This is important stuff that we 
are talking about here today, and I 
would urge all my colleagues to sup-
port the rule and to support the under-
lying bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. Mr. Speaker, in closing, I be-
lieve it’s fitting that those of us on 

this side of the aisle are bringing for-
ward another proposal, a YouCut pro-
posal that’s been voted on and rec-
ommended to this House by a signifi-
cant number of our constituents. They 
continue to sound the alarm on govern-
ment spending, and we must, this Con-
gress must finally listen. 

To date, participants in Republican 
Whip Cantor’s YouCut initiative have 
voted to cut over $180 billion in spend-
ing. This week, those participating 
have voted for a proposal by Congress-
man LEE of New York, who we heard 
from before, to end the unnecessary 
printing of congressional bills and reso-
lutions. 

I think it’s appropriate that we fi-
nally acknowledge the existence of the 
Internet, and that much unnecessary 
spending is taking place through the 
printing of documents. That was appro-
priate and logical in the past, but not 
after the development of many new 
technologies. 

So I will be asking Members to vote 
‘‘no’’ on the previous question so we 
can have a vote on Congressman LEE’s 
proposal. And again, I remind my col-
leagues that a ‘‘no’’ vote on the pre-
vious question will not preclude consid-
eration of the underlying legislation 
that we have been debating today. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speak-
er, that the text of the amendment and 
extraneous material be placed in the 
RECORD prior to the vote on the pre-
vious question. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. Again, I urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question and 
‘‘no’’ on the rule. 

Having said that, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield myself the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, my 
Republican friends will do what they 
always do. They will come up with 
some stunts to try to get us to delay or 
to not pass this bill today. That’s just 
what they do. And the fact is that if we 
change this underlying bill in any 
way—and I would urge my colleagues 
to be prepared for probably an uncom-
fortable or an ugly motion to recommit 
later on in the debate. But if any of 
their procedural stunts prevail, then 
we will end up not passing this bill— 
the Senate will not consider an amend-
ed child nutrition bill; it ends it right 
here and now—and that would be a 
tragedy. 

I would urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to stop the politics 
just for a few minutes and do the right 
thing when it comes to this child nutri-
tion bill. This is a bill that will im-
prove access for our kids. This is a bill 
that increases the focus on nutrition 
quality and on children’s health. It is a 
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bill that will improve program man-
agement and program integrity. It is 
fully paid for at no cost to the tax-
payers. 

And I would say to my colleagues on 
the Democratic side who are concerned 
about the current offset, that we have 
a commitment from the White House 
to fix that in a future vehicle so that 
the offset is not the SNAP cuts. But 
the underlying bill here is a good bill, 
is a good bill that will mean a world of 
difference for hundreds of thousands, if 
not millions, of our kids all throughout 
this country. Making sure that hungry 
kids get at least one, hopefully more 
than one nutritious meal a day in a 
school setting is something we all 
should be for. It should not be the sub-
ject of partisan politics. 

Making sure our kids get healthy, 
nutritious food and not junk in school 
should be a priority of all of ours, Re-
publican and Democrat alike. This 
shouldn’t be a partisan issue. I mean, 
the fact that we are here today and 
there is some controversy around this 
bill tells me that it’s just politics as 
usual. My friends on the Republican 
side don’t like it because the President 
likes it. Well, you know what? That’s 
been the routine throughout the entire 
tenure of this President. But for once, 
for once, just put the party politics 
aside and do what’s right. 

I cochair the House Hunger Caucus 
and the Congressional Hunger Center. 
Hunger is a problem in this country. 
There are tens of millions of our citi-
zens who are hungry. Seventeen mil-
lion children in this country, the 
United States of America, the richest 
country on this planet, are hungry. It’s 
a national disgrace. All of us in this 
Congress should be ashamed of that 
fact, that we haven’t been able to help 
be part of the solution in a more sig-
nificant way. This is one way that we 
can be part of that solution. 

I have a list of national organizations 
and State organizations, too many to 
put in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, but 
it is significant. The support across 
this country for this legislation is sig-
nificant. 

I want to thank the Speaker of the 
House and Chairman GEORGE MILLER 
and ROSA DELAURO and CAROLYN 
MCCARTHY and BARBARA LEE and so 
many others who have been part of this 
legislation. I want to thank Senator 
BLANCHE LINCOLN, who was a champion 
of this legislation over in the Senate. 

But we must act today. We must do 
what’s right for our kids, not for our 
political party, but for our kids. So 
enough of the stunts. Let’s say ‘‘no’’ to 
all the stunts today. Let’s say ‘‘yes’’ to 
this important child nutrition reau-
thorization bill, ‘‘yes’’ to a healthier 
future for our kids, ‘‘yes’’ to making 
sure they can better learn in school, 
‘‘yes’’ to developing better and 
healthier habits that will last them a 
lifetime. This is a good, this is an im-
portant bill. This is a big deal today. 
This is a huge deal, and everybody 
should join and support the final pas-
sage of the bill. 

So I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the pre-
vious question and on the rule. I urge 
my colleagues not to fall for any mo-
tion to recommit stunts when the bill 
is under consideration. 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, since the begin-
ning of the program, YouCut has offered the 
potential for Republicans and Democrats to 
join together to begin tackling America’s 
unsustainable fiscal situation. That’s why I was 
encouraged yesterday when President Obama 
embraced an idea originally chosen by YouCut 
voters by declaring a freeze on all non-military 
Federal employee salaries for the next two 
years. 

This proposal was not an easy one for the 
President to make, nor was it a pain-free vote 
for House Republicans when we offered it 
back in May, as there are thousands of Fed-
eral employees who do important work for our 
country. But make no mistake, no one said 
that getting America back to opportunity, re-
sponsibility and success was going to be 
easy. We have to make tough choices to-
gether if we want to get our economy back to 
where it needs to be. 

This week’s YouCut proposal was devel-
oped by CHRIS LEE and would eliminate the 
mandatory printing of bills introduced before 
Congress, a practice that wasted nearly three 
million paper copies and approximately $7 mil-
lion taxpayer dollars during the 111th Con-
gress alone. With all of the digital technology 
that’s available, surely Congress can find a 
more efficient and fiscally responsible way to 
do its business. Changing this body’s printing 
practices would be a simple and important 
step in the right direction. We must start inject-
ing some common sense into Washington, 
and this is a no-brainer. 

As we look to the new Republican majority, 
YouCut will serve as an important tool as we 
strive to transform the culture of spending in 
Washington into one of savings. As we wrap 
up this Congress, Mr. Speaker, I encourage 
our Democrat friends across the aisle to join 
us in voting for this common sense spending 
reduction. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of Florida 
is as follows: 
AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 1742 OFFERED BY MR. 

LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART OF FLORIDA 
At the end of the resolution add the fol-

lowing new section: 
SEC. 2. Immediately upon the adoption of 

this resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant 
to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4640) to amend 
title 44, United States Code, to eliminate the 
mandatory printing of bills and resolutions 
by the Government Printing Office for the 
use of the House of Representatives and Sen-
ate. The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the Majority Leader and the Mi-
nority Leader or their respective designees. 
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute 
rule. During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole may accord priority in recogni-
tion on the basis of whether the Member of-
fering an amendment has caused it to be 
printed in the portion of the Congressional 
Record designated for that purpose in clause 

8 of rule XVIII. Amendments so printed shall 
he considered as read. At the conclusion of 
consideration of the bill for amendment the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and 
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to 
recommit with or without instructions. If 
the Committee of the Whole rises and re-
ports that it has come to no resolution on 
the bill, then on the next legislative day the 
House shall, immediately after the third 
daily order of business under clause 1 of rule 
XIV, resolve into the Committee of the 
Whole for further consideration of the bill. 
Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not apply to the 
consideration of H.R. 4640. 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by Democratic Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 109th Con-
gress) 
THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 

IT REALLY MEANS 
This vote, the vote on whether to order the 

previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Democratic majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Democratic majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the defini-
tion of the previous question used in the 
Floor Procedures Manual published by the 
Rules Committee in the 109th Congress, 
(page 56). Here’s how the Rules Committee 
described the rule using information from 
Congressional Quarterly’s ‘‘American Con-
gressional Dictionary’’: ‘‘If the previous 
question is defeated, control of debate shifts 
to the leading opposition member (usually 
the minority Floor Manager) who then man-
ages an hour of debate and may offer a ger-
mane amendment to the pending business.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of 
representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7773 December 1, 2010 
on a resolution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question, 
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate 
thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Democratic major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution. 

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

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

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. 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 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on ordering the 
previous question will be followed by 5- 
minute votes on adopting House Reso-
lution 1742, if ordered; adopting House 
Resolution 1741; and suspending the 
rules with regard to House Concurrent 
Resolution 323; House Resolution 1735, 
if ordered; and House Resolution 1430, 
if ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 232, nays 
180, not voting 21, as follows: 

[Roll No. 587] 

YEAS—232 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boccieri 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 

Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (TN) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Giffords 
Gonzalez 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Heinrich 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 

Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Markey (CO) 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 

McGovern 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 

Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 

Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—180 

Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Chaffetz 
Childers 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Djou 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 

Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Neugebauer 

Nunes 
Nye 
Olson 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden 
Wamp 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—21 

Alexander 
Barrett (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Costello 
Davis (IL) 

DeFazio 
Fallin 
Hastings (FL) 
Hodes 
Marchant 
Markey (MA) 
McMorris 

Rodgers 

Melancon 
Minnick 
Myrick 
Radanovich 
Speier 
Welch 
Wu 

b 1228 

Mr. GERLACH changed his vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
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. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, on that I demand 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 230, nays 
174, not voting 29, as follows: 

[Roll No. 588] 

YEAS—230 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boccieri 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Djou 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 

Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Giffords 
Gonzalez 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 

Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
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Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 

Sherman 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 

Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—174 

Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Childers 
Coble 
Cole 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 

Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gingrey (GA) 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marshall 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Tim 
Neugebauer 

Nunes 
Olson 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Tanner 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden 
Wamp 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—29 

Alexander 
Barrett (SC) 
Berkley 
Bright 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Coffman (CO) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 

DeFazio 
Fallin 
Gohmert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hodes 
Johnson, Sam 
Lynch 
Marchant 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 

Melancon 
Minnick 
Myrick 
Radanovich 
Ruppersberger 
Shadegg 
Speier 
Whitfield 
Wu 

b 1236 

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. 

Stated for: 
Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

589, had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 
101, FURTHER CONTINUING AP-
PROPRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 
2011 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on adop-
tion of the resolution (H. Res. 1741) 
making further continuing appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2011, and for other 
purposes, 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 resolution. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 236, nays 
172, not voting 25, as follows: 

[Roll No. 589] 

YEAS—236 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boccieri 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Childers 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (TN) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 

Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Giffords 
Gonzalez 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Heinrich 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kosmas 

Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 

Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 

Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—172 

Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Djou 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 

Gerlach 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Kratovil 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Neugebauer 

Nunes 
Nye 
Olson 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Peters 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden 
Wamp 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—25 

Alexander 
Barrett (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Cao 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 

Fallin 
Hastings (FL) 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Marchant 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Melancon 
Minnick 

Myrick 
Radanovich 
Schwartz 
Speier 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Waters 
Whitfield 
Wu 

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 the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

CALLING FOR DIGNITY, COMFORT, 
AND SUPPORT FOR HOLOCAUST 
SURVIVORS 

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. 
323) supporting the goal of ensuring 
that all Holocaust survivors in the 
United States are able to live with dig-
nity, comfort, and security in their re-
maining years, 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 gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
MCCARTHY) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 406, nays 0, 
not voting 27, as follows: 

[Roll No. 590] 

YEAS—406 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 

Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Childers 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Djou 
Doggett 

Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Heller 

Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
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 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 

McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
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 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—27 

Alexander 
Barrett (SC) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
Fallin 

Gordon (TN) 
Hall (NY) 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hodes 
Holt 
Marchant 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Melancon 

Minnick 
Murphy (CT) 
Myrick 
Radanovich 
Rogers (KY) 
Speier 
Tierney 
Waters 
Wu 

b 1251 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
concurrent resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

CONDEMNING NORTH KOREA FOR 
ATTACK AGAINST SOUTH KOREA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and agreeing to 
the resolution (H. Res. 1735) con-
demning North Korea in the strongest 
terms for its unprovoked military at-
tack against South Korea on November 
23, 2010. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

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

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 403, noes 2, 
not voting 28, as follows: 

[Roll No. 591] 

AYES—403 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 

Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Childers 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 

Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Djou 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
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Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
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) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
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 

Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
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 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
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 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—2 

Kagen Paul 

NOT VOTING—28 

Alexander 
Barrett (SC) 

Brown-Waite, 
Ginny 

Burton (IN) 
Buyer 

Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Fallin 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Hall (NY) 
Harman 

Hastings (FL) 
Hodes 
Klein (FL) 
Marchant 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Melancon 
Minnick 

Myrick 
Neal (MA) 
Radanovich 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Speier 
Whitfield 
Wu 

b 1259 

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. 

f 

HONORING GOLF LEGEND JUAN 
ANTONIO ‘‘CHI CHI’’ RODRIGUEZ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and agreeing to 
the resolution (H. Res. 1430) honoring 
and saluting golf legend Juan Antonio 
‘‘Chi Chi’’ Rodriguez for his commit-
ment to Latino youth programs of the 
Congressional Hispanic Caucus Insti-
tute, as amended. 

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. 
WOOLSEY) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 405, noes 2, 
not voting 26, as follows: 

[Roll No. 592] 

AYES—405 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Boehner 

Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 

Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Childers 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 

Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Djou 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
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 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 

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

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 

Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Reed 
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 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
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 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
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Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 

Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 

Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—2 

Chaffetz Issa 

NOT VOTING—26 

Alexander 
Barrett (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Cardoza 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 

Fallin 
Gohmert 
Gordon (TN) 
Hall (NY) 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Marchant 

McMorris 
Rodgers 

Melancon 
Minnick 
Myrick 
Radanovich 
Rangel 
Speier 
Wu 
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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. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam Speaker, I 
was unable to be on the House Floor for roll-
call votes 581, 582, 583, 584, 585, 586, 587, 
589, 590, 591 and 592. 

Had I been present I would have voted: 
‘‘Yea’’ on rollcall vote 581; ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall 
vote 582; ‘‘nay’’ on rollcall vote 583; ‘‘nay’’ on 
rollcall vote 584; ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 585; 
‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 586; ‘‘nay’’ on rollcall 
vote 587; ‘‘nay’’ on rollcall vote 588; ‘‘nay’’ on 
rollcall vote 589; ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 590; 
‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 591; and ‘‘yea’’ on roll-
call vote 592. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, on vote 
number 590 that was recently taken, I 
was detained in a hearing in the Intel-
ligence Committee and did not vote on 
the adoption of H. Con. Res. 323, sup-
porting the goal of ensuring that all 
Holocaust survivors in the United 
States are able to live with dignity, 
comfort, and security in their remain-
ing years. As a cosponsor of that bill, I 
would have voted ‘‘yes’’ had I been 
present. 

f 

FURTHER CONTINUING APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 2011 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
the rule, I call up the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 101) making further con-
tinuing appropriations for fiscal year 
2011, and for other purposes, and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The text of the joint resolution is as 
follows: 

H.J. RES. 101 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the Continuing Ap-
propriations Act, 2011 (Public Law 111–242) is 
amended by striking the date specified in 
section 106(3) and inserting ‘‘December 18, 
2010’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LARSEN of Washington). Pursuant to 
House Resolution 1741, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS) 
each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on H.J. 
Res. 101. 

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

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

self 2 minutes. 
Mr. Speaker, this legislation is one 

page long. It does only one thing: It 
changes the date so we can keep the 
government running from this Friday, 
December 3 to Saturday, December 18. 
Otherwise, the government would shut 
down. For the 2 weeks we are extending 
the current CR, it will provide us and 
the Senate time to consider the full 
year CR and the nominees that the ad-
ministration should be sending us 
today. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield myself such time as I might 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, by any definition, this 
year’s appropriations process has been 
a complete and utter failure. We are 
now 5 weeks past the beginning of the 
new fiscal year and Congress has yet to 
enact a single appropriations bill. Out 
of 12 total bills, two have passed the 
House, while 10 bills were never even 
considered by the full committee. 

Even more astonishing, Mr. Speaker, 
is this fact: During all of 2010, the full 
appropriations committee met just 
once—in July—and that meeting oc-
curred almost a full year since the last 
time the committee met—in July of 
2009. 

b 1310 

This record is all the more striking 
when you consider the fact that the 
House has spent week after week, 
month after month considering hun-
dreds of insignificant bills, while ignor-
ing the substantive work required of 
the Congress to pass a Federal budget. 

Today, the House is considering a 2- 
week extension of the current con-
tinuing resolution. Chairman OBEY and 
the Democrat leadership are hoping 
that 2 weeks will be enough time to 
muster enough Democratic votes to 
pass a massive 12-bill package, loaded 
with earmarks, with a price tag exceed-
ing $1.1 trillion. If they succeed, House 
Democrats will pass an omnibus with-
out a single Republican vote. 

Democratic staff in the House and 
the Senate began negotiations on the 
omnibus spending bill after Members of 
Congress left Washington in October. 
Realizing that these negotiations ex-
cluded input from the elected Members 

of Congress, and recognizing the likeli-
hood that these negotiations would 
lead to yet another massive trillion- 
dollar government spending bill, I di-
rected my staff not to engage in these 
negotiations. While Democratic staff 
was focused on additional ways to 
spend money, Republican staffers on 
the committee were working to iden-
tify spending cuts. 

As I have made clear time and time 
again, I am strongly, unequivocally op-
posed to any potential omnibus spend-
ing bill the Democratic leadership may 
be planning to bring to the House floor 
before the end of the year. Likewise, I 
remain adamantly opposed to extend-
ing the CR for the balance of the fiscal 
year to current spending levels, which 
are, frankly, too darn high. I am en-
couraging my leadership and each of 
my colleagues who are concerned about 
excessive spending to oppose any effort 
to pass an omnibus or extend the CR 
beyond February. 

Voters have made it abundantly clear 
that they want Congress to cut spend-
ing, starting today. There is no better 
place to begin this process than by re-
turning to the U.S. Treasury unobli-
gated funds from the American Recov-
ery and Reinvestment Act, one of the 
most costly and ineffective bills in 
modern history. For this very reason, I 
introduced legislation on November 15 
to immediately rescind billions of dol-
lars of unspent stimulus funding and 
immediately applying those dollars to 
the deficit. I am hopeful that rescind-
ing this funding will be among the first 
orders of business in the 112th Con-
gress. 

This commitment to cut spending 
will also consist of rescinding pre-
viously appropriated dollars passed 
under the current Democratic majority 
as well as dramatically scaling back 
funding proposed by the President in 
his final 2 years in office. 

I believe we ought to extend the CR 
until February, allowing the House Re-
publicans the opportunity to begin put-
ting our Nation’s fiscal house in order 
by completing the FY 11 appropriations 
bills at an FY 2008 level or below, and 
saving taxpayers at least $100 billion. 
It would be the clearest signal the 
House could send to the American peo-
ple that we got the message and take 
seriously their commitment to cutting 
spending. 

Should the Democratic leadership 
muster the votes to pass an omnibus in 
its last-gasp effort to spend yet an-
other trillion-plus dollars, every penny 
above and beyond the 2008 levels will be 
on the chopping block come January. 
Or put another way, if House Demo-
crats use their last 4 weeks in power to 
spend another $1.1 trillion, House Re-
publicans will rescind every penny 
above and beyond the 2008 levels when 
the new Congress convenes. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe we should have 
shut down the government, but I can-
not and will not support this CR be-
cause it continues unsustainable levels 
of spending established last year. At a 
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time of historic deficits, record debt, 
and 10 percent unemployment, I believe 
we owe our constituents more than the 
status quo. Let’s start cutting spend-
ing, Mr. Speaker, today. I urge a ‘‘no’’ 
vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 3 
minutes to my colleague from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS). 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Today’s 
CR is nothing but a continuation of the 
culture of overspending, persistence of 
a broken process, and a refusal to make 
the tough decisions, end earmarks, and 
do the job we were sent here to do. As 
a result, our Federal spending is off the 
charts. We are staring at another tril-
lion-dollar budget deficit. Debts are 
stacking up over $13 trillion. Unem-
ployment continues to hover around 10 
percent, and congressional approval by 
the public remains at an all-time and 
dangerous low. 

For the past 2 years, the administra-
tion has been given a free hand, with 
an unlimited credit card. The results 
are mind-boggling: 27 percent in 
growth in nondefense discretionary 
spending since 2008. And that’s not in-
cluding the bailouts and a failed stim-
ulus package. Meanwhile, the Appro-
priations Committee has not done its 
job. No checks, no balances, no dis-
cipline, no bills. 

What do we have to show for our 
work this year on the committee and 
in the Congress? A 2-week extension of 
more of the same. A date change is the 
sum total of the work of the Appropria-
tions Committee. Disappointing to say 
the least. I believe we can do much bet-
ter by severely cutting spending, con-
ducting rigorous and thoughtful over-
sight, changing the culture of appro-
priations, and performing outreach in-
side and outside the Congress. 

Fortunately, I believe wholesale 
change is on the way, Mr. Speaker. We 
have got to cut discretionary spending 
and exert fiscal discipline on fat agen-
cies. We have got to stop the adminis-
tration’s regulatory war on small busi-
nesses and working families and rein in 
the out-of-control bureaucracies like 
the EPA. And we have got to start lis-
tening to the American people and 
their views rather than building these 
bills in the Speaker’s office behind 
closed doors. Let’s let the light shine 
in and open up some closets around 
that stale office. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to re-
ject this 2-week delay, cut spending, re-
turn to regular order, and conduct our 
business out in the open. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I made a mistake here 
today. I assumed that because the elec-
tion was over that we would have at 
least a temporary suspension of elec-
tion-year rhetoric. But evidently I was 
wrong. It’s not the first time, but none-
theless I had hoped it would be other-
wise today. 

Let me simply say that I will take a 
lot of lectures from a lot of people on 

a lot of subjects, because I have made 
more than my share of mistakes in the 
years that I have served in this place. 
But the one thing that I will not take 
is lectures from the other side about 
fiscal responsibility. I mean, these are 
the folks who managed to turn $6 tril-
lion in expected surpluses when Bill 
Clinton left office into a $1 trillion def-
icit. These are the same folks who in-
sisted on passing two tax cuts pri-
marily targeted at the wealthiest peo-
ple in this country, all paid for with 
borrowed money. 

b 1320 
These are the same folks that have 

insisted that we fight two wars on bor-
rowed money rather than paying the 
bills. And these are the same folks who 
attacked President Obama for the so- 
called bailouts when, in fact, the moth-
er of all bailouts, TARP, was brought 
to this Congress by the previous Re-
publican administration. 

While I don’t like the way they im-
plemented that bailout, I happen to 
think that that administration did 
what was necessary under the cir-
cumstances, circumstances created in 
large part by previous policies that 
were pursued by the folks running 
Washington, D.C. I don’t want to go 
any further than that. I didn’t intend 
to get into the political side of the de-
bate, but neither am I going to sit by 
and have these comments go unan-
swered. 

With that, I would simply say this, 
again, is a very simple proposition. It 
extends the budget for 2 weeks at exist-
ing levels so that the Congress can 
make an attempt to finish its work so 
that we do not do what was done to us 
4 years ago, because when we took over 
4 years ago, we had to clean up all of 
the last year’s fiscal mess before we 
could turn to next year’s problems. 

I would think that it is worth trying 
to finish action on our budget this year 
so that our friends, as they assume ma-
jority status in January, can start with 
a clean slate and be looking forward 
rather than backwards, and this resolu-
tion is an attempt to facilitate that. I 
urge passage of it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 

for debate has expired. 
Pursuant to House Resolution 1741, 

the joint resolution is considered read 
and the previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the joint 
resolution. 

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-

ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

HEALTHY, HUNGER-FREE KIDS 
ACT OF 2010 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, pursuant to House Reso-
lution 1742, I call up the bill (S. 3307) to 
reauthorize child nutrition programs, 
and for other purposes, and ask for its 
immediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

S. 3307 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Definition of Secretary. 

TITLE I—A PATH TO END CHILDHOOD 
HUNGER 

Subtitle A—National School Lunch Program 
Sec. 101. Improving direct certification. 
Sec. 102. Categorical eligibility of foster 

children. 
Sec. 103. Direct certification for children re-

ceiving Medicaid benefits. 
Sec. 104. Eliminating individual applications 

through community eligibility. 
Sec. 105. Grants for expansion of school 

breakfast programs. 
Subtitle B—Summer Food Service Program 

Sec. 111. Alignment of eligibility rules for 
public and private sponsors. 

Sec. 112. Outreach to eligible families. 
Sec. 113. Summer food service support 

grants. 
Subtitle C—Child and Adult Care Food 

Program 
Sec. 121. Simplifying area eligibility deter-

minations in the child and 
adult care food program. 

Sec. 122. Expansion of afterschool meals for 
at-risk children. 

Subtitle D—Special Supplemental Nutrition 
Program for Women, Infants, and Children 

Sec. 131. Certification periods. 
Subtitle E—Miscellaneous 

Sec. 141. Childhood hunger research. 
Sec. 142. State childhood hunger challenge 

grants. 
Sec. 143. Review of local policies on meal 

charges and provision of alter-
nate meals. 

TITLE II—REDUCING CHILDHOOD OBE-
SITY AND IMPROVING THE DIETS OF 
CHILDREN 

Subtitle A—National School Lunch Program 
Sec. 201. Performance-based reimbursement 

rate increases for new meal pat-
terns. 

Sec. 202. Nutrition requirements for fluid 
milk. 

Sec. 203. Water. 
Sec. 204. Local school wellness policy imple-

mentation. 
Sec. 205. Equity in school lunch pricing. 
Sec. 206. Revenue from nonprogram foods 

sold in schools. 
Sec. 207. Reporting and notification of 

school performance. 
Sec. 208. Nutrition standards for all foods 

sold in school. 
Sec. 209. Information for the public on the 

school nutrition environment. 
Sec. 210. Organic food pilot program. 
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Subtitle B—Child and Adult Care Food 

Program 
Sec. 221. Nutrition and wellness goals for 

meals served through the child 
and adult care food program. 

Sec. 222. Interagency coordination to pro-
mote health and wellness in 
child care licensing. 

Sec. 223. Study on nutrition and wellness 
quality of child care settings. 

Subtitle C—Special Supplemental Nutrition 
Program for Women, Infants, and Children 

Sec. 231. Support for breastfeeding in the 
WIC Program. 

Sec. 232. Review of available supplemental 
foods. 

Subtitle D—Miscellaneous 
Sec. 241. Nutrition education and obesity 

prevention grant program. 
Sec. 242. Procurement and processing of food 

service products and commod-
ities. 

Sec. 243. Access to Local Foods: Farm to 
School Program. 

Sec. 244. Research on strategies to promote 
the selection and consumption 
of healthy foods. 

TITLE III—IMPROVING THE MANAGE-
MENT AND INTEGRITY OF CHILD NU-
TRITION PROGRAMS 

Subtitle A—National School Lunch Program 
Sec. 301. Privacy protection. 
Sec. 302. Applicability of food safety pro-

gram on entire school campus. 
Sec. 303. Fines for violating program re-

quirements. 
Sec. 304. Independent review of applications. 
Sec. 305. Program evaluation. 
Sec. 306. Professional standards for school 

food service. 
Sec. 307. Indirect costs. 
Sec. 308. Ensuring safety of school meals. 
Subtitle B—Summer Food Service Program 

Sec. 321. Summer food service program per-
manent operating agreements. 

Sec. 322. Summer food service program dis-
qualification. 

Subtitle C—Child and Adult Care Food 
Program 

Sec. 331. Renewal of application materials 
and permanent operating agree-
ments. 

Sec. 332. State liability for payments to ag-
grieved child care institutions. 

Sec. 333. Transmission of income informa-
tion by sponsored family or 
group day care homes. 

Sec. 334. Simplifying and enhancing admin-
istrative payments to spon-
soring organizations. 

Sec. 335. Child and adult care food program 
audit funding. 

Sec. 336. Reducing paperwork and improving 
program administration. 

Sec. 337. Study relating to the child and 
adult care food program. 

Subtitle D—Special Supplemental Nutrition 
Program for Women, Infants, and Children 

Sec. 351. Sharing of materials with other 
programs. 

Sec. 352. WIC program management. 
Subtitle E—Miscellaneous 

Sec. 361. Full use of Federal funds. 
Sec. 362. Disqualified schools, institutions, 

and individuals. 
TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS 

Subtitle A—Reauthorization of Expiring 
Provisions 

PART I—RICHARD B. RUSSELL NATIONAL 
SCHOOL LUNCH ACT 

Sec. 401. Commodity support. 
Sec. 402. Food safety audits and reports by 

States. 

Sec. 403. Procurement training. 
Sec. 404. Authorization of the summer food 

service program for children. 
Sec. 405. Year-round services for eligible en-

tities. 
Sec. 406. Training, technical assistance, and 

food service management insti-
tute. 

Sec. 407. Federal administrative support. 
Sec. 408. Compliance and accountability. 
Sec. 409. Information clearinghouse. 

PART II—CHILD NUTRITION ACT OF 1966 
Sec. 421. Technology infrastructure im-

provement. 
Sec. 422. State administrative expenses. 
Sec. 423. Special supplemental nutrition 

program for women, infants, 
and children. 

Sec. 424. Farmers market nutrition pro-
gram. 

Subtitle B—Technical Amendments 
Sec. 441. Technical amendments. 
Sec. 442. Use of unspent future funds from 

the American Recovery and Re-
investment Act of 2009. 

Sec. 443. Equipment assistance technical 
correction. 

Sec. 444. Budgetary effects. 
Sec. 445. Effective date. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF SECRETARY. 

In this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

TITLE I—A PATH TO END CHILDHOOD 
HUNGER 

Subtitle A—National School Lunch Program 
SEC. 101. IMPROVING DIRECT CERTIFICATION. 

(a) PERFORMANCE AWARDS.—Section 9(b)(4) 
of the Richard B. Russell National School 
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(b)(4)) is amended— 

(1) in the paragraph heading, by striking 
‘‘FOOD STAMP’’ and inserting ‘‘SUPPLEMENTAL 
NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(E) PERFORMANCE AWARDS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Effective for each of the 

school years beginning July 1, 2011, July 1, 
2012, and July 1, 2013, the Secretary shall 
offer performance awards to States to en-
courage the States to ensure that all chil-
dren eligible for direct certification under 
this paragraph are certified in accordance 
with this paragraph. 

‘‘(ii) REQUIREMENTS.—For each school year 
described in clause (i), the Secretary shall— 

‘‘(I) consider State data from the prior 
school year, including estimates contained 
in the report required under section 4301 of 
the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 
2008 (42 U.S.C. 1758a); and 

‘‘(II) make performance awards to not 
more than 15 States that demonstrate, as de-
termined by the Secretary— 

‘‘(aa) outstanding performance; and 
‘‘(bb) substantial improvement. 
‘‘(iii) USE OF FUNDS.—A State agency that 

receives a performance award under clause 
(i)— 

‘‘(I) shall treat the funds as program in-
come; and 

‘‘(II) may transfer the funds to school food 
authorities for use in carrying out the pro-
gram. 

‘‘(iv) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2011, and 

each subsequent October 1 through October 
1, 2013, out of any funds in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall transfer to the Secretary— 

‘‘(aa) $2,000,000 to carry out clause 
(ii)(II)(aa); and 

‘‘(bb) $2,000,000 to carry out clause 
(ii)(II)(bb). 

‘‘(II) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac-
cept, and shall use to carry out this clause 
the funds transferred under subclause (I), 
without further appropriation. 

‘‘(v) PAYMENTS NOT SUBJECT TO JUDICIAL 
REVIEW.—A determination by the Secretary 
whether, and in what amount, to make a per-
formance award under this subparagraph 
shall not be subject to administrative or ju-
dicial review.’’. 

(b) CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT PLANS.—Sec-
tion 9(b)(4) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(b)(4)) 
(as amended by subsection (a)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(F) CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT PLANS.— 
‘‘(i) DEFINITION OF REQUIRED PERCENTAGE.— 

In this subparagraph, the term ‘required per-
centage’ means— 

‘‘(I) for the school year beginning July 1, 
2011, 80 percent; 

‘‘(II) for the school year beginning July 1, 
2012, 90 percent; and 

‘‘(III) for the school year beginning July 1, 
2013, and each school year thereafter, 95 per-
cent. 

‘‘(ii) REQUIREMENTS.—Each school year, the 
Secretary shall— 

‘‘(I) identify, using data from the prior 
year, including estimates contained in the 
report required under section 4301 of the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 
(42 U.S.C. 1758a), States that directly certify 
less than the required percentage of the total 
number of children in the State who are eli-
gible for direct certification under this para-
graph; 

‘‘(II) require the States identified under 
subclause (I) to implement a continuous im-
provement plan to fully meet the require-
ments of this paragraph, which shall include 
a plan to improve direct certification for the 
following school year; and 

‘‘(III) assist the States identified under 
subclause (I) to develop and implement a 
continuous improvement plan in accordance 
with subclause (II). 

‘‘(iii) FAILURE TO MEET PERFORMANCE 
STANDARD.— 

‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—A State that is required 
to develop and implement a continuous im-
provement plan under clause (ii)(II) shall be 
required to submit the continuous improve-
ment plan to the Secretary, for the approval 
of the Secretary. 

‘‘(II) REQUIREMENTS.—At a minimum, a 
continuous improvement plan under sub-
clause (I) shall include— 

‘‘(aa) specific measures that the State will 
use to identify more children who are eligi-
ble for direct certification, including im-
provements or modifications to technology, 
information systems, or databases; 

‘‘(bb) a timeline for the State to imple-
ment those measures; and 

‘‘(cc) goals for the State to improve direct 
certification results.’’. 

(c) WITHOUT FURTHER APPLICATION.—Sec-
tion 9(b)(4) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(b)(4)) 
(as amended by subsection (b)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(G) WITHOUT FURTHER APPLICATION.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In this paragraph, the 

term ‘without further application’ means 
that no action is required by the household 
of the child. 

‘‘(ii) CLARIFICATION.—A requirement that a 
household return a letter notifying the 
household of eligibility for direct certifi-
cation or eligibility for free school meals 
does not meet the requirements of clause 
(i).’’. 
SEC. 102. CATEGORICAL ELIGIBILITY OF FOSTER 

CHILDREN. 
(a) DISCRETIONARY CERTIFICATION.—Section 

9(b)(5) of the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(b)(5)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 
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(2) in subparagraph (D), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(E)(i) a foster child whose care and place-

ment is the responsibility of an agency that 
administers a State plan under part B or E of 
title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
621 et seq.); or 

‘‘(ii) a foster child who a court has placed 
with a caretaker household.’’. 

(b) CATEGORICAL ELIGIBILITY.—Section 
9(b)(12)(A) of the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(b)(12)(A)) is 
amended— 

(1) in clause (iv), by adding ‘‘)’’ before the 
semicolon at the end; 

(2) in clause (v), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(3) in clause (vi), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(vii)(I) a foster child whose care and 

placement is the responsibility of an agency 
that administers a State plan under part B 
or E of title IV of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 621 et seq.); or 

‘‘(II) a foster child who a court has placed 
with a caretaker household.’’. 

(c) DOCUMENTATION.—Section 9(d)(2) of the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(d)(2)) is amended— 

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

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

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(F)(i) documentation has been provided to 

the appropriate local educational agency 
showing the status of the child as a foster 
child whose care and placement is the re-
sponsibility of an agency that administers a 
State plan under part B or E of title IV of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 621 et 
seq.); or 

‘‘(ii) documentation has been provided to 
the appropriate local educational agency 
showing the status of the child as a foster 
child who a court has placed with a care-
taker household.’’. 
SEC. 103. DIRECT CERTIFICATION FOR CHILDREN 

RECEIVING MEDICAID BENEFITS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9(b) of the Rich-

ard B. Russell National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1758(b)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(15) DIRECT CERTIFICATION FOR CHILDREN 
RECEIVING MEDICAID BENEFITS.— 

‘‘(A) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 
‘‘(i) ELIGIBLE CHILD.—The term ‘eligible 

child’ means a child— 
‘‘(I)(aa) who is eligible for and receiving 

medical assistance under the Medicaid pro-
gram; and 

‘‘(bb) who is a member of a family with an 
income as measured by the Medicaid pro-
gram before the application of any expense, 
block, or other income disregard, that does 
not exceed 133 percent of the poverty line (as 
defined in section 673(2) of the Community 
Services Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2), 
including any revision required by such sec-
tion)) applicable to a family of the size used 
for purposes of determining eligibility for 
the Medicaid program; or 

‘‘(II) who is a member of a household (as 
that term is defined in section 245.2 of title 
7, Code of Federal Regulations (or successor 
regulations) with a child described in sub-
clause (I). 

‘‘(ii) MEDICAID PROGRAM.—The term ‘Med-
icaid program’ means the program of med-
ical assistance established under title XIX of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et 
seq.). 

‘‘(B) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 

through the Administrator of the Food and 
Nutrition Service and in cooperation with 

selected State agencies, shall conduct a dem-
onstration project in selected local edu-
cational agencies to determine whether di-
rect certification of eligible children is an ef-
fective method of certifying children for free 
lunches and breakfasts under section 
9(b)(1)(A) of this Act and section 4(e)(1)(A) of 
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1773(e)(1)(A)). 

‘‘(ii) SCOPE OF PROJECT.—The Secretary 
shall carry out the demonstration project 
under this subparagraph— 

‘‘(I) for the school year beginning July 1, 
2012, in selected local educational agencies 
that collectively serve 2.5 percent of stu-
dents certified for free and reduced price 
meals nationwide, based on the most recent 
available data; 

‘‘(II) for the school year beginning July 1, 
2013, in selected local educational agencies 
that collectively serve 5 percent of students 
certified for free and reduced price meals na-
tionwide, based on the most recent available 
data; and 

‘‘(III) for the school year beginning July 1, 
2014, and each subsequent school year, in se-
lected local educational agencies that collec-
tively serve 10 percent of students certified 
for free and reduced price meals nationwide, 
based on the most recent available data. 

‘‘(iii) PURPOSES OF THE PROJECT.—At a min-
imum, the purposes of the demonstration 
project shall be— 

‘‘(I) to determine the potential of direct 
certification with the Medicaid program to 
reach children who are eligible for free meals 
but not certified to receive the meals; 

‘‘(II) to determine the potential of direct 
certification with the Medicaid program to 
directly certify children who are enrolled for 
free meals based on a household application; 
and 

‘‘(III) to provide an estimate of the effect 
on Federal costs and on participation in the 
school lunch program under this Act and the 
school breakfast program established by sec-
tion 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1773) of direct certification with the 
Medicaid program. 

‘‘(iv) COST ESTIMATE.—For each of 2 school 
years of the demonstration project, the Sec-
retary shall estimate the cost of the direct 
certification of eligible children for free 
school meals through data derived from— 

‘‘(I) the school meal programs authorized 
under this Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.); 

‘‘(II) the Medicaid program; and 
‘‘(III) interviews with a statistically rep-

resentative sample of households. 
‘‘(C) AGREEMENT.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than July 1 of 

the first school year during which a State 
agency will participate in the demonstration 
project, the State agency shall enter into an 
agreement with the 1 or more State agencies 
conducting eligibility determinations for the 
Medicaid program. 

‘‘(ii) WITHOUT FURTHER APPLICATION.—Sub-
ject to paragraph (6), the agreement de-
scribed in subparagraph (D) shall establish 
procedures under which an eligible child 
shall be certified for free lunches under this 
Act and free breakfasts under section 4 of 
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1773), without further application (as defined 
in paragraph (4)(G)). 

‘‘(D) CERTIFICATION.—For the school year 
beginning on July 1, 2012, and each subse-
quent school year, subject to paragraph (6), 
the local educational agencies participating 
in the demonstration project shall certify an 
eligible child as eligible for free lunches 
under this Act and free breakfasts under the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et 
seq.), without further application (as defined 
in paragraph (4)(G)). 

‘‘(E) SITE SELECTION.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to partici-
pate in the demonstration project under this 
subsection, a State agency shall submit to 
the Secretary an application at such time, in 
such manner, and containing such informa-
tion as the Secretary may require. 

‘‘(ii) CONSIDERATIONS.—In selecting States 
and local educational agencies for participa-
tion in the demonstration project, the Sec-
retary may take into consideration such fac-
tors as the Secretary considers to be appro-
priate, which may include— 

‘‘(I) the rate of direct certification; 
‘‘(II) the share of individuals who are eligi-

ble for benefits under the supplemental nu-
trition assistance program established under 
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2011 et seq.) who participate in the program, 
as determined by the Secretary; 

‘‘(III) the income eligibility limit for the 
Medicaid program; 

‘‘(IV) the feasibility of matching data be-
tween local educational agencies and the 
Medicaid program; 

‘‘(V) the socioeconomic profile of the State 
or local educational agencies; and 

‘‘(VI) the willingness of the State and local 
educational agencies to comply with the re-
quirements of the demonstration project. 

‘‘(F) ACCESS TO DATA.—For purposes of con-
ducting the demonstration project under this 
paragraph, the Secretary shall have access 
to— 

‘‘(i) educational and other records of State 
and local educational and other agencies and 
institutions receiving funding or providing 
benefits for 1 or more programs authorized 
under this Act or the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.); and 

‘‘(ii) income and program participation in-
formation from public agencies admin-
istering the Medicaid program. 

‘‘(G) REPORT TO CONGRESS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than October 1, 

2014, the Secretary shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate, an interim report that describes the 
results of the demonstration project required 
under this paragraph. 

‘‘(ii) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than Octo-
ber 1, 2015, the Secretary shall submit a final 
report to the committees described in clause 
(i). 

‘‘(H) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2010, out of 

any funds in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transfer to the Secretary to carry out 
subparagraph (G) $5,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended. 

‘‘(ii) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac-
cept, and shall use to carry out subparagraph 
(G) the funds transferred under clause (i), 
without further appropriation.’’. 

(b) DOCUMENTATION.—Section 9(d)(2) of the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(d)(2)) (as amended by sec-
tion 102(c)) is amended— 

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

(2) in subparagraph (F)(ii), by striking the 
period at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(G) documentation has been provided to 

the appropriate local educational agency 
showing the status of the child as an eligible 
child (as defined in subsection (b)(15)(A)).’’. 

(c) AGREEMENT FOR DIRECT CERTIFICATION 
AND COOPERATION BY STATE MEDICAID AGEN-
CIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1902(a)(7) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(7)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(7) provide— 
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‘‘(A) safeguards which restrict the use or 

disclosure of information concerning appli-
cants and recipients to purposes directly 
connected with— 

‘‘(i) the administration of the plan; and 
‘‘(ii) the exchange of information nec-

essary to certify or verify the certification of 
eligibility of children for free or reduced 
price breakfasts under the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966 and free or reduced price lunches 
under the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act, in accordance with sec-
tion 9(b) of that Act, using data standards 
and formats established by the State agency; 
and 

‘‘(B) that, notwithstanding the Express 
Lane option under subsection (e)(13), the 
State may enter into an agreement with the 
State agency administering the school lunch 
program established under the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act under 
which the State shall establish procedures to 
ensure that— 

‘‘(i) a child receiving medical assistance 
under the State plan under this title whose 
family income does not exceed 133 percent of 
the poverty line (as defined in section 673(2) 
of the Community Services Block Grant Act, 
including any revision required by such sec-
tion), as determined without regard to any 
expense, block, or other income disregard, 
applicable to a family of the size involved, 
may be certified as eligible for free lunches 
under the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act and free breakfasts under 
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 without fur-
ther application; and 

‘‘(ii) the State agencies responsible for ad-
ministering the State plan under this title, 
and for carrying out the school lunch pro-
gram established under the Richard B. Rus-
sell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1751 et seq.) or the school breakfast program 
established by section 4 of the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773), cooperate in 
carrying out paragraphs (3)(F) and (15) of 
section 9(b) of that Act;’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), the amendments made by 
this subsection shall take effect on the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(B) EXTENSION OF EFFECTIVE DATE FOR 
STATE LAW AMENDMENT.—In the case of a 
State plan under title XIX of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.) which the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services de-
termines requires State legislation in order 
for the plan to meet the additional require-
ments imposed by the amendments made by 
this section, the State plan shall not be re-
garded as failing to comply with the require-
ments of the amendments made by this sec-
tion solely on the basis of its failure to meet 
such additional requirements before the first 
day of the first calendar quarter beginning 
after the close of the first regular session of 
the State legislature that begins after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. For pur-
poses of the previous sentence, in the case of 
a State that has a 2-year legislative session, 
each year of the session is considered to be a 
separate regular session of the State legisla-
ture. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
444(b)(1) of the General Education Provisions 
Act (20 U.S.C. 1232g(b)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (I), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (J)(ii), by striking the 
period at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(K) the Secretary of Agriculture, or au-

thorized representative from the Food and 
Nutrition Service or contractors acting on 
behalf of the Food and Nutrition Service, for 
the purposes of conducting program moni-
toring, evaluations, and performance meas-

urements of State and local educational and 
other agencies and institutions receiving 
funding or providing benefits of 1 or more 
programs authorized under the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1751 et seq.) or the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.) for which the re-
sults will be reported in an aggregate form 
that does not identify any individual, on the 
conditions that— 

‘‘(i) any data collected under this subpara-
graph shall be protected in a manner that 
will not permit the personal identification of 
students and their parents by other than the 
authorized representatives of the Secretary; 
and 

‘‘(ii) any personally identifiable data shall 
be destroyed when the data are no longer 
needed for program monitoring, evaluations, 
and performance measurements.’’. 
SEC. 104. ELIMINATING INDIVIDUAL APPLICA-

TIONS THROUGH COMMUNITY ELIGI-
BILITY. 

(a) UNIVERSAL MEAL SERVICE IN HIGH POV-
ERTY AREAS.— 

(1) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 11(a)(1) of the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1759a(a)(1)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(F) UNIVERSAL MEAL SERVICE IN HIGH POV-
ERTY AREAS.— 

‘‘(i) DEFINITION OF IDENTIFIED STUDENTS.— 
The term ‘identified students’ means stu-
dents certified based on documentation of 
benefit receipt or categorical eligibility as 
described in section 245.6a(c)(2) of title 7, 
Code of Federal Regulations (or successor 
regulations). 

‘‘(ii) ELECTION OF SPECIAL ASSISTANCE PAY-
MENTS.— 

‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—A local educational 
agency may, for all schools in the district or 
on behalf of certain schools in the district, 
elect to receive special assistance payments 
under this subparagraph in lieu of special as-
sistance payments otherwise made available 
under this paragraph based on applications 
for free and reduced price lunches if— 

‘‘(aa) during a period of 4 successive school 
years, the local educational agency elects to 
serve all children in the applicable schools 
free lunches and breakfasts under the school 
lunch program under this Act and the school 
breakfast program established under section 
4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1773); 

‘‘(bb) the local educational agency pays, 
from sources other than Federal funds, the 
costs of serving the lunches or breakfasts 
that are in excess of the value of assistance 
received under this Act and the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.); 

‘‘(cc) the local educational agency is not a 
residential child care institution (as that 
term is used in section 210.2 of title 7, Code 
of Federal Regulations (or successor regula-
tions)); and 

‘‘(dd) during the school year prior to the 
first year of the period for which the local 
educational agency elects to receive special 
assistance payments under this subpara-
graph, the local educational agency or school 
had a percentage of enrolled students who 
were identified students that meets or ex-
ceeds the threshold described in clause (viii). 

‘‘(II) ELECTION TO STOP RECEIVING PAY-
MENTS.—A local educational agency may, for 
all schools in the district or on behalf of cer-
tain schools in the district, elect to stop re-
ceiving special assistance payments under 
this subparagraph for the following school 
year by notifying the State agency not later 
than June 30 of the current school year of 
the intention to stop receiving special assist-
ance payments under this subparagraph. 

‘‘(iii) FIRST YEAR OF OPTION.— 
‘‘(I) SPECIAL ASSISTANCE PAYMENT.—For 

each month of the first school year of the 4- 

year period during which a school or local 
educational agency elects to receive pay-
ments under this subparagraph, special as-
sistance payments at the rate for free meals 
shall be made under this subparagraph for a 
percentage of all reimbursable meals served 
in an amount equal to the product obtained 
by multiplying— 

‘‘(aa) the multiplier described in clause 
(vii); by 

‘‘(bb) the percentage of identified students 
at the school or local educational agency as 
of April 1 of the prior school year, up to a 
maximum of 100 percent. 

‘‘(II) PAYMENT FOR OTHER MEALS.—The per-
centage of meals served that is not described 
in subclause (I) shall be reimbursed at the 
rate provided under section 4. 

‘‘(iv) SECOND, THIRD, OR FOURTH YEAR OF OP-
TION.— 

‘‘(I) SPECIAL ASSISTANCE PAYMENT.—For 
each month of the second, third, or fourth 
school year of the 4-year period during which 
a school or local educational agency elects 
to receive payments under this subpara-
graph, special assistance payments at the 
rate for free meals shall be made under this 
subparagraph for a percentage of all reim-
bursable meals served in an amount equal to 
the product obtained by multiplying— 

‘‘(aa) the multiplier described in clause 
(vii); by 

‘‘(bb) the higher of the percentage of iden-
tified students at the school or local edu-
cational agency as of April 1 of the prior 
school year or the percentage of identified 
students at the school or local educational 
agency as of April 1 of the school year prior 
to the first year that the school or local edu-
cational agency elected to receive special as-
sistance payments under this subparagraph, 
up to a maximum of 100 percent. 

‘‘(II) PAYMENT FOR OTHER MEALS.—The per-
centage of meals served that is not described 
in subclause (I) shall be reimbursed at the 
rate provided under section 4. 

‘‘(v) GRACE YEAR.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—If, not later than April 1 

of the fourth year of a 4-year period de-
scribed in clause (ii)(I), a school or local edu-
cational agency has a percentage of enrolled 
students who are identified students that 
meets or exceeds a percentage that is 10 per-
centage points lower than the threshold de-
scribed in clause (viii), the school or local 
educational agency may elect to receive spe-
cial assistance payments under subclause (II) 
for an additional grace year. 

‘‘(II) SPECIAL ASSISTANCE PAYMENT.—For 
each month of a grace year, special assist-
ance payments at the rate for free meals 
shall be made under this subparagraph for a 
percentage of all reimbursable meals served 
in an amount equal to the product obtained 
by multiplying— 

‘‘(aa) the multiplier described in clause 
(vii); by 

‘‘(bb) the percentage of identified students 
at the school or local educational agency as 
of April 1 of the prior school year, up to a 
maximum of 100 percent. 

‘‘(III) PAYMENT FOR OTHER MEALS.—The 
percentage of meals served that is not de-
scribed in subclause (II) shall be reimbursed 
at the rate provided under section 4. 

‘‘(vi) APPLICATIONS.—A school or local edu-
cational agency that receives special assist-
ance payments under this subparagraph may 
not be required to collect applications for 
free and reduced price lunches. 

‘‘(vii) MULTIPLIER.— 
‘‘(I) PHASE-IN.—For each school year begin-

ning on or before July 1, 2013, the multiplier 
shall be 1.6. 

‘‘(II) FULL IMPLEMENTATION.—For each 
school year beginning on or after July 1, 
2014, the Secretary may use, as determined 
by the Secretary— 
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‘‘(aa) a multiplier between 1.3 and 1.6; and 
‘‘(bb) subject to item (aa), a different mul-

tiplier for different schools or local edu-
cational agencies. 

‘‘(viii) THRESHOLD.— 
‘‘(I) PHASE-IN.—For each school year begin-

ning on or before July 1, 2013, the threshold 
shall be 40 percent. 

‘‘(II) FULL IMPLEMENTATION.—For each 
school year beginning on or after July 1, 
2014, the Secretary may use a threshold that 
is less than 40 percent. 

‘‘(ix) PHASE-IN.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—In selecting States for 

participation during the phase-in period, the 
Secretary shall select States with an ade-
quate number and variety of schools and 
local educational agencies that could benefit 
from the option under this subparagraph, as 
determined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(II) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may not 
approve additional schools and local edu-
cational agencies to receive special assist-
ance payments under this subparagraph after 
the Secretary has approved schools and local 
educational agencies in— 

‘‘(aa) for the school year beginning on July 
1, 2011, 3 States; and 

‘‘(bb) for each of the school years begin-
ning July 1, 2012 and July 1, 2013, an addi-
tional 4 States per school year. 

‘‘(x) ELECTION OF OPTION.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—For each school year be-

ginning on or after July 1, 2014, any local 
educational agency eligible to make the 
election described in clause (ii) for all 
schools in the district or on behalf of certain 
schools in the district may elect to receive 
special assistance payments under clause 
(iii) for the next school year if, not later 
than June 30 of the current school year, the 
local educational agency submits to the 
State agency the percentage of identified 
students at the school or local educational 
agency. 

‘‘(II) STATE AGENCY NOTIFICATION.—Not 
later than May 1 of each school year begin-
ning on or after July 1, 2011, each State agen-
cy with schools or local educational agencies 
that may be eligible to elect to receive spe-
cial assistance payments under this subpara-
graph shall notify— 

‘‘(aa) each local educational agency that 
meets or exceeds the threshold described in 
clause (viii) that the local educational agen-
cy is eligible to elect to receive special as-
sistance payments under clause (iii) for the 
next 4 school years, of the blended reim-
bursement rate the local educational agency 
would receive under clause (iii), and of the 
procedures for the local educational agency 
to make the election; 

‘‘(bb) each local educational agency that 
receives special assistance payments under 
clause (iii) of the blended reimbursement 
rate the local educational agency would re-
ceive under clause (iv); 

‘‘(cc) each local educational agency in the 
fourth year of electing to receive special as-
sistance payments under this subparagraph 
that meets or exceeds a percentage that is 10 
percentage points lower than the threshold 
described in clause (viii) and that receives 
special assistance payments under clause 
(iv), that the local educational agency may 
continue to receive such payments for the 
next school year, of the blended reimburse-
ment rate the local educational agency 
would receive under clause (v), and of the 
procedures for the local educational agency 
to make the election; and 

‘‘(dd) each local educational agency that 
meets or exceeds a percentage that is 10 per-
centage points lower than the threshold de-
scribed in clause (viii) that the local edu-
cational agency may be eligible to elect to 
receive special assistance payments under 
clause (iii) if the threshold described in 

clause (viii) is met by April 1 of the school 
year or if the threshold is met for a subse-
quent school year. 

‘‘(III) PUBLIC NOTIFICATION OF LOCAL EDU-
CATIONAL AGENCIES.—Not later than May 1 of 
each school year beginning on or after July 
1, 2011, each State agency with 1 or more 
schools or local educational agencies eligible 
to elect to receive special assistance pay-
ments under clause (iii) shall submit to the 
Secretary, and the Secretary shall publish, 
lists of the local educational agencies receiv-
ing notices under subclause (II). 

‘‘(IV) PUBLIC NOTIFICATION OF SCHOOLS.— 
Not later than May 1 of each school year be-
ginning on or after July 1, 2011, each local 
educational agency in a State with 1 or more 
schools eligible to elect to receive special as-
sistance payments under clause (iii) shall 
submit to the State agency, and the State 
agency shall publish— 

‘‘(aa) a list of the schools that meet or ex-
ceed the threshold described in clause (viii); 

‘‘(bb) a list of the schools that meet or ex-
ceed a percentage that is 10 percentage 
points lower than the threshold described in 
clause (viii) and that are in the fourth year 
of receiving special assistance payments 
under clause (iv); and 

‘‘(cc) a list of the schools that meet or ex-
ceed a percentage that is 10 percentage 
points lower than the threshold described in 
clause (viii). 

‘‘(xi) IMPLEMENTATION.— 
‘‘(I) GUIDANCE.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of enactment of this subpara-
graph, the Secretary shall issue guidance to 
implement this subparagraph. 

‘‘(II) REGULATIONS.—Not later than Decem-
ber 31, 2013, the Secretary shall promulgate 
regulations that establish procedures for 
State agencies, local educational agencies, 
and schools to meet the requirements of this 
subparagraph, including exercising the op-
tion described in this subparagraph. 

‘‘(III) PUBLICATION.—If the Secretary uses 
the authority provided in clause (vii)(II)(bb) 
to use a different multiplier for different 
schools or local educational agencies, for 
each school year beginning on or after July 
1, 2014, not later than April 1, 2014, the Sec-
retary shall publish on the website of the 
Secretary a table that indicates— 

‘‘(aa) each local educational agency that 
may elect to receive special assistance pay-
ments under clause (ii); 

‘‘(bb) the blended reimbursement rate that 
each local educational agency would receive; 
and 

‘‘(cc) an explanation of the methodology 
used to calculate the multiplier or threshold 
for each school or local educational agency. 

‘‘(xii) REPORT.—Not later than December 
31, 2013, the Secretary shall publish a report 
that describes— 

‘‘(I) an estimate of the number of schools 
and local educational agencies eligible to 
elect to receive special assistance payments 
under this subparagraph that do not elect to 
receive the payments; 

‘‘(II) for schools and local educational 
agencies described in subclause (I)— 

‘‘(aa) barriers to participation in the spe-
cial assistance option under this subpara-
graph, as described by the nonparticipating 
schools and local educational agencies; and 

‘‘(bb) changes to the special assistance op-
tion under this subparagraph that would 
make eligible schools and local educational 
agencies more likely to elect to receive spe-
cial assistance payments; 

‘‘(III) for schools and local educational 
agencies that elect to receive special assist-
ance payments under this subparagraph— 

‘‘(aa) the number of schools and local edu-
cational agencies; 

‘‘(bb) an estimate of the percentage of 
identified students and the percentage of en-

rolled students who were certified to receive 
free or reduced price meals in the school 
year prior to the election to receive special 
assistance payments under this subpara-
graph, and a description of how the ratio be-
tween those percentages compares to 1.6; 

‘‘(cc) an estimate of the number and share 
of schools and local educational agencies in 
which more than 80 percent of students are 
certified for free or reduced price meals that 
elect to receive special assistance payments 
under that clause; and 

‘‘(dd) whether any of the schools or local 
educational agencies stopped electing to re-
ceive special assistance payments under this 
subparagraph; 

‘‘(IV) the impact of electing to receive spe-
cial assistance payments under this subpara-
graph on— 

‘‘(aa) program integrity; 
‘‘(bb) whether a breakfast program is of-

fered; 
‘‘(cc) the type of breakfast program of-

fered; 
‘‘(dd) the nutritional quality of school 

meals; and 
‘‘(ee) program participation; and 
‘‘(V) the multiplier and threshold, as de-

scribed in clauses (vii) and (viii) respec-
tively, that the Secretary will use for each 
school year beginning on or after July 1, 2014 
and the rationale for any change in the mul-
tiplier or threshold. 

‘‘(xiii) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2010, out of 

any funds in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transfer to the Secretary to carry out 
clause (xii) $5,000,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2014. 

‘‘(II) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac-
cept, and shall use to carry out clause (xii) 
the funds transferred under subclause (I), 
without further appropriation.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
11(a)(1)(B) of the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1759a(a)(1)(B)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘or (E)’’ and inserting 
‘‘(E), or (F)’’. 

(b) UNIVERSAL MEAL SERVICE THROUGH 
CENSUS DATA.—Section 11 of the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1759a) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(g) UNIVERSAL MEAL SERVICE THROUGH 
CENSUS DATA.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—To the maximum extent 
practicable, the Secretary shall identify al-
ternatives to— 

‘‘(A) the daily counting by category of 
meals provided by school lunch programs 
under this Act and the school breakfast pro-
gram established by section 4 of the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773); and 

‘‘(B) the use of annual applications as the 
basis for eligibility to receive free meals or 
reduced price meals under this Act. 

‘‘(2) RECOMMENDATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) CONSIDERATIONS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In identifying alter-

natives under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall consider the recommendations of the 
Committee on National Statistics of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences relating to use 
of the American Community Survey of the 
Bureau of the Census and other data sources. 

‘‘(ii) SOCIOECONOMIC SURVEY.—The Sec-
retary shall consider use of a periodic socio-
economic survey of households of children 
attending school in the school food authority 
in not more than 3 school food authorities 
participating in the school lunch program 
under this Act. 

‘‘(iii) SURVEY PARAMETERS.—The Secretary 
shall establish requirements for the use of a 
socioeconomic survey under clause (ii), 
which shall— 
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‘‘(I) include criteria for survey design, 

sample frame validity, minimum level of sta-
tistical precision, minimum survey response 
rates, frequency of data collection, and other 
criteria as determined by the Secretary; 

‘‘(II) be consistent with the Standards and 
Guidelines for Statistical Surveys, as pub-
lished by the Office of Management and 
Budget; 

‘‘(III) be consistent with standards and re-
quirements that ensure proper use of Federal 
funds; and 

‘‘(IV) specify that the socioeconomic sur-
vey be conducted at least once every 4 years. 

‘‘(B) USE OF ALTERNATIVES.—Alternatives 
described in subparagraph (A) that provide 
accurate and effective means of providing 
meal reimbursement consistent with the eli-
gibility status of students may be— 

‘‘(i) implemented for use in schools or by 
school food authorities that agree— 

‘‘(I) to serve all breakfasts and lunches to 
students at no cost in accordance with regu-
lations issued by the Secretary; and 

‘‘(II) to pay, from sources other than Fed-
eral funds, the costs of serving any lunches 
and breakfasts that are in excess of the value 
of assistance received under this Act or the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et 
seq.) with respect to the number of lunches 
and breakfasts served during the applicable 
period; or 

‘‘(ii) further tested through demonstration 
projects carried out by the Secretary in ac-
cordance with subparagraph (C). 

‘‘(C) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of car-

rying out demonstration projects described 
in subparagraph (B), the Secretary may 
waive any requirement of this Act relating 
to— 

‘‘(I) counting of meals provided by school 
lunch or breakfast programs; 

‘‘(II) applications for eligibility for free or 
reduced priced meals; or 

‘‘(III) required direct certification under 
section 9(b)(4). 

‘‘(ii) NUMBER OF PROJECTS.—The Secretary 
shall carry out demonstration projects under 
this paragraph in not more than 5 local edu-
cational agencies for each alternative model 
that is being tested. 

‘‘(iii) LIMITATION.—A demonstration 
project carried out under this paragraph 
shall have a duration of not more than 3 
years. 

‘‘(iv) EVALUATION.—The Secretary shall 
evaluate each demonstration project carried 
out under this paragraph in accordance with 
procedures established by the Secretary. 

‘‘(v) REQUIREMENT.—In carrying out eval-
uations under clause (iv), the Secretary shall 
evaluate, using comparisons with local edu-
cational agencies with similar demographic 
characteristics— 

‘‘(I) the accuracy of the 1 or more meth-
odologies adopted as compared to the daily 
counting by category of meals provided by 
school meal programs under this Act or the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et 
seq.) and the use of annual applications as 
the basis for eligibility to receive free or re-
duced price meals under those Acts; 

‘‘(II) the effect of the 1 or more methodolo-
gies adopted on participation in programs 
under those Acts; 

‘‘(III) the effect of the 1 or more meth-
odologies adopted on administration of pro-
grams under those Acts; and 

‘‘(IV) such other matters as the Secretary 
determines to be appropriate.’’. 

SEC. 105. GRANTS FOR EXPANSION OF SCHOOL 
BREAKFAST PROGRAMS. 

The Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1771 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘SEC. 23. GRANTS FOR EXPANSION OF SCHOOL 
BREAKFAST PROGRAMS. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF QUALIFYING SCHOOL.—In 
this section, the term ‘qualifying school’ 
means a school in severe need, as described 
in section 4(d)(1). 

‘‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—Subject to the avail-
ability of appropriations provided in advance 
in an appropriations Act specifically for the 
purpose of carrying out this section, the Sec-
retary shall establish a program under which 
the Secretary shall provide grants, on a com-
petitive basis, to State educational agencies 
for the purpose of providing subgrants to 
local educational agencies for qualifying 
schools to establish, maintain, or expand the 
school breakfast program in accordance with 
this section. 

‘‘(c) GRANTS TO STATE EDUCATIONAL AGEN-
CIES.— 

‘‘(1) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant under this section, a State edu-
cational agency shall submit to the Sec-
retary an application at such time, in such 
manner, and containing such information as 
the Secretary may require. 

‘‘(2) ADMINISTRATION.—In carrying out this 
section, the Secretary shall— 

‘‘(A) develop an appropriate competitive 
application process; and 

‘‘(B) make information available to State 
educational agencies concerning the avail-
ability of funds under this section. 

‘‘(3) ALLOCATION.—The amount of grants 
provided by the Secretary to State edu-
cational agencies for a fiscal year under this 
section shall not exceed the lesser of— 

‘‘(A) the product obtained by multiplying— 
‘‘(i) the number of qualifying schools re-

ceiving subgrants or other benefits under 
subsection (d) for the fiscal year; and 

‘‘(ii) the maximum amount of a subgrant 
provided to a qualifying school under sub-
section (d)(4)(B); or 

‘‘(B) $2,000,000. 
‘‘(d) SUBGRANTS TO QUALIFYING SCHOOLS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State educational 

agency receiving a grant under this section 
shall use funds made available under the 
grant to award subgrants to local edu-
cational agencies for a qualifying school or 
groups of qualifying schools to carry out ac-
tivities in accordance with this section. 

‘‘(2) PRIORITY.—In awarding subgrants 
under this subsection, a State educational 
agency shall give priority to local edu-
cational agencies with qualifying schools in 
which at least 75 percent of the students are 
eligible for free or reduced price school 
lunches under the school lunch program es-
tablished under the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et 
seq.). 

‘‘(3) STATE AND DISTRICT TRAINING AND 
TECHNICAL SUPPORT.—A local educational 
agency or State educational agency may al-
locate a portion of each subgrant to provide 
training and technical assistance to the staff 
of qualifying schools to carry out the pur-
poses of this section. 

‘‘(4) AMOUNT; TERM.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this paragraph, a subgrant provided 
by a State educational agency to a local edu-
cational agency or qualifying school under 
this section shall be in such amount, and 
shall be provided for such term, as the State 
educational agency determines appropriate. 

‘‘(B) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The amount of a 
subgrant provided by a State educational 
agency to a local educational agency for a 
qualifying school or a group of qualifying 
schools under this subsection shall not ex-
ceed $10,000 for each school year. 

‘‘(C) MAXIMUM GRANT TERM.—A local edu-
cational agency or State educational agency 
shall not provide subgrants to a qualifying 
school under this subsection for more than 2 
fiscal years. 

‘‘(e) BEST PRACTICES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Prior to awarding grants 

under this section, the Secretary shall make 
available to State educational agencies in-
formation regarding the most effective 
mechanisms by which to increase school 
breakfast participation among eligible chil-
dren at qualifying schools. 

‘‘(2) PREFERENCE.—In awarding subgrants 
under this section, a State educational agen-
cy shall give preference to local educational 
agencies for qualifying schools or groups of 
qualifying schools that have adopted, or pro-
vide assurances that the subgrant funds will 
be used to adopt, the most effective mecha-
nisms identified by the Secretary under 
paragraph (1). 

‘‘(f) USE OF FUNDS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A qualifying school may 

use a grant provided under this section— 
‘‘(A) to establish, promote, or expand a 

school breakfast program of the qualifying 
school under this section, which shall in-
clude a nutritional education component; 

‘‘(B) to extend the period during which 
school breakfast is available at the quali-
fying school; 

‘‘(C) to provide school breakfast to stu-
dents of the qualifying school during the 
school day; or 

‘‘(D) for other appropriate purposes, as de-
termined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENT.—Each activity of a 
qualifying school under this subsection shall 
be carried out in accordance with applicable 
nutritional guidelines and regulations issued 
by the Secretary. 

‘‘(g) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—Grants 
made available under this section shall not 
diminish or otherwise affect the expenditure 
of funds from State and local sources for the 
maintenance of the school breakfast pro-
gram. 

‘‘(h) REPORTS.—Not later than 18 months 
following the end of a school year during 
which subgrants are awarded under this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall submit to Congress 
a report describing the activities of the 
qualifying schools awarded subgrants. 

‘‘(i) EVALUATION.—Not later than 180 days 
before the end of a grant term under this sec-
tion, a local educational agency that re-
ceives a subgrant under this section shall— 

‘‘(1) evaluate whether electing to provide 
universal free breakfasts under the school 
breakfast program in accordance with Provi-
sion 2 as established under subsections (b) 
through (k) of section 245.9 of title 7, Code of 
Federal Regulations (or successor regula-
tions), would be cost-effective for the quali-
fied schools based on estimated administra-
tive savings and economies of scale; and 

‘‘(2) submit the results of the evaluation to 
the State educational agency. 

‘‘(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section such sums as are nec-
essary for each of fiscal years 2010 through 
2015.’’. 

Subtitle B—Summer Food Service Program 
SEC. 111. ALIGNMENT OF ELIGIBILITY RULES 

FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SPON-
SORS. 

Section 13(a) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1761(a)) is 
amended by striking paragraph (7) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(7) PRIVATE NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) DEFINITION OF PRIVATE NONPROFIT OR-

GANIZATION.—In this paragraph, the term 
‘private nonprofit organization’ means an or-
ganization that— 

‘‘(i) exercises full control and authority 
over the operation of the program at all sites 
under the sponsorship of the organization; 

‘‘(ii) provides ongoing year-round activi-
ties for children or families; 
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‘‘(iii) demonstrates that the organization 

has adequate management and the fiscal ca-
pacity to operate a program under this sec-
tion; 

‘‘(iv) is an organization described in sec-
tion 501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 and exempt from taxation under 501(a) 
of that Code; and 

‘‘(v) meets applicable State and local 
health, safety, and sanitation standards. 

‘‘(B) ELIGIBILITY.—Private nonprofit orga-
nizations (other than organizations eligible 
under paragraph (1)) shall be eligible for the 
program under the same terms and condi-
tions as other service institutions.’’. 
SEC. 112. OUTREACH TO ELIGIBLE FAMILIES. 

Section 13(a) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1761(a)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(11) OUTREACH TO ELIGIBLE FAMILIES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re-

quire each State agency that administers the 
national school lunch program under this 
Act to ensure that, to the maximum extent 
practicable, school food authorities partici-
pating in the school lunch program under 
this Act cooperate with participating service 
institutions to distribute materials to in-
form families of— 

‘‘(i) the availability and location of sum-
mer food service program meals; and 

‘‘(ii) the availability of reimbursable 
breakfasts served under the school breakfast 
program established by section 4 of the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773). 

‘‘(B) INCLUSIONS.—Informational activities 
carried out under subparagraph (A) may in-
clude— 

‘‘(i) the development or dissemination of 
printed materials, to be distributed to all 
school children or the families of school chil-
dren prior to the end of the school year, that 
inform families of the availability and loca-
tion of summer food service program meals; 

‘‘(ii) the development or dissemination of 
materials, to be distributed using electronic 
means to all school children or the families 
of school children prior to the end of the 
school year, that inform families of the 
availability and location of summer food 
service program meals; and 

‘‘(iii) such other activities as are approved 
by the applicable State agency to promote 
the availability and location of summer food 
service program meals to school children and 
the families of school children. 

‘‘(C) MULTIPLE STATE AGENCIES.—If the 
State agency administering the program 
under this section is not the same State 
agency that administers the school lunch 
program under this Act, the 2 State agencies 
shall work cooperatively to implement this 
paragraph.’’. 
SEC. 113. SUMMER FOOD SERVICE SUPPORT 

GRANTS. 
Section 13(a) of the Richard B. Russell Na-

tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1761(a)) 
(as amended by section 112) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(12) SUMMER FOOD SERVICE SUPPORT 
GRANTS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 
funds made available to carry out this para-
graph to award grants on a competitive basis 
to State agencies to provide to eligible serv-
ice institutions— 

‘‘(i) technical assistance; 
‘‘(ii) assistance with site improvement 

costs; or 
‘‘(iii) other innovative activities that im-

prove and encourage sponsor retention. 
‘‘(B) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to receive 

a grant under this paragraph, a State agency 
shall submit an application to the Secretary 
in such manner, at such time, and con-
taining such information as the Secretary 
may require. 

‘‘(C) PRIORITY.—In making grants under 
this paragraph, the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to— 

‘‘(i) applications from States with signifi-
cant low-income child populations; and 

‘‘(ii) State plans that demonstrate innova-
tive approaches to retain and support sum-
mer food service programs after the expira-
tion of the start-up funding grants. 

‘‘(D) USE OF FUNDS.—A State and eligible 
service institution may use funds made 
available under this paragraph to pay for 
such costs as the Secretary determines are 
necessary to establish and maintain summer 
food service programs. 

‘‘(E) REALLOCATION.—The Secretary may 
reallocate any amounts made available to 
carry out this paragraph that are not obli-
gated or expended, as determined by the Sec-
retary. 

‘‘(F) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this paragraph $20,000,000 for fiscal 
years 2011 through 2015.’’. 

Subtitle C—Child and Adult Care Food 
Program 

SEC. 121. SIMPLIFYING AREA ELIGIBILITY DE-
TERMINATIONS IN THE CHILD AND 
ADULT CARE FOOD PROGRAM. 

Section 17(f)(3)(A)(ii)(I)(bb) of the Richard 
B. Russell National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1766(f)(3)(A)(ii)(I)(bb)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘elementary’’. 
SEC. 122. EXPANSION OF AFTERSCHOOL MEALS 

FOR AT-RISK CHILDREN. 
Section 17(r) of the Richard B. Russell Na-

tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(r)) is 
amended by striking paragraph (5) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(5) LIMITATION.—An institution partici-
pating in the program under this subsection 
may not claim reimbursement for meals and 
snacks that are served under section 18(h) on 
the same day. 

‘‘(6) HANDBOOK.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of the Healthy, 
Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010, the Secretary 
shall— 

‘‘(i) issue guidelines for afterschool meals 
for at-risk school children; and 

‘‘(ii) publish a handbook reflecting those 
guidelines. 

‘‘(B) REVIEW.—Each year after the issuance 
of guidelines under subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary shall— 

‘‘(i) review the guidelines; and 
‘‘(ii) issue a revised handbook reflecting 

changes made to the guidelines.’’. 
Subtitle D—Special Supplemental Nutrition 
Program for Women, Infants, and Children 

SEC. 131. CERTIFICATION PERIODS. 
Section 17(d)(3)(A) of the Child Nutrition 

Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(d)(3)(A)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(iii) CHILDREN.—A State may elect to cer-
tify participant children for a period of up to 
1 year, if the State electing the option pro-
vided under this clause ensures that partici-
pant children receive required health and nu-
trition assessments.’’. 

Subtitle E—Miscellaneous 
SEC. 141. CHILDHOOD HUNGER RESEARCH. 

The Richard B. Russell National School 
Lunch Act is amended by inserting after sec-
tion 22 (42 U.S.C. 1769c) the following: 
‘‘SEC. 23. CHILDHOOD HUNGER RESEARCH. 

‘‘(a) RESEARCH ON CAUSES AND CON-
SEQUENCES OF CHILDHOOD HUNGER.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct research on— 

‘‘(A) the causes of childhood hunger and 
food insecurity; 

‘‘(B) the characteristics of households with 
childhood hunger and food insecurity; and 

‘‘(C) the consequences of childhood hunger 
and food insecurity. 

‘‘(2) AUTHORITY.—In carrying out research 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary may— 

‘‘(A) enter into competitively awarded con-
tracts or cooperative agreements; or 

‘‘(B) provide grants to States or public or 
private agencies or organizations, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(3) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to enter 
into a contract or cooperative agreement or 
receive a grant under this subsection, a 
State or public or private agency or organi-
zation shall submit to the Secretary an ap-
plication at such time, in such manner, and 
containing such information as the Sec-
retary shall require. 

‘‘(4) AREAS OF INQUIRY.—The Secretary 
shall design the research program to advance 
knowledge and understanding of information 
on the issues described in paragraph (1), such 
as— 

‘‘(A) economic, health, social, cultural, de-
mographic, and other factors that contribute 
to childhood hunger or food insecurity; 

‘‘(B) the geographic distribution of child-
hood hunger and food insecurity; 

‘‘(C) the extent to which— 
‘‘(i) existing Federal assistance programs, 

including the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, 
reduce childhood hunger and food insecurity; 
and 

‘‘(ii) childhood hunger and food insecurity 
persist due to— 

‘‘(I) gaps in program coverage; 
‘‘(II) the inability of potential participants 

to access programs; or 
‘‘(III) the insufficiency of program benefits 

or services; 
‘‘(D) the public health and medical costs of 

childhood hunger and food insecurity; 
‘‘(E) an estimate of the degree to which the 

Census Bureau measure of food insecurity 
underestimates childhood hunger and food 
insecurity because the Census Bureau ex-
cludes certain households, such as homeless, 
or other factors; 

‘‘(F) the effects of childhood hunger on 
child development, well-being, and edu-
cational attainment; and 

‘‘(G) such other critical outcomes as are 
determined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(5) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2012, out 

of any funds in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transfer to the Secretary to carry out 
this subsection $10,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended. 

‘‘(B) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac-
cept, and shall use to carry out this sub-
section the funds transferred under subpara-
graph (A), without further appropriation. 

‘‘(b) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS TO END 
CHILDHOOD HUNGER.— 

‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) CHILD.—The term ‘child’ means a per-

son under the age of 18. 
‘‘(B) SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM.—The term ‘supplemental nutrition 
assistance program’ means the supplemental 
nutrition assistance program established 
under the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.). 

‘‘(2) PURPOSE.—Under such terms and con-
ditions as are established by the Secretary, 
the Secretary shall carry out demonstration 
projects that test innovative strategies to 
end childhood hunger, including alternative 
models for service delivery and benefit levels 
that promote the reduction or elimination of 
childhood hunger and food insecurity. 

‘‘(3) PROJECTS.—Demonstration projects 
carried out under this subsection may in-
clude projects that— 

‘‘(A) enhance benefits provided under the 
supplemental nutrition assistance program 
for eligible households with children; 
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‘‘(B) enhance benefits or provide for inno-

vative program delivery models in the school 
meals, afterschool snack, and child and adult 
care food programs under this Act and the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et 
seq.); and 

‘‘(C) target Federal, State, or local assist-
ance, including emergency housing or family 
preservation services, at households with 
children who are experiencing hunger or food 
insecurity, to the extent permitted by the 
legal authority establishing those assistance 
programs and services. 

‘‘(4) GRANTS.— 
‘‘(A) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this sub-

section, the Secretary may enter into com-
petitively awarded contracts or cooperative 
agreements with, or provide grants to, public 
or private organizations or agencies (as de-
termined by the Secretary), for use in ac-
cordance with demonstration projects that 
meet the purposes of this subsection. 

‘‘(ii) REQUIREMENT.—At least 1 demonstra-
tion project funded under this subsection 
shall be carried out on an Indian reservation 
in a rural area with a service population 
with a prevalence of diabetes that exceeds 15 
percent, as determined by the Director of the 
Indian Health Service. 

‘‘(B) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to re-
ceive a contract, cooperative agreement, or 
grant under this subsection, an organization 
or agency shall submit to the Secretary an 
application at such time, in such manner, 
and containing such information as the Sec-
retary may require. 

‘‘(C) SELECTION CRITERIA.—Demonstration 
projects shall be selected based on publicly 
disseminated criteria that may include— 

‘‘(i) an identification of a low-income tar-
get group that reflects individuals experi-
encing hunger or food insecurity; 

‘‘(ii) a commitment to a demonstration 
project that allows for a rigorous outcome 
evaluation as described in paragraph (6); 

‘‘(iii) a focus on innovative strategies to 
reduce the risk of childhood hunger or pro-
vide a significant improvement to the food 
security status of households with children; 
and 

‘‘(iv) such other criteria as are determined 
by the Secretary. 

‘‘(5) CONSULTATION.—In determining the 
range of projects and defining selection cri-
teria under this subsection, the Secretary 
shall consult with— 

‘‘(A) the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services; 

‘‘(B) the Secretary of Labor; and 
‘‘(C) the Secretary of Housing and Urban 

Development. 
‘‘(6) EVALUATION AND REPORTING.— 
‘‘(A) INDEPENDENT EVALUATION.—The Sec-

retary shall provide for an independent eval-
uation of each demonstration project carried 
out under this subsection that— 

‘‘(i) measures the impact of each dem-
onstration project on appropriate participa-
tion, food security, nutrition, and associated 
behavioral outcomes among participating 
households; and 

‘‘(ii) uses rigorous experimental designs 
and methodologies, particularly random as-
signment or other methods that are capable 
of producing scientifically valid information 
regarding which activities are effective in re-
ducing the prevalence or preventing the inci-
dence of food insecurity and hunger in the 
community, especially among children. 

‘‘(B) REPORTING.—Not later than December 
31, 2013 and each December 31 thereafter 
until the date on which the last evaluation 
under subparagraph (A) is completed, the 
Secretary shall— 

‘‘(i) submit to the Committee on Agri-
culture and the Committee on Education and 
Labor of the House of Representatives and 

the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate a report that in-
cludes a description of— 

‘‘(I) the status of each demonstration 
project; and 

‘‘(II) the results of any evaluations of the 
demonstration projects completed during the 
previous fiscal year; and 

‘‘(ii) ensure that the evaluation results are 
shared broadly to inform policy makers, 
service providers, other partners, and the 
public in order to promote the wide use of 
successful strategies. 

‘‘(7) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2012, out 

of any funds in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transfer to the Secretary to carry out 
this subsection $40,000,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2017. 

‘‘(B) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac-
cept, and shall use to carry out this sub-
section the funds transferred under subpara-
graph (A), without further appropriation. 

‘‘(C) USE OF FUNDS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Funds made available 

under subparagraph (A) may be used to carry 
out this subsection, including to pay Federal 
costs associated with developing, soliciting, 
awarding, monitoring, evaluating, and dis-
seminating the results of each demonstra-
tion project under this subsection. 

‘‘(ii) INDIAN RESERVATIONS.—Of amounts 
made available under subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary shall use a portion of the amounts 
to carry out research relating to hunger, 
obesity and type 2 diabetes on Indian res-
ervations, including research to determine 
the manner in which Federal nutrition pro-
grams can help to overcome those problems. 

‘‘(iii) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this section, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that— 

‘‘(I) describes the manner in which Federal 
nutrition programs can help to overcome 
child hunger nutrition problems on Indian 
reservations; and 

‘‘(II) contains proposed administrative and 
legislative recommendations to strengthen 
and streamline all relevant Department of 
Agriculture nutrition programs to reduce 
childhood hunger, obesity, and type 2 diabe-
tes on Indian reservations. 

‘‘(D) LIMITATIONS.— 
‘‘(i) DURATION.—No project may be funded 

under this subsection for more than 5 years. 
‘‘(ii) PROJECT REQUIREMENTS.—No project 

that makes use of, alters, or coordinates 
with the supplemental nutrition assistance 
program may be funded under this sub-
section unless the project is fully consistent 
with the project requirements described in 
section 17(b)(1)(B) of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2026(b)(1)(B)). 

‘‘(iii) HUNGER-FREE COMMUNITIES.—No 
project may be funded under this subsection 
that receives funding under section 4405 of 
the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 
2008 (7 U.S.C. 7517). 

‘‘(iv) OTHER BENEFITS.—Funds made avail-
able under this subsection may not be used 
for any project in a manner that is incon-
sistent with— 

‘‘(I) this Act; 
‘‘(II) the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 

U.S.C. 1771 et seq.); 
‘‘(III) the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 

U.S.C. 2011 et seq.); or 
‘‘(IV) the Emergency Food Assistance Act 

of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 7501 et seq.).’’. 

SEC. 142. STATE CHILDHOOD HUNGER CHAL-
LENGE GRANTS. 

The Richard B. Russell National School 
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 23 (as added by sec-
tion 141) the following: 
‘‘SEC. 24. STATE CHILDHOOD HUNGER CHAL-

LENGE GRANTS. 
‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) CHILD.—The term ‘child’ means a per-

son under the age of 18. 
‘‘(2) SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM.—The term ‘supplemental nutrition 
assistance program’ means the supplemental 
nutrition assistance program established 
under the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.). 

‘‘(b) PURPOSE.—Under such terms and con-
ditions as are established by the Secretary, 
funds made available under this section may 
be used to competitively award grants to or 
enter into cooperative agreements with Gov-
ernors to carry out comprehensive and inno-
vative strategies to end childhood hunger, 
including alternative models for service de-
livery and benefit levels that promote the re-
duction or elimination of childhood hunger 
by 2015. 

‘‘(c) PROJECTS.—State demonstration 
projects carried out under this section may 
include projects that— 

‘‘(1) enhance benefits provided under the 
supplemental nutrition assistance program 
for eligible households with children; 

‘‘(2) enhance benefits or provide for innova-
tive program delivery models in the school 
meals, afterschool snack, and child and adult 
care food programs under this Act and the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et 
seq.); 

‘‘(3) target Federal, State, or local assist-
ance, including emergency housing, family 
preservation services, child care, or tem-
porary assistance at households with chil-
dren who are experiencing hunger or food in-
security, to the extent permitted by the 
legal authority establishing those assistance 
programs and services; 

‘‘(4) enhance outreach to increase access 
and participation in Federal nutrition assist-
ance programs; and 

‘‘(5) improve the coordination of Federal, 
State, and community resources and services 
aimed at preventing food insecurity and hun-
ger, including through the establishment and 
expansion of State food policy councils. 

‘‘(d) GRANTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this sec-

tion, the Secretary may competitively award 
grants or enter into competitively awarded 
cooperative agreements with Governors for 
use in accordance with demonstration 
projects that meet the purposes of this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(2) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant or cooperative agreement under this 
section, a Governor shall submit to the Sec-
retary an application at such time, in such 
manner, and containing such information as 
the Secretary may require. 

‘‘(3) SELECTION CRITERIA.—The Secretary 
shall evaluate proposals based on publicly 
disseminated criteria that may include— 

‘‘(A) an identification of a low-income tar-
get group that reflects individuals experi-
encing hunger or food insecurity; 

‘‘(B) a commitment to approaches that 
allow for a rigorous outcome evaluation as 
described in subsection (f); 

‘‘(C) a comprehensive and innovative strat-
egy to reduce the risk of childhood hunger or 
provide a significant improvement to the 
food security status of households with chil-
dren; and 

‘‘(D) such other criteria as are determined 
by the Secretary. 

‘‘(4) REQUIREMENTS.—Any project funded 
under this section shall provide for— 
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‘‘(A) a baseline assessment, and subsequent 

annual assessments, of the prevalence and 
severity of very low food security among 
children in the State, based on a method-
ology prescribed by the Secretary; 

‘‘(B) a collaborative planning process in-
cluding key stakeholders in the State that 
results in a comprehensive agenda to elimi-
nate childhood hunger that is— 

‘‘(i) described in a detailed project plan; 
and 

‘‘(ii) provided to the Secretary for ap-
proval; 

‘‘(C) an annual budget; 
‘‘(D) specific performance goals, including 

the goal to sharply reduce or eliminate food 
insecurity among children in the State by 
2015, as determined through a methodology 
prescribed by the Secretary and carried out 
by the Governor; and 

‘‘(E) an independent outcome evaluation of 
not less than 1 major strategy of the project 
that measures— 

‘‘(i) the specific impact of the strategy on 
food insecurity among children in the State; 
and 

‘‘(ii) if applicable, the nutrition assistance 
participation rate among children in the 
State. 

‘‘(e) CONSULTATION.—In determining the 
range of projects and defining selection cri-
teria under this section, the Secretary shall 
consult with— 

‘‘(1) the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services; 

‘‘(2) the Secretary of Labor; 
‘‘(3) the Secretary of Education; and 
‘‘(4) the Secretary of Housing and Urban 

Development. 
‘‘(f) EVALUATION AND REPORTING.— 
‘‘(1) GENERAL PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT.— 

Each project authorized under this section 
shall require an independent assessment 
that— 

‘‘(A) measures the impact of any activities 
carried out under the project on the level of 
food insecurity in the State that— 

‘‘(i) focuses particularly on the level of 
food insecurity among children in the State; 
and 

‘‘(ii) includes a preimplementation base-
line and annual measurements taken during 
the project of the level of food insecurity in 
the State; and 

‘‘(B) is carried out using a methodology 
prescribed by the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) INDEPENDENT EVALUATION.—Each 
project authorized under this section shall 
provide for an independent evaluation of not 
less than 1 major strategy that— 

‘‘(A) measures the impact of the strategy 
on appropriate participation, food security, 
nutrition, and associated behavioral out-
comes among participating households; and 

‘‘(B) uses rigorous experimental designs 
and methodologies, particularly random as-
signment or other methods that are capable 
of producing scientifically valid information 
regarding which activities are effective in re-
ducing the prevalence or preventing the inci-
dence of food insecurity and hunger in the 
community, especially among children. 

‘‘(3) REPORTING.—Not later than December 
31, 2011 and each December 31 thereafter 
until the date on which the last evaluation 
under paragraph (1) is completed, the Sec-
retary shall— 

‘‘(A) submit to the Committee on Agri-
culture and the Committee on Education and 
Labor of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate a report that in-
cludes a description of— 

‘‘(i) the status of each State demonstration 
project; and 

‘‘(ii) the results of any evaluations of the 
demonstration projects completed during the 
previous fiscal year; and 

‘‘(B) ensure that the evaluation results are 
shared broadly to inform policy makers, 
service providers, other partners, and the 
public in order to promote the wide use of 
successful strategies. 

‘‘(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 

be appropriated to carry out this section 
such sums as are necessary for each of fiscal 
years 2011 through 2014, to remain available 
until expended. 

‘‘(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds made available 
under paragraph (1) may be used to carry out 
this section, including to pay Federal costs 
associated with developing, soliciting, 
awarding, monitoring, evaluating, and dis-
seminating the results of each demonstra-
tion project under this section. 

‘‘(3) LIMITATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) DURATION.—No project may be funded 

under this section for more than 5 years. 
‘‘(B) PERFORMANCE BASIS.—Funds provided 

under this section shall be made available to 
each Governor on an annual basis, with the 
amount of funds provided for each year con-
tingent on the satisfactory implementation 
of the project plan and progress towards the 
performance goals defined in the project 
year plan. 

‘‘(C) ALTERING NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAM REQUIREMENTS.—No project that makes 
use of, alters, or coordinates with the supple-
mental nutrition assistance program may be 
funded under this section unless the project 
is fully consistent with the project require-
ments described in section 17(b)(1)(B) of the 
Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 
2026(b)(1)(B)). 

‘‘(D) OTHER BENEFITS.—Funds made avail-
able under this section may not be used for 
any project in a manner that is inconsistent 
with— 

‘‘(i) this Act; 
‘‘(ii) the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 

U.S.C. 1771 et seq.); 
‘‘(iii) the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 

U.S.C. 2011 et seq.); or 
‘‘(iv) the Emergency Food Assistance Act 

of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 7501 et seq.).’’. 
SEC. 143. REVIEW OF LOCAL POLICIES ON MEAL 

CHARGES AND PROVISION OF AL-
TERNATE MEALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) REVIEW.—The Secretary, in conjunction 

with States and participating local edu-
cational agencies, shall examine the current 
policies and practices of States and local 
educational agencies regarding extending 
credit to children to pay the cost to the chil-
dren of reimbursable school lunches and 
breakfasts. 

(2) SCOPE.—The examination under para-
graph (1) shall include the policies and prac-
tices in effect as of the date of enactment of 
this Act relating to providing to children 
who are without funds a meal other than the 
reimbursable meals. 

(3) FEASIBILITY.—In carrying out the exam-
ination under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall— 

(A) prepare a report on the feasibility of 
establishing national standards for meal 
charges and the provision of alternate meals; 
and 

(B) provide recommendations for imple-
menting those standards. 

(b) FOLLOWUP ACTIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Based on the findings and 

recommendations under subsection (a), the 
Secretary may— 

(A) implement standards described in para-
graph (3) of that subsection through regula-
tion; 

(B) test recommendations through dem-
onstration projects; or 

(C) study further the feasibility of rec-
ommendations. 

(2) FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION.—In deter-
mining how best to implement recommenda-
tions described in subsection (a)(3), the Sec-
retary shall consider such factors as— 

(A) the impact of overt identification on 
children; 

(B) the manner in which the affected 
households will be provided with assistance 
in establishing eligibility for free or reduced 
price school meals; and 

(C) the potential financial impact on local 
educational agencies. 
TITLE II—REDUCING CHILDHOOD OBE-

SITY AND IMPROVING THE DIETS OF 
CHILDREN 

Subtitle A—National School Lunch Program 
SEC. 201. PERFORMANCE-BASED REIMBURSE-

MENT RATE INCREASES FOR NEW 
MEAL PATTERNS. 

Section 4(b) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1753(b)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(3) ADDITIONAL REIMBURSEMENT.— 
‘‘(A) REGULATIONS.— 
‘‘(i) PROPOSED REGULATIONS.—Notwith-

standing section 9(f), not later than 18 
months after the date of enactment of this 
paragraph, the Secretary shall promulgate 
proposed regulations to update the meal pat-
terns and nutrition standards for the school 
lunch program authorized under this Act and 
the school breakfast program established by 
section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 
(42 U.S.C. 1773) based on recommendations 
made by the Food and Nutrition Board of the 
National Research Council of the National 
Academy of Sciences. 

‘‘(ii) INTERIM OR FINAL REGULATIONS.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months 

after promulgation of the proposed regula-
tions under clause (i), the Secretary shall 
promulgate interim or final regulations. 

‘‘(II) DATE OF REQUIRED COMPLIANCE.—The 
Secretary shall establish in the interim or 
final regulations a date by which all school 
food authorities participating in the school 
lunch program authorized under this Act and 
the school breakfast program established by 
section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 
(42 U.S.C. 1773) are required to comply with 
the meal pattern and nutrition standards es-
tablished in the interim or final regulations. 

‘‘(iii) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
90 days after the date of enactment of this 
paragraph, and each 90 days thereafter until 
the Secretary has promulgated interim or 
final regulations under clause (ii), the Sec-
retary shall submit to the Committee on 
Education and Labor of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen-
ate a quarterly report on progress made to-
ward promulgation of the regulations de-
scribed in this subparagraph. 

‘‘(B) PERFORMANCE-BASED REIMBURSEMENT 
RATE INCREASE.—Beginning on the later of 
the date of promulgation of the imple-
menting regulations described in subpara-
graph (A)(ii), the date of enactment of this 
paragraph, or October 1, 2012, the Secretary 
shall provide additional reimbursement for 
each lunch served in school food authorities 
determined to be eligible under subpara-
graph (D). 

‘‘(C) ADDITIONAL REIMBURSEMENT.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Each lunch served in 

school food authorities determined to be eli-
gible under subparagraph (D) shall receive an 
additional 6 cents, adjusted in accordance 
with section 11(a)(3), to the national lunch 
average payment for each lunch served. 

‘‘(ii) DISBURSEMENT.—The State agency 
shall disburse funds made available under 
this paragraph to school food authorities eli-
gible to receive additional reimbursement. 

‘‘(D) ELIGIBLE SCHOOL FOOD AUTHORITY.—To 
be eligible to receive an additional reim-
bursement described in this paragraph, a 
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school food authority shall be certified by 
the State to be in compliance with the in-
terim or final regulations described in sub-
paragraph (A)(ii). 

‘‘(E) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—Beginning on 
the later of the date described in subpara-
graph (A)(ii)(II), the date of enactment of 
this paragraph, or October 1, 2012, school 
food authorities found to be out of compli-
ance with the meal patterns or nutrition 
standards established by the implementing 
regulations shall not receive the additional 
reimbursement for each lunch served de-
scribed in this paragraph. 

‘‘(F) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clauses (ii) 

and (iii), the Secretary shall make funds 
available to States for State activities re-
lated to training, technical assistance, cer-
tification, and oversight activities of this 
paragraph. 

‘‘(ii) PROVISION OF FUNDS.—The Secretary 
shall provide funds described in clause (i) to 
States administering a school lunch program 
in a manner proportional to the administra-
tive expense allocation of each State during 
the preceding fiscal year. 

‘‘(iii) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—In the later of the fiscal 

year in which the implementing regulations 
described in subparagraph (A)(ii) are promul-
gated or the fiscal year in which this para-
graph is enacted, and in the subsequent fis-
cal year, the Secretary shall use not more 
than $50,000,000 of funds made available 
under section 3 to make payments to States 
described in clause (i). 

‘‘(II) RESERVATION.—In providing funds to 
States under clause (i), the Secretary may 
reserve not more than $3,000,000 per fiscal 
year to support Federal administrative ac-
tivities to carry out this paragraph.’’. 
SEC. 202. NUTRITION REQUIREMENTS FOR FLUID 

MILK. 
Section 9(a)(2)(A) of the Richard B. Russell 

National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1758(a)(2)(A)) is amended by striking clause 
(i) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(i) shall offer students a variety of fluid 
milk. Such milk shall be consistent with the 
most recent Dietary Guidelines for Ameri-
cans published under section 301 of the Na-
tional Nutrition Monitoring and Related Re-
search Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5341);’’. 
SEC. 203. WATER. 

Section 9(a) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(a)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(5) WATER.—Schools participating in the 
school lunch program under this Act shall 
make available to children free of charge, as 
nutritionally appropriate, potable water for 
consumption in the place where meals are 
served during meal service.’’. 
SEC. 204. LOCAL SCHOOL WELLNESS POLICY IM-

PLEMENTATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Richard B. Russell 

National School Lunch Act is amended by 
inserting after section 9 (42 U.S.C. 1758) the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 9A. LOCAL SCHOOL WELLNESS POLICY. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each local educational 
agency participating in a program author-
ized by this Act or the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.) shall establish a 
local school wellness policy for all schools 
under the jurisdiction of the local edu-
cational agency. 

‘‘(b) GUIDELINES.—The Secretary shall pro-
mulgate regulations that provide the frame-
work and guidelines for local educational 
agencies to establish local school wellness 
policies, including, at a minimum,— 

‘‘(1) goals for nutrition promotion and edu-
cation, physical activity, and other school- 
based activities that promote student 
wellness; 

‘‘(2) for all foods available on each school 
campus under the jurisdiction of the local 
educational agency during the school day, 
nutrition guidelines that— 

‘‘(A) are consistent with sections 9 and 17 
of this Act, and sections 4 and 10 of the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773, 1779); 
and 

‘‘(B) promote student health and reduce 
childhood obesity; 

‘‘(3) a requirement that the local edu-
cational agency permit parents, students, 
representatives of the school food authority, 
teachers of physical education, school health 
professionals, the school board, school ad-
ministrators, and the general public to par-
ticipate in the development, implementa-
tion, and periodic review and update of the 
local school wellness policy; 

‘‘(4) a requirement that the local edu-
cational agency inform and update the pub-
lic (including parents, students, and others 
in the community) about the content and 
implementation of the local school wellness 
policy; and 

‘‘(5) a requirement that the local edu-
cational agency— 

‘‘(A) periodically measure and make avail-
able to the public an assessment on the im-
plementation of the local school wellness 
policy, including— 

‘‘(i) the extent to which schools under the 
jurisdiction of the local educational agency 
are in compliance with the local school 
wellness policy; 

‘‘(ii) the extent to which the local school 
wellness policy of the local educational 
agency compares to model local school 
wellness policies; and 

‘‘(iii) a description of the progress made in 
attaining the goals of the local school 
wellness policy; and 

‘‘(B) designate 1 or more local educational 
agency officials or school officials, as appro-
priate, to ensure that each school complies 
with the local school wellness policy. 

‘‘(c) LOCAL DISCRETION.—The local edu-
cational agency shall use the guidelines pro-
mulgated by the Secretary under subsection 
(b) to determine specific policies appropriate 
for the schools under the jurisdiction of the 
local educational agency. 

‘‘(d) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND BEST 
PRACTICES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Education 
and the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, acting through the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention, shall provide 
information and technical assistance to local 
educational agencies, school food authori-
ties, and State educational agencies for use 
in establishing healthy school environments 
that are intended to promote student health 
and wellness. 

‘‘(2) CONTENT.—The Secretary shall provide 
technical assistance that— 

‘‘(A) includes resources and training on de-
signing, implementing, promoting, dissemi-
nating, and evaluating local school wellness 
policies and overcoming barriers to the adop-
tion of local school wellness policies; 

‘‘(B) includes model local school wellness 
policies and best practices recommended by 
Federal agencies, State agencies, and non-
governmental organizations; 

‘‘(C) includes such other technical assist-
ance as is required to promote sound nutri-
tion and establish healthy school nutrition 
environments; and 

‘‘(D) is consistent with the specific needs 
and requirements of local educational agen-
cies. 

‘‘(3) STUDY AND REPORT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the avail-

ability of appropriations, the Secretary, in 
conjunction with the Director of the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention, shall 

prepare a report on the implementation, 
strength, and effectiveness of the local 
school wellness policies carried out in ac-
cordance with this section. 

‘‘(B) STUDY OF LOCAL SCHOOL WELLNESS 
POLICIES.—The study described in subpara-
graph (A) shall include—— 

‘‘(i) an analysis of the strength and weak-
nesses of local school wellness policies and 
how the policies compare with model local 
wellness policies recommended under para-
graph (2)(B); and 

‘‘(ii) an assessment of the impact of the 
local school wellness policies in addressing 
the requirements of subsection (b). 

‘‘(C) REPORT.—Not later than January 1, 
2014, the Secretary shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate a report that describes the findings of 
the study. 

‘‘(D) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this paragraph $3,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2011, to remain available until ex-
pended.’’. 

(b) REPEAL.—Section 204 of the Child Nu-
trition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 2004 
(42 U.S.C. 1751 note; Public Law 108–265) is re-
pealed. 

SEC. 205. EQUITY IN SCHOOL LUNCH PRICING. 

Section 12 of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1760) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(p) PRICE FOR A PAID LUNCH.— 
‘‘(1) DEFINITION OF PAID LUNCH.—In this 

subsection, the term ‘paid lunch’ means a re-
imbursable lunch served to students who are 
not certified to receive free or reduced price 
meals. 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For each school year be-

ginning July 1, 2011, each school food author-
ity shall establish a price for paid lunches in 
accordance with this subsection. 

‘‘(B) LOWER PRICE.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a school 

food authority that established a price for a 
paid lunch in the previous school year that 
was less than the difference between the 
total Federal reimbursement for a free lunch 
and the total Federal reimbursement for a 
paid lunch, the school food authority shall 
establish an average price for a paid lunch 
that is not less than the price charged in the 
previous school year, as adjusted by a per-
centage equal to the sum obtained by add-
ing— 

‘‘(I) 2 percent; and 
‘‘(II) the percentage change in the Con-

sumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers 
(food away from home index) used to in-
crease the Federal reimbursement rate under 
section 11 for the most recent school year for 
which data are available, as published in the 
Federal Register. 

‘‘(ii) ROUNDING.—A school food authority 
may round the adjusted price for a paid 
lunch under clause (i) down to the nearest 5 
cents. 

‘‘(iii) MAXIMUM REQUIRED PRICE INCREASE.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—The maximum annual 

average price increase required to meet the 
requirements of this subparagraph shall not 
exceed 10 cents for any school food author-
ity. 

‘‘(II) DISCRETIONARY INCREASE.—A school 
food authority may increase the average 
price for a paid lunch for a school year by 
more than 10 cents. 

‘‘(C) EQUAL OR GREATER PRICE.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a school 

food authority that established an average 
price for a paid lunch in the previous school 
year that was equal to or greater than the 
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difference between the total Federal reim-
bursement for a free lunch and the total Fed-
eral reimbursement for a paid lunch, the 
school food authority shall establish an aver-
age price for a paid lunch that is not less 
than the difference between the total Fed-
eral reimbursement for a free lunch and the 
total Federal reimbursement for a paid 
lunch. 

‘‘(ii) ROUNDING.—A school food authority 
may round the adjusted price for a paid 
lunch under clause (i) down to the nearest 5 
cents. 

‘‘(3) EXCEPTIONS.— 
‘‘(A) REDUCTION IN PRICE.—A school food 

authority may reduce the average price of a 
paid lunch established under this subsection 
if the State agency ensures that funding 
from non-Federal sources (other than in-kind 
contributions) is added to the nonprofit 
school food service account of the school 
food authority in an amount estimated to be 
equal to at least the difference between— 

‘‘(i) the average price required of the 
school food authority for the paid lunches 
under paragraph (2); and 

‘‘(ii) the average price charged by the 
school food authority for the paid lunches. 

‘‘(B) NON-FEDERAL SOURCES.—For the pur-
poses of subparagraph (A), non-Federal 
sources does not include revenue from the 
sale of foods sold in competition with meals 
served under the school lunch program au-
thorized under this Act or the school break-
fast program established by section 4 of the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773). 

‘‘(C) OTHER PROGRAMS.—This subsection 
shall not apply to lunches provided under 
section 17 of this Act. 

‘‘(4) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish procedures to carry out this sub-
section, including collecting and publishing 
the prices that school food authorities 
charge for paid meals on an annual basis and 
procedures that allow school food authorities 
to average the pricing of paid lunches at 
schools throughout the jurisdiction of the 
school food authority.’’. 
SEC. 206. REVENUE FROM NONPROGRAM FOODS 

SOLD IN SCHOOLS. 

Section 12 of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1760) (as 
amended by section 205) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(q) NONPROGRAM FOOD SALES.— 
‘‘(1) DEFINITION OF NONPROGRAM FOOD.—In 

this subsection: 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘nonprogram 

food’ means food that is— 
‘‘(i) sold in a participating school other 

than a reimbursable meal provided under 
this Act or the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1771 et seq.); and 

‘‘(ii) purchased using funds from the non-
profit school food service account of the 
school food authority of the school. 

‘‘(B) INCLUSION.—The term ‘nonprogram 
food’ includes food that is sold in competi-
tion with a program established under this 
Act or the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1771 et seq.). 

‘‘(2) REVENUES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The proportion of total 

school food service revenue provided by the 
sale of nonprogram foods to the total rev-
enue of the school food service account shall 
be equal to or greater than the proportion of 
total food costs associated with obtaining 
nonprogram foods to the total costs associ-
ated with obtaining program and nonpro-
gram foods from the account. 

‘‘(B) ACCRUAL.—All revenue from the sale 
of nonprogram foods shall accrue to the non-
profit school food service account of a par-
ticipating school food authority. 

‘‘(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This subsection 
shall be effective beginning on July 1, 2011.’’. 

SEC. 207. REPORTING AND NOTIFICATION OF 
SCHOOL PERFORMANCE. 

Section 22 of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769c) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(a) UNIFIED ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There shall be a unified 

system prescribed and administered by the 
Secretary to ensure that local food service 
authorities participating in the school lunch 
program established under this Act and the 
school breakfast program established by sec-
tion 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1773) comply with those Acts, includ-
ing compliance with— 

‘‘(A) the nutritional requirements of sec-
tion 9(f) of this Act for school lunches; and 

‘‘(B) as applicable, the nutritional require-
ments for school breakfasts under section 
4(e)(1) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1773(e)(1)).’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(A) require that local food service au-
thorities comply with the nutritional re-
quirements described in subparagraphs (A) 
and (B) of paragraph (1); 

‘‘(B) to the maximum extent practicable, 
ensure compliance through reasonable audits 
and supervisory assistance reviews; 

‘‘(C) in conducting audits and reviews for 
the purpose of determining compliance with 
this Act, including the nutritional require-
ments of section 9(f)— 

‘‘(i) conduct audits and reviews during a 3- 
year cycle or other period prescribed by the 
Secretary; 

‘‘(ii) select schools for review in each local 
educational agency using criteria estab-
lished by the Secretary; 

‘‘(iii) report the final results of the reviews 
to the public in the State in an accessible, 
easily understood manner in accordance with 
guidelines promulgated by the Secretary; 
and 

‘‘(iv) submit to the Secretary each year a 
report containing the results of the reviews 
in accordance with procedures developed by 
the Secretary; and 

‘‘(D) when any local food service authority 
is reviewed under this section, ensure that 
the final results of the review by the State 
educational agency are posted and otherwise 
made available to the public on request in an 
accessible, easily understood manner in ac-
cordance with guidelines promulgated by the 
Secretary.’’. 
SEC. 208. NUTRITION STANDARDS FOR ALL 

FOODS SOLD IN SCHOOL. 
Section 10 of the Child Nutrition Act of 

1966 (42 U.S.C. 1779) is amended— 
(1) by striking the section heading and all 

that follows through ‘‘(a) The Secretary’’ 
and inserting the following: 
‘‘SEC. 10. REGULATIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary’’; and 
(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 

the following: 
‘‘(b) NATIONAL SCHOOL NUTRITION STAND-

ARDS.— 
‘‘(1) PROPOSED REGULATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 
‘‘(i) establish science-based nutrition 

standards for foods sold in schools other 
than foods provided under this Act and the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.); and 

‘‘(ii) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this paragraph, promulgate 
proposed regulations to carry out clause (i). 

‘‘(B) APPLICATION.—The nutrition stand-
ards shall apply to all foods sold— 

‘‘(i) outside the school meal programs; 
‘‘(ii) on the school campus; and 

‘‘(iii) at any time during the school day. 
‘‘(C) REQUIREMENTS.—In establishing nutri-

tion standards under this paragraph, the 
Secretary shall— 

‘‘(i) establish standards that are consistent 
with the most recent Dietary Guidelines for 
Americans published under section 301 of the 
National Nutrition Monitoring and Related 
Research Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5341), including 
the food groups to encourage and nutrients 
of concern identified in the Dietary Guide-
lines; and 

‘‘(ii) consider— 
‘‘(I) authoritative scientific recommenda-

tions for nutrition standards; 
‘‘(II) existing school nutrition standards, 

including voluntary standards for beverages 
and snack foods and State and local stand-
ards; 

‘‘(III) the practical application of the nu-
trition standards; and 

‘‘(IV) special exemptions for school-spon-
sored fundraisers (other than fundraising 
through vending machines, school stores, 
snack bars, a la carte sales, and any other 
exclusions determined by the Secretary), if 
the fundraisers are approved by the school 
and are infrequent within the school. 

‘‘(D) UPDATING STANDARDS.—As soon as 
practicable after the date of publication by 
the Department of Agriculture and the De-
partment of Health and Human Services of a 
new edition of the Dietary Guidelines for 
Americans under section 301 of the National 
Nutrition Monitoring and Related Research 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5341), the Secretary shall 
review and update as necessary the school 
nutrition standards and requirements estab-
lished under this subsection. 

‘‘(2) IMPLEMENTATION.— 
‘‘(A) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The interim or final 

regulations under this subsection shall take 
effect at the beginning of the school year 
that is not earlier than 1 year and not later 
than 2 years following the date on which the 
regulations are finalized. 

‘‘(B) REPORTING.—The Secretary shall sub-
mit to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry of the Senate and the 
Committee on Education and Labor of the 
House of Representatives a quarterly report 
that describes progress made toward promul-
gating final regulations under this sub-
section.’’. 
SEC. 209. INFORMATION FOR THE PUBLIC ON 

THE SCHOOL NUTRITION ENVIRON-
MENT. 

Section 9 of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(k) INFORMATION ON THE SCHOOL NUTRI-
TION ENVIRONMENT.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 
‘‘(A) establish requirements for local edu-

cational agencies participating in the school 
lunch program under this Act and the school 
breakfast program established by section 4 of 
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1773) to report information about the school 
nutrition environment, for all schools under 
the jurisdiction of the local educational 
agencies, to the Secretary and to the public 
in the State on a periodic basis; and 

‘‘(B) provide training and technical assist-
ance to States and local educational agen-
cies on the assessment and reporting of the 
school nutrition environment, including the 
use of any assessment materials developed 
by the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In establishing the 
requirements for reporting on the school nu-
trition environment under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall— 

‘‘(A) include information pertaining to 
food safety inspections, local wellness poli-
cies, meal program participation, the nutri-
tional quality of program meals, and other 
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information as determined by the Secretary; 
and 

‘‘(B) ensure that information is made 
available to the public by local educational 
agencies in an accessible, easily understood 
manner in accordance with guidelines estab-
lished by the Secretary. 

‘‘(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection such sums as are 
necessary for each of fiscal years 2011 
through 2015.’’. 
SEC. 210. ORGANIC FOOD PILOT PROGRAM. 

Section 18 of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(j) ORGANIC FOOD PILOT PROGRAM.— 
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 

establish an organic food pilot program (re-
ferred to in this subsection as the ‘pilot pro-
gram’) under which the Secretary shall pro-
vide grants on a competitive basis to school 
food authorities selected under paragraph 
(3). 

‘‘(2) USE OF FUNDS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 

funds provided under this section— 
‘‘(i) to enter into competitively awarded 

contracts or cooperative agreements with 
school food authorities selected under para-
graph (3); or 

‘‘(ii) to make grants to school food author-
ity applicants selected under paragraph (3). 

‘‘(B) SCHOOL FOOD AUTHORITY USES OF 
FUNDS.—A school food authority that re-
ceives a grant under this section shall use 
the grant funds to establish a pilot program 
that increases the quantity of organic foods 
provided to schoolchildren under the school 
lunch program established under this Act. 

‘‘(3) APPLICATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A school food authority 

seeking a contract, grant, or cooperative 
agreement under this subsection shall sub-
mit to the Secretary an application in such 
form, containing such information, and at 
such time as the Secretary shall prescribe. 

‘‘(B) CRITERIA.—In selecting contract, 
grant, or cooperative agreement recipients, 
the Secretary shall consider— 

‘‘(i) the poverty line (as defined in section 
673(2) of the Community Services Block 
Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2), including any re-
vision required by that section)) applicable 
to a family of the size involved of the house-
holds in the district served by the school 
food authority, giving preference to school 
food authority applicants in which not less 
than 50 percent of the households in the dis-
trict are at or below the Federal poverty 
line; 

‘‘(ii) the commitment of each school food 
authority applicant— 

‘‘(I) to improve the nutritional value of 
school meals; 

‘‘(II) to carry out innovative programs that 
improve the health and wellness of school-
children; and 

‘‘(III) to evaluate the outcome of the pilot 
program; and 

‘‘(iii) any other criteria the Secretary de-
termines to be appropriate. 

‘‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $10,000,000 for fiscal 
years 2011 through 2015.’’. 

Subtitle B—Child and Adult Care Food 
Program 

SEC. 221. NUTRITION AND WELLNESS GOALS FOR 
MEALS SERVED THROUGH THE 
CHILD AND ADULT CARE FOOD PRO-
GRAM. 

Section 17 of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘(a) 
GRANT AUTHORITY’’ and all that follows 

through the end of paragraph (1) and insert-
ing the following: 

‘‘(a) PROGRAM PURPOSE, GRANT AUTHORITY 
AND INSTITUTION ELIGIBILITY.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(A) PROGRAM PURPOSE.— 
‘‘(i) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
‘‘(I) eating habits and other wellness-re-

lated behavior habits are established early in 
life; and 

‘‘(II) good nutrition and wellness are im-
portant contributors to the overall health of 
young children and essential to cognitive de-
velopment. 

‘‘(ii) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the pro-
gram authorized by this section is to provide 
aid to child and adult care institutions and 
family or group day care homes for the pro-
vision of nutritious foods that contribute to 
the wellness, healthy growth, and develop-
ment of young children, and the health and 
wellness of older adults and chronically im-
paired disabled persons. 

‘‘(B) GRANT AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 
may carry out a program to assist States 
through grants-in-aid and other means to 
initiate and maintain nonprofit food service 
programs for children in institutions pro-
viding child care.’’; 

(2) by striking subsection (g) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(g) NUTRITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR 
MEALS AND SNACKS SERVED IN INSTITUTIONS 
AND FAMILY OR GROUP DAY CARE HOMES.— 

‘‘(1) DEFINITION OF DIETARY GUIDELINES.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘Dietary Guide-
lines’ means the Dietary Guidelines for 
Americans published under section 301 of the 
National Nutrition Monitoring and Related 
Research Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5341). 

‘‘(2) NUTRITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (C), reimbursable meals and 
snacks served by institutions, family or 
group day care homes, and sponsored centers 
participating in the program under this sec-
tion shall consist of a combination of foods 
that meet minimum nutritional require-
ments prescribed by the Secretary on the 
basis of tested nutritional research. 

‘‘(B) CONFORMITY WITH THE DIETARY GUIDE-
LINES AND AUTHORITATIVE SCIENCE.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Not less frequently than 
once every 10 years, the Secretary shall re-
view and, as appropriate, update require-
ments for meals served under the program 
under this section to ensure that the meals— 

‘‘(I) are consistent with the goals of the 
most recent Dietary Guidelines; and 

‘‘(II) promote the health of the population 
served by the program authorized under this 
section, as indicated by the most recent rel-
evant nutrition science and appropriate au-
thoritative scientific agency and organiza-
tion recommendations. 

‘‘(ii) COST REVIEW.—The review required 
under clause (i) shall include a review of the 
cost to child care centers and group or fam-
ily day care homes resulting from updated 
requirements for meals and snacks served 
under the program under this section. 

‘‘(iii) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 18 
months after the completion of the review of 
the meal pattern under clause (i), the Sec-
retary shall promulgate proposed regulations 
to update the meal patterns for meals and 
snacks served under the program under this 
section. 

‘‘(C) EXCEPTIONS.— 
‘‘(i) SPECIAL DIETARY NEEDS.—The min-

imum nutritional requirements prescribed 
under subparagraph (A) shall not prohibit in-
stitutions, family or group day care homes, 
and sponsored centers from substituting 
foods to accommodate the medical or other 
special dietary needs of individual partici-
pants. 

‘‘(ii) EXEMPT INSTITUTIONS.—The Secretary 
may elect to waive all or part of the require-
ments of this subsection for emergency shel-
ters participating in the program under this 
section. 

‘‘(3) MEAL SERVICE.—Institutions, family or 
group day care homes, and sponsored centers 
shall ensure that reimbursable meal service 
contributes to the development and social-
ization of enrolled children by providing that 
food is not used as a punishment or reward. 

‘‘(4) FLUID MILK.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If an institution, family 

or group day care home, or sponsored center 
provides fluid milk as part of a reimbursable 
meal or supplement, the institution, family 
or group day care home, or sponsored center 
shall provide the milk in accordance with 
the most recent version of the Dietary 
Guidelines. 

‘‘(B) MILK SUBSTITUTES.—In the case of 
children who cannot consume fluid milk due 
to medical or other special dietary needs 
other than a disability, an institution, fam-
ily or group day care home, or sponsored 
center may substitute for the fluid milk re-
quired in meals served, a nondairy beverage 
that— 

‘‘(i) is nutritionally equivalent to fluid 
milk; and 

‘‘(ii) meets nutritional standards estab-
lished by the Secretary, including, among 
other requirements established by the Sec-
retary, fortification of calcium, protein, vi-
tamin A, and vitamin D to levels found in 
cow’s milk. 

‘‘(C) APPROVAL.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A substitution author-

ized under subparagraph (B) may be made— 
‘‘(I) at the discretion of and on approval by 

the participating day care institution; and 
‘‘(II) if the substitution is requested by 

written statement of a medical authority, or 
by the parent or legal guardian of the child, 
that identifies the medical or other special 
dietary need that restricts the diet of the 
child. 

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTION.—An institution, family or 
group day care home, or sponsored center 
that elects to make a substitution author-
ized under this paragraph shall not be re-
quired to provide beverages other than bev-
erages the State has identified as acceptable 
substitutes. 

‘‘(D) EXCESS EXPENSES BORNE BY INSTITU-
TION.—A participating institution, family or 
group day care home, or sponsored center 
shall be responsible for any expenses that— 

‘‘(i) are incurred by the institution, family 
or group day care home, or sponsored center 
to provide substitutions under this para-
graph; and 

‘‘(ii) are in excess of expenses covered 
under reimbursements under this Act. 

‘‘(5) NONDISCRIMINATION POLICY.—No phys-
ical segregation or other discrimination 
against any person shall be made because of 
the inability of the person to pay, nor shall 
there be any overt identification of any such 
person by special tokens or tickets, different 
meals or meal service, announced or pub-
lished lists of names, or other means. 

‘‘(6) USE OF ABUNDANT AND DONATED 
FOODS.—To the maximum extent practicable, 
each institution shall use in its food service 
foods that are— 

‘‘(A) designated from time to time by the 
Secretary as being in abundance, either na-
tionally or in the food service area; or 

‘‘(B) donated by the Secretary.’’; 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(u) PROMOTING HEALTH AND WELLNESS IN 
CHILD CARE.— 

‘‘(1) PHYSICAL ACTIVITY AND ELECTRONIC 
MEDIA USE.—The Secretary shall encourage 
participating child care centers and family 
or group day care homes— 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:05 Jun 10, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00031 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD10\RECFILES\H01DE0.REC H01DE0bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7790 December 1, 2010 
‘‘(A) to provide to all children under the 

supervision of the participating child care 
centers and family or group day care homes 
daily opportunities for structured and 
unstructured age-appropriate physical activ-
ity; and 

‘‘(B) to limit among children under the su-
pervision of the participating child care cen-
ters and family or group day care homes the 
use of electronic media to an appropriate 
level. 

‘‘(2) WATER CONSUMPTION.—Participating 
child care centers and family or group day 
care homes shall make available to children, 
as nutritionally appropriate, potable water 
as an acceptable fluid for consumption 
throughout the day, including at meal times. 

‘‘(3) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND GUIDANCE.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-

vide technical assistance to institutions par-
ticipating in the program under this section 
to assist participating child care centers and 
family or group day care homes in complying 
with the nutritional requirements and 
wellness recommendations prescribed by the 
Secretary in accordance with this subsection 
and subsection (g). 

‘‘(B) GUIDANCE.—Not later than January 1, 
2012, the Secretary shall issue guidance to 
States and institutions to encourage partici-
pating child care centers and family or group 
day care homes serving meals and snacks 
under this section to— 

‘‘(i) include foods that are recommended 
for increased serving consumption in 
amounts recommended by the most recent 
Dietary Guidelines for Americans published 
under section 301 of the National Nutrition 
Monitoring and Related Research Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 5341), including fresh, canned, dried, 
or frozen fruits and vegetables, whole grain 
products, lean meat products, and low-fat 
and non-fat dairy products; and 

‘‘(ii) reduce sedentary activities and pro-
vide opportunities for regular physical activ-
ity in quantities recommended by the most 
recent Dietary Guidelines for Americans de-
scribed in clause (i). 

‘‘(C) NUTRITION.—Technical assistance re-
lating to the nutritional requirements of 
this subsection and subsection (g) shall in-
clude— 

‘‘(i) nutrition education, including edu-
cation that emphasizes the relationship be-
tween nutrition, physical activity, and 
health; 

‘‘(ii) menu planning; 
‘‘(iii) interpretation of nutrition labels; 

and 
‘‘(iv) food preparation and purchasing guid-

ance to produce meals and snacks that are— 
‘‘(I) consistent with the goals of the most 

recent Dietary Guidelines; and 
‘‘(II) promote the health of the population 

served by the program under this section, as 
recommended by authoritative scientific or-
ganizations. 

‘‘(D) PHYSICAL ACTIVITY.—Technical assist-
ance relating to the physical activity re-
quirements of this subsection shall include— 

‘‘(i) education on the importance of regular 
physical activity to overall health and well 
being; and 

‘‘(ii) sharing of best practices for physical 
activity plans in child care centers and 
homes as recommended by authoritative sci-
entific organizations. 

‘‘(E) ELECTRONIC MEDIA USE.—Technical as-
sistance relating to the electronic media use 
requirements of this subsection shall in-
clude— 

‘‘(i) education on the benefits of limiting 
exposure to electronic media by children; 
and 

‘‘(ii) sharing of best practices for the devel-
opment of daily activity plans that limit use 
of electronic media. 

‘‘(F) MINIMUM ASSISTANCE.—At a minimum, 
the technical assistance required under this 
paragraph shall include a handbook, devel-
oped by the Secretary in coordination with 
the Secretary for Health and Human Serv-
ices, that includes recommendations, guide-
lines, and best practices for participating in-
stitutions and family or group day care 
homes that are consistent with the nutri-
tion, physical activity, and wellness require-
ments and recommendations of this sub-
section. 

‘‘(G) ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE.—In addition 
to the requirements of this paragraph, the 
Secretary shall develop and provide such ap-
propriate training and education materials, 
guidance, and technical assistance as the 
Secretary considers to be necessary to com-
ply with the nutritional and wellness re-
quirements of this subsection and subsection 
(g). 

‘‘(H) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2010, out of 

any funds in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transfer to the Secretary to provide 
technical assistance under this subsection 
$10,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

‘‘(ii) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac-
cept, and shall use to carry out this sub-
section the funds transferred under clause 
(i), without further appropriation.’’. 
SEC. 222. INTERAGENCY COORDINATION TO PRO-

MOTE HEALTH AND WELLNESS IN 
CHILD CARE LICENSING. 

The Secretary shall coordinate with the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services to 
encourage State licensing agencies to in-
clude nutrition and wellness standards with-
in State licensing standards that ensure, to 
the maximum extent practicable, that li-
censed child care centers and family or group 
day care homes— 

(1) provide to all children under the super-
vision of the child care centers and family or 
group day care homes daily opportunities for 
age-appropriate physical activity; 

(2) limit among children under the super-
vision of the child care centers and family or 
group day care homes the use of electronic 
media and the quantity of time spent in sed-
entary activity to an appropriate level; 

(3) serve meals and snacks that are con-
sistent with the requirements of the child 
and adult care food program established 
under section 17 of the Richard B. Russell 
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766); 
and 

(4) promote such other nutrition and 
wellness goals as the Secretaries determine 
to be necessary. 
SEC. 223. STUDY ON NUTRITION AND WELLNESS 

QUALITY OF CHILD CARE SETTINGS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not less than 3 years 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, shall 
enter into a contract for the conduct of a na-
tionally representative study of child care 
centers and family or group day care homes 
that includes an assessment of— 

(1) the nutritional quality of all foods pro-
vided to children in child care settings as 
compared to the recommendations in most 
recent Dietary Guidelines for Americans 
published under section 301 of the National 
Nutrition Monitoring and Related Research 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5341); 

(2) the quantity and type of opportunities 
for physical activity provided to children in 
child care settings; 

(3) the quantity of time spent by children 
in child care settings in sedentary activities; 

(4) an assessment of barriers and 
facilitators to— 

(A) providing foods to children in child 
care settings that meet the recommenda-
tions of the most recent Dietary Guidelines 
for Americans published under section 301 of 
the National Nutrition Monitoring and Re-
lated Research Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5341); 

(B) providing the appropriate quantity and 
type of opportunities of physical activity for 
children in child care settings; and 

(C) participation by child care centers and 
family or group day care homes in the child 
and adult care food program established 
under section 17 of the Richard B. Russell 
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766); 
and 

(5) such other assessment measures as the 
Secretary may determine to be necessary. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall submit to Congress a report that in-
cludes a detailed description of the results of 
the study conducted under subsection (a). 

(c) FUNDING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2010, out of 

any funds in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transfer to the Secretary to carry out 
this section $5,000,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

(2) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac-
cept, and shall use to carry out this section 
the funds transferred under paragraph (1), 
without further appropriation. 

Subtitle C—Special Supplemental Nutrition 
Program for Women, Infants, and Children 

SEC. 231. SUPPORT FOR BREASTFEEDING IN THE 
WIC PROGRAM. 

Section 17 of the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), in the second sen-
tence, by striking ‘‘supplemental foods and 
nutrition education through any eligible 
local agency’’ and inserting ‘‘supplemental 
foods and nutrition education, including 
breastfeeding promotion and support, 
through any eligible local agency’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(4), by inserting 
‘‘breastfeeding support and promotion,’’ 
after ‘‘nutrition education,’’; 

(3) in subsection (c)(1), in the first sen-
tence, by striking ‘‘supplemental foods and 
nutrition education to’’ and inserting ‘‘sup-
plemental foods, nutrition education, and 
breastfeeding support and promotion to’’; 

(4) in subsection (e)(2), in the second sen-
tence, by inserting ‘‘, including breastfeeding 
support and education,’’ after ‘‘nutrition 
education’’; 

(5) in subsection (f)(6)(B), in the first sen-
tence, by inserting ‘‘and breastfeeding’’ after 
‘‘nutrition education’’; 

(6) in subsection (h)— 
(A) in paragraph (4)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘(4) The Secretary’’ and all 

that follows through ‘‘(A) in consultation’’ 
and inserting the following: 

‘‘(4) REQUIREMENTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 
‘‘(i) in consultation’’; 
(ii) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) 

through (F) as clauses (ii) through (vi), re-
spectively, and indenting appropriately; 

(iii) in clause (v) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘and’’ at the end; 

(iv) in clause (vi) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘2010 initiative.’’ and inserting ‘‘ini-
tiative; and’’; and 

(v) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(vii) annually compile and publish 

breastfeeding performance measurements 
based on program participant data on the 
number of partially and fully breast-fed in-
fants, including breastfeeding performance 
measurements for— 

‘‘(I) each State agency; and 
‘‘(II) each local agency; 
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‘‘(viii) in accordance with subparagraph 

(B), implement a program to recognize exem-
plary breastfeeding support practices at 
local agencies or clinics participating in the 
special supplemental nutrition program es-
tablished under this section; and 

‘‘(ix) in accordance with subparagraph (C), 
implement a program to provide perform-
ance bonuses to State agencies. 

‘‘(B) EXEMPLARY BREASTFEEDING SUPPORT 
PRACTICES.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In evaluating exemplary 
practices under subparagraph (A)(viii), the 
Secretary shall consider— 

‘‘(I) performance measurements of 
breastfeeding; 

‘‘(II) the effectiveness of a peer counselor 
program; 

‘‘(III) the extent to which the agency or 
clinic has partnered with other entities to 
build a supportive breastfeeding environ-
ment for women participating in the pro-
gram; and 

‘‘(IV) such other criteria as the Secretary 
considers appropriate after consultation 
with State and local program agencies. 

‘‘(ii) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out the activities described in clause 
(viii) of subparagraph (A) such sums as are 
necessary. 

‘‘(C) PERFORMANCE BONUSES.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Following the publica-

tion of breastfeeding performance measure-
ments under subparagraph (A)(vii), the Sec-
retary shall provide performance bonus pay-
ments to not more than 15 State agencies 
that demonstrate, as compared to other 
State agencies participating in the pro-
gram— 

‘‘(I) the highest proportion of breast-fed in-
fants; or 

‘‘(II) the greatest improvement in propor-
tion of breast-fed infants. 

‘‘(ii) CONSIDERATION.—In providing per-
formance bonus payments to State agencies 
under this subparagraph, the Secretary shall 
consider the proportion of fully breast-fed in-
fants in the States. 

‘‘(iii) USE OF FUNDS.—A State agency that 
receives a performance bonus under clause 
(i)— 

‘‘(I) shall treat the funds as program in-
come; and 

‘‘(II) may transfer the funds to local agen-
cies for use in carrying out the program. 

‘‘(iv) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary 
shall provide the first performance bonuses 
not later than 1 year after the date of enact-
ment of this clause and may subsequently re-
vise the criteria for awarding performance 
bonuses; and’’; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (10) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(10) FUNDS FOR INFRASTRUCTURE, MANAGE-
MENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS, AND SPECIAL NU-
TRITION EDUCATION.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For each of fiscal years 
2010 through 2015, the Secretary shall use for 
the purposes specified in subparagraph (B) 
$139,000,000 (as adjusted annually for infla-
tion by the same factor used to determine 
the national average per participant grant 
for nutrition services and administration for 
the fiscal year under paragraph (1)(B)). 

‘‘(B) PURPOSES.—Subject to subparagraph 
(C), of the amount made available under sub-
paragraph (A) for a fiscal year— 

‘‘(i) $14,000,000 shall be used for— 
‘‘(I) infrastructure for the program under 

this section; 
‘‘(II) special projects to promote 

breastfeeding, including projects to assess 
the effectiveness of particular breastfeeding 
promotion strategies; and 

‘‘(III) special State projects of regional or 
national significance to improve the services 
of the program; 

‘‘(ii) $35,000,000 shall be used to establish, 
improve, or administer management infor-
mation systems for the program, including 
changes necessary to meet new legislative or 
regulatory requirements of the program, of 
which up to $5,000,000 may be used for Fed-
eral administrative costs; and 

‘‘(iii) $90,000,000 shall be used for special 
nutrition education (such as breastfeeding 
peer counselors and other related activities), 
of which not more than $10,000,000 of any 
funding provided in excess of $50,000,000 shall 
be used to make performance bonus pay-
ments under paragraph (4)(C). 

‘‘(C) ADJUSTMENT.—Each of the amounts 
referred to in clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of sub-
paragraph (B) shall be adjusted annually for 
inflation by the same factor used to deter-
mine the national average per participant 
grant for nutrition services and administra-
tion for the fiscal year under paragraph 
(1)(B). 

‘‘(D) PROPORTIONAL DISTRIBUTION.—The 
Secretary shall distribute funds made avail-
able under subparagraph (A) in accordance 
with the proportional distribution described 
in subparagraphs (B) and (C).’’; and 

(7) in subsection (j), by striking ‘‘supple-
mental foods and nutrition education’’ each 
place it appears in paragraphs (1) and (2) and 
inserting ‘‘supplemental foods, nutrition 
education, and breastfeeding support and 
promotion’’. 
SEC. 232. REVIEW OF AVAILABLE SUPPLEMENTAL 

FOODS. 
Section 17(f)(11)(D) of the Child Nutrition 

Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(f)(11)(D)) is amend-
ed in the matter preceding clause (i) by in-
serting ‘‘but not less than every 10 years,’’ 
after ‘‘scientific knowledge,’’. 

Subtitle D—Miscellaneous 
SEC. 241. NUTRITION EDUCATION AND OBESITY 

PREVENTION GRANT PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Food and Nutrition 

Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 28. NUTRITION EDUCATION AND OBESITY 

PREVENTION GRANT PROGRAM. 
‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.— 

In this section, the term ‘eligible individual’ 
means an individual who is eligible to re-
ceive benefits under a nutrition education 
and obesity prevention program under this 
section as a result of being— 

‘‘(1) an individual eligible for benefits 
under— 

‘‘(A) this Act; 
‘‘(B) sections 9(b)(1)(A) and 17(c)(4) of the 

Richard B Russell National School Lunch 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(b)(1)(A), 1766(c)(4)); or 

‘‘(C) section 4(e)(1)(A) of the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773(e)(1)(A)); 

‘‘(2) an individual who resides in a commu-
nity with a significant low-income popu-
lation, as determined by the Secretary; or 

‘‘(3) such other low-income individual as is 
determined to be eligible by the Secretary. 

‘‘(b) PROGRAMS.—Consistent with the 
terms and conditions of grants awarded 
under this section, State agencies may im-
plement a nutrition education and obesity 
prevention program for eligible individuals 
that promotes healthy food choices con-
sistent with the most recent Dietary Guide-
lines for Americans published under section 
301 of the National Nutrition Monitoring and 
Related Research Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5341). 

‘‘(c) DELIVERY OF NUTRITION EDUCATION 
AND OBESITY PREVENTION SERVICES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—State agencies may de-
liver nutrition education and obesity preven-
tion services under a program described in 
subsection (b)— 

‘‘(A) directly to eligible individuals; or 
‘‘(B) through agreements with other State 

or local agencies or community organiza-
tions. 

‘‘(2) NUTRITION EDUCATION STATE PLANS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A State agency that 

elects to provide nutrition education and 
obesity prevention services under this sub-
section shall submit to the Secretary for ap-
proval a nutrition education State plan. 

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENTS.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (C), a nutrition education 
State plan shall— 

‘‘(i) identify the uses of the funding for 
local projects; 

‘‘(ii) ensure that the interventions are ap-
propriate for eligible individuals who are 
members of low-income populations by rec-
ognizing the constrained resources, and the 
potential eligibility for Federal food assist-
ance programs, of members of those popu-
lations; and 

‘‘(iii) conform to standards established by 
the Secretary through regulations, guidance, 
or grant award documents. 

‘‘(C) TRANSITION PERIOD.—During each of 
fiscal years 2011 and 2012, a nutrition edu-
cation State plan under this section shall be 
consistent with the requirements of section 
11(f) (as that section, other than paragraph 
(3)(C), existed on the day before the date of 
enactment of this section). 

‘‘(3) USE OF FUNDS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A State agency may use 

funds provided under this section for any evi-
dence-based allowable use of funds identified 
by the Administrator of the Food and Nutri-
tion Service of the Department of Agri-
culture in consultation with the Director of 
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion of the Department of Health and Human 
Services, including— 

‘‘(i) individual and group-based nutrition 
education, health promotion, and interven-
tion strategies; 

‘‘(ii) comprehensive, multilevel interven-
tions at multiple complementary organiza-
tional and institutional levels; and 

‘‘(iii) community and public health ap-
proaches to improve nutrition. 

‘‘(B) CONSULTATION.—In identifying allow-
able uses of funds under subparagraph (A) 
and in seeking to strengthen delivery, over-
sight, and evaluation of nutrition education, 
the Administrator of the Food and Nutrition 
Service shall consult with the Director of 
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion and outside stakeholders and experts, 
including— 

‘‘(i) representatives of the academic and 
research communities; 

‘‘(ii) nutrition education practitioners; 
‘‘(iii) representatives of State and local 

governments; and 
‘‘(iv) community organizations that serve 

low-income populations. 
‘‘(4) NOTIFICATION.—To the maximum ex-

tent practicable, State agencies shall notify 
applicants, participants, and eligible individ-
uals under this Act of the availability of nu-
trition education and obesity prevention 
services under this section in local commu-
nities. 

‘‘(5) COORDINATION.—Subject to the ap-
proval of the Secretary, projects carried out 
with funds received under this section may 
be coordinated with other health promotion 
or nutrition improvement strategies, wheth-
er public or privately funded, if the projects 
carried out with funds received under this 
section remain under the administrative 
control of the State agency. 

‘‘(d) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Of funds made available 

each fiscal year under section 18(a)(1), the 
Secretary shall reserve for allocation to 
State agencies to carry out the nutrition 
education and obesity prevention grant pro-
gram under this section, to remain available 
for obligation for a period of 2 fiscal years— 

‘‘(A) for fiscal year 2011, $375,000,000; and 
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‘‘(B) for fiscal year 2012 and each subse-

quent fiscal year, the applicable amount dur-
ing the preceding fiscal year, as adjusted to 
reflect any increases for the 12-month period 
ending the preceding June 30 in the Con-
sumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers 
published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
of the Department of Labor. 

‘‘(2) ALLOCATION.— 
‘‘(A) INITIAL ALLOCATION.—Of the funds set 

aside under paragraph (1), as determined by 
the Secretary— 

‘‘(i) for each of fiscal years 2011 through 
2013, 100 percent shall be allocated to State 
agencies in direct proportion to the amount 
of funding that the State received for car-
rying out section 11(f) (as that section ex-
isted on the day before the date of enact-
ment of this section) during fiscal year 2009, 
as reported to the Secretary as of February 
2010; and 

‘‘(ii) subject to a reallocation under sub-
paragraph (B)— 

‘‘(I) for fiscal year 2014— 
‘‘(aa) 90 percent shall be allocated to State 

agencies in accordance with clause (i); and 
‘‘(bb) 10 percent shall be allocated to State 

agencies based on the respective share of 
each State of the number of individuals par-
ticipating in the supplemental nutrition as-
sistance program during the 12-month period 
ending the preceding January 31; 

‘‘(II) for fiscal year 2015— 
‘‘(aa) 80 percent shall be allocated to State 

agencies in accordance with clause (i); and 
‘‘(bb) 20 percent shall be allocated in ac-

cordance with subclause (I)(bb); 
‘‘(III) for fiscal year 2016— 
‘‘(aa) 70 percent shall be allocated to State 

agencies in accordance with clause (i); and 
‘‘(bb) 30 percent shall be allocated in ac-

cordance with subclause (I)(bb); 
‘‘(IV) for fiscal year 2017— 
‘‘(aa) 60 percent shall be allocated to State 

agencies in accordance with clause (i); and 
‘‘(bb) 40 percent shall be allocated in ac-

cordance with subclause (I)(bb); and 
‘‘(V) for fiscal year 2018 and each fiscal 

year thereafter— 
‘‘(aa) 50 percent shall be allocated to State 

agencies in accordance with clause (i); and 
‘‘(bb) 50 percent shall be allocated in ac-

cordance with subclause (I)(bb). 
‘‘(B) REALLOCATION.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary deter-

mines that a State agency will not expend 
all of the funds allocated to the State agency 
for a fiscal year under paragraph (1) or in the 
case of a State agency that elects not to re-
ceive the entire amount of funds allocated to 
the State agency for a fiscal year, the Sec-
retary shall reallocate the unexpended funds 
to other States during the fiscal year or the 
subsequent fiscal year (as determined by the 
Secretary) that have approved State plans 
under which the State agencies may expend 
the reallocated funds. 

‘‘(ii) EFFECT OF ADDITIONAL FUNDS.— 
‘‘(I) FUNDS RECEIVED.—Any reallocated 

funds received by a State agency under 
clause (i) for a fiscal year shall be considered 
to be part of the fiscal year 2009 base alloca-
tion of funds to the State agency for that fis-
cal year for purposes of determining alloca-
tion under subparagraph (A) for the subse-
quent fiscal year. 

‘‘(II) FUNDS SURRENDERED.—Any funds sur-
rendered by a State agency under clause (i) 
shall not be considered to be part of the fis-
cal year 2009 base allocation of funds to a 
State agency for that fiscal year for purposes 
of determining allocation under subpara-
graph (A) for the subsequent fiscal year. 

‘‘(3) LIMITATION ON FEDERAL FINANCIAL PAR-
TICIPATION.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Grants awarded under 
this section shall be the only source of Fed-

eral financial participation under this Act in 
nutrition education and obesity prevention. 

‘‘(B) EXCLUSION.—Any costs of nutrition 
education and obesity prevention in excess of 
the grants authorized under this section 
shall not be eligible for reimbursement 
under section 16(a). 

‘‘(e) IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later than Jan-
uary 1, 2012, the Secretary shall publish in 
the Federal Register a description of the re-
quirements for the receipt of a grant under 
this section.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 4(a) of the Food and Nutrition 

Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2013(a)) is amended in 
the first sentence by striking ‘‘and, through 
an approved State plan, nutrition edu-
cation’’. 

(2) Section 11 of the Food and Nutrition 
Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2020) is amended by 
striking subsection (f). 
SEC. 242. PROCUREMENT AND PROCESSING OF 

FOOD SERVICE PRODUCTS AND 
COMMODITIES. 

Section 9(a)(4) of the Richard B. Russell 
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1758(a)(4)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(C) PROCUREMENT AND PROCESSING OF FOOD 
SERVICE PRODUCTS AND COMMODITIES.—The 
Secretary shall— 

‘‘(i) identify, develop, and disseminate to 
State departments of agriculture and edu-
cation, school food authorities, local edu-
cational agencies, and local processing enti-
ties, model product specifications and prac-
tices for foods offered in school nutrition 
programs under this Act and the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.) to en-
sure that the foods reflect the most recent 
Dietary Guidelines for Americans published 
under section 301 of the National Nutrition 
Monitoring and Related Research Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 5341); 

‘‘(ii) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this subparagraph— 

‘‘(I) carry out a study to analyze the quan-
tity and quality of nutritional information 
available to school food authorities about 
food service products and commodities; and 

‘‘(II) submit to Congress a report on the re-
sults of the study that contains such legisla-
tive recommendations as the Secretary con-
siders necessary to ensure that school food 
authorities have access to the nutritional in-
formation needed for menu planning and 
compliance assessments; and 

‘‘(iii) to the maximum extent practicable, 
in purchasing and processing commodities 
for use in school nutrition programs under 
this Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 
(42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.), purchase the widest 
variety of healthful foods that reflect the 
most recent Dietary Guidelines for Ameri-
cans.’’. 
SEC. 243. ACCESS TO LOCAL FOODS: FARM TO 

SCHOOL PROGRAM. 
Section 18 of the Richard B. Russell Na-

tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (h) and (i) 
and subsection (j) (as added by section 210) as 
subsections (i) through (k), respectively; 

(2) in subsection (g), by striking ‘‘(g) AC-
CESS TO LOCAL FOODS AND SCHOOL GAR-
DENS.—’’ and all that follows through ‘‘(3) 
PILOT PROGRAM FOR HIGH-POVERTY SCHOOLS.— 
’’ and inserting the following: 

‘‘(g) ACCESS TO LOCAL FOODS: FARM TO 
SCHOOL PROGRAM.— 

‘‘(1) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE SCHOOL.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘eligible school’ 
means a school or institution that partici-
pates in a program under this Act or the 
school breakfast program established under 
section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 
(42 U.S.C. 1773). 

‘‘(2) PROGRAM.—The Secretary shall carry 
out a program to assist eligible schools, 
State and local agencies, Indian tribal orga-
nizations, agricultural producers or groups 
of agricultural producers, and nonprofit enti-
ties through grants and technical assistance 
to implement farm to school programs that 
improve access to local foods in eligible 
schools. 

‘‘(3) GRANTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 

award competitive grants under this sub-
section to be used for— 

‘‘(i) training; 
‘‘(ii) supporting operations; 
‘‘(iii) planning; 
‘‘(iv) purchasing equipment; 
‘‘(v) developing school gardens; 
‘‘(vi) developing partnerships; and 
‘‘(vii) implementing farm to school pro-

grams. 
‘‘(B) REGIONAL BALANCE.—In making 

awards under this subsection, the Secretary 
shall, to the maximum extent practicable, 
ensure— 

‘‘(i) geographical diversity; and 
‘‘(ii) equitable treatment of urban, rural, 

and tribal communities. 
‘‘(C) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The total amount 

provided to a grant recipient under this sub-
section shall not exceed $100,000. 

‘‘(4) FEDERAL SHARE.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Federal share of 

costs for a project funded through a grant 
awarded under this subsection shall not ex-
ceed 75 percent of the total cost of the 
project. 

‘‘(B) FEDERAL MATCHING.—As a condition of 
receiving a grant under this subsection, a 
grant recipient shall provide matching sup-
port in the form of cash or in-kind contribu-
tions, including facilities, equipment, or 
services provided by State and local govern-
ments, nonprofit organizations, and private 
sources. 

‘‘(5) CRITERIA FOR SELECTION.—To the max-
imum extent practicable, in providing assist-
ance under this subsection, the Secretary 
shall give the highest priority to funding 
projects that, as determined by the Sec-
retary— 

‘‘(A) make local food products available on 
the menu of the eligible school; 

‘‘(B) serve a high proportion of children 
who are eligible for free or reduced price 
lunches; 

‘‘(C) incorporate experiential nutrition 
education activities in curriculum planning 
that encourage the participation of school 
children in farm and garden-based agricul-
tural education activities; 

‘‘(D) demonstrate collaboration between 
eligible schools, nongovernmental and com-
munity-based organizations, agricultural 
producer groups, and other community part-
ners; 

‘‘(E) include adequate and participatory 
evaluation plans; 

‘‘(F) demonstrate the potential for long- 
term program sustainability; and 

‘‘(G) meet any other criteria that the Sec-
retary determines appropriate. 

‘‘(6) EVALUATION.—As a condition of receiv-
ing a grant under this subsection, each grant 
recipient shall agree to cooperate in an eval-
uation by the Secretary of the program car-
ried out using grant funds. 

‘‘(7) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary 
shall provide technical assistance and infor-
mation to assist eligible schools, State and 
local agencies, Indian tribal organizations, 
and nonprofit entities— 

‘‘(A) to facilitate the coordination and 
sharing of information and resources in the 
Department that may be applicable to the 
farm to school program; 

‘‘(B) to collect and share information on 
best practices; and 
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‘‘(C) to disseminate research and data on 

existing farm to school programs and the po-
tential for programs in underserved areas. 

‘‘(8) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2012, and 

each October 1 thereafter, out of any funds 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer 
to the Secretary to carry out this subsection 
$5,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

‘‘(B) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac-
cept, and shall use to carry out this sub-
section the funds transferred under subpara-
graph (A), without further appropriation. 

‘‘(9) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In 
addition to the amounts made available 
under paragraph (8), there are authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out this subsection 
such sums as are necessary for each of fiscal 
years 2011 through 2015. 

‘‘(h) PILOT PROGRAM FOR HIGH-POVERTY 
SCHOOLS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—’’; and 
(3) in subsection (h) (as redesignated by 

paragraph (2))— 
(A) in subparagraph (F) of paragraph (1) (as 

so redesignated), by striking ‘‘in accordance 
with paragraph (1)(H)’’ and inserting ‘‘car-
ried out by the Secretary’’; 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (2); and 

(C) in paragraph (2) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘2009’’ and inserting ‘‘2015’’. 
SEC. 244. RESEARCH ON STRATEGIES TO PRO-

MOTE THE SELECTION AND CON-
SUMPTION OF HEALTHY FOODS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, shall establish a research, 
demonstration, and technical assistance pro-
gram to promote healthy eating and reduce 
the prevalence of obesity, among all popu-
lation groups but especially among children, 
by applying the principles and insights of be-
havioral economics research in schools, child 
care programs, and other settings. 

(b) PRIORITIES.—The Secretary shall— 
(1) identify and assess the impacts of spe-

cific presentation, placement, and other 
strategies for structuring choices on selec-
tion and consumption of healthful foods in a 
variety of settings, consistent with the most 
recent version of the Dietary Guidelines for 
Americans published under section 301 of the 
National Nutrition Monitoring and Related 
Research Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5341); 

(2) demonstrate and rigorously evaluate 
behavioral economics-related interventions 
that hold promise to improve diets and pro-
mote health, including through demonstra-
tion projects that may include evaluation of 
the use of portion size, labeling, conven-
ience, and other strategies to encourage 
healthy choices; and 

(3) encourage adoption of the most effec-
tive strategies through outreach and tech-
nical assistance. 

(c) AUTHORITY.—In carrying out the pro-
gram under subsection (a), the Secretary 
may— 

(1) enter into competitively awarded con-
tracts or cooperative agreements; or 

(2) provide grants to States or public or 
private agencies or organizations, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

(d) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to enter 
into a contract or cooperative agreement or 
receive a grant under this section, a State or 
public or private agency or organization 
shall submit to the Secretary an application 
at such time, in such manner, and con-
taining such information as the Secretary 
may require. 

(e) COORDINATION.—The solicitation and 
evaluation of contracts, cooperative agree-
ments, and grant proposals considered under 

this section shall be coordinated with the 
Food and Nutrition Service as appropriate to 
ensure that funded projects are consistent 
with the operations of Federally supported 
nutrition assistance programs and related 
laws (including regulations). 

(f) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Not later than 90 
days after the end of each fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report 
that includes a description of— 

(1) the policies, priorities, and operations 
of the program carried out by the Secretary 
under this section during the fiscal year; 

(2) the results of any evaluations com-
pleted during the fiscal year; and 

(3) the efforts undertaken to disseminate 
successful practices through outreach and 
technical assistance. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 

appropriated to carry out this section such 
sums as are necessary for each of fiscal years 
2011 through 2015. 

(2) USE OF FUNDS.—The Secretary may use 
up to 5 percent of the funds made available 
under paragraph (1) for Federal administra-
tive expenses incurred in carrying out this 
section. 
TITLE III—IMPROVING THE MANAGEMENT 

AND INTEGRITY OF CHILD NUTRITION 
PROGRAMS 

Subtitle A—National School Lunch Program 
SEC. 301. PRIVACY PROTECTION. 

Section 9(d)(1) of the Richard B. Russell 
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1758(d)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting ‘‘the 
last 4 digits of’’ before ‘‘the social security 
account number’’; and 

(2) by striking the second sentence. 
SEC. 302. APPLICABILITY OF FOOD SAFETY PRO-

GRAM ON ENTIRE SCHOOL CAMPUS. 
Section 9(h)(5) of the Richard B. Russell 

National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1758(h)(5)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Each school food’’ and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Each school food’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) APPLICABILITY.—Subparagraph (A) 

shall apply to any facility or part of a facil-
ity in which food is stored, prepared, or 
served for the purposes of the school nutri-
tion programs under this Act or section 4 of 
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1773).’’. 
SEC. 303. FINES FOR VIOLATING PROGRAM RE-

QUIREMENTS. 
Section 22 of the Richard B. Russell Na-

tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769c) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(e) FINES FOR VIOLATING PROGRAM RE-
QUIREMENTS.— 

‘‘(1) SCHOOL FOOD AUTHORITIES AND 
SCHOOLS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish criteria by which the Secretary or a 
State agency may impose a fine against any 
school food authority or school admin-
istering a program authorized under this Act 
or the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1771 et seq.) if the Secretary or the State 
agency determines that the school food au-
thority or school has— 

‘‘(i) failed to correct severe mismanage-
ment of the program; 

‘‘(ii) disregarded a program requirement of 
which the school food authority or school 
had been informed; or 

‘‘(iii) failed to correct repeated violations 
of program requirements. 

‘‘(B) LIMITS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In calculating the fine 

for a school food authority or school, the 

Secretary shall base the amount of the fine 
on the reimbursement earned by school food 
authority or school for the program in which 
the violation occurred. 

‘‘(ii) AMOUNT.—The amount under clause 
(i) shall not exceed— 

‘‘(I) 1 percent of the amount of meal reim-
bursements earned for the fiscal year for the 
first finding of 1 or more program violations 
under subparagraph (A); 

‘‘(II) 5 percent of the amount of meal reim-
bursements earned for the fiscal year for the 
second finding of 1 or more program viola-
tions under subparagraph (A); and 

‘‘(III) 10 percent of the amount of meal re-
imbursements earned for the fiscal year for 
the third or subsequent finding of 1 or more 
program violations under subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(2) STATE AGENCIES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-

tablish criteria by which the Secretary may 
impose a fine against any State agency ad-
ministering a program authorized under this 
Act or the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1771 et seq.) if the Secretary deter-
mines that the State agency has— 

‘‘(i) failed to correct severe mismanage-
ment of the program; 

‘‘(ii) disregarded a program requirement of 
which the State had been informed; or 

‘‘(iii) failed to correct repeated violations 
of program requirements. 

‘‘(B) LIMITS.—In the case of a State agen-
cy, the amount of a fine under subparagraph 
(A) shall not exceed— 

‘‘(i) 1 percent of funds made available 
under section 7(a) of the Child Nutrition Act 
of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1776(a)) for State adminis-
trative expenses during a fiscal year for the 
first finding of 1 or more program violations 
under subparagraph (A); 

‘‘(ii) 5 percent of funds made available 
under section 7(a) of the Child Nutrition Act 
of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1776(a)) for State adminis-
trative expenses during a fiscal year for the 
second finding of 1 or more program viola-
tions under subparagraph (A); and 

‘‘(iii) 10 percent of funds made available 
under section 7(a) of the Child Nutrition Act 
of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1776(a)) for State adminis-
trative expenses during a fiscal year for the 
third or subsequent finding of 1 or more pro-
gram violations under subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(3) SOURCE OF FUNDING.—Funds to pay a 
fine imposed under paragraph (1) or (2) shall 
be derived from non-Federal sources.’’. 
SEC. 304. INDEPENDENT REVIEW OF APPLICA-

TIONS. 
Section 22(b) of the Richard B. Russell Na-

tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769c(b)) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(6) ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION REVIEW FOR 
SELECTED LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A local educational 
agency that has demonstrated a high level 
of, or a high risk for, administrative error 
associated with certification, verification, 
and other administrative processes, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, shall ensure that 
the initial eligibility determination for each 
application is reviewed for accuracy prior to 
notifying a household of the eligibility or in-
eligibility of the household for free or re-
duced price meals. 

‘‘(B) TIMELINESS.—The review of initial eli-
gibility determinations— 

‘‘(i) shall be completed in a timely manner; 
and 

‘‘(ii) shall not result in the delay of an eli-
gibility determination for more than 10 oper-
ating days after the date on which the appli-
cation is submitted. 

‘‘(C) ACCEPTABLE TYPES OF REVIEW.—Sub-
ject to standards established by the Sec-
retary, the system used to review eligibility 
determinations for accuracy shall be con-
ducted by an individual or entity that did 
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not make the initial eligibility determina-
tion. 

‘‘(D) NOTIFICATION OF HOUSEHOLD.—Once 
the review of an eligibility determination 
has been completed under this paragraph, 
the household shall be notified immediately 
of the determination of eligibility or ineligi-
bility for free or reduced price meals. 

‘‘(E) REPORTING.— 
‘‘(i) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—In ac-

cordance with procedures established by the 
Secretary, each local educational agency re-
quired to review initial eligibility deter-
minations shall submit to the relevant State 
agency a report describing the results of the 
reviews, including— 

‘‘(I) the number and percentage of reviewed 
applications for which the eligibility deter-
mination was changed and the type of 
change made; and 

‘‘(II) such other information as the Sec-
retary determines to be necessary. 

‘‘(ii) STATE AGENCIES.—In accordance with 
procedures established by the Secretary, 
each State agency shall submit to the Sec-
retary a report describing the results of the 
reviews of initial eligibility determinations, 
including— 

‘‘(I) the number and percentage of reviewed 
applications for which the eligibility deter-
mination was changed and the type of 
change made; and 

‘‘(II) such other information as the Sec-
retary determines to be necessary. 

‘‘(iii) TRANSPARENCY.—The Secretary shall 
publish annually the results of the reviews of 
initial eligibility determinations by State, 
number, percentage, and type of error.’’. 
SEC. 305. PROGRAM EVALUATION. 

Section 28 of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769i) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(c) COOPERATION WITH PROGRAM RESEARCH 
AND EVALUATION.—States, State educational 
agencies, local educational agencies, schools, 
institutions, facilities, and contractors par-
ticipating in programs authorized under this 
Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1771 et seq.) shall cooperate with offi-
cials and contractors acting on behalf of the 
Secretary, in the conduct of evaluations and 
studies under those Acts.’’. 
SEC. 306. PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS FOR 

SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE. 
Section 7 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 

(42 U.S.C. 1776) is amended by striking sub-
section (g) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(g) PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS FOR SCHOOL 
FOOD SERVICE.— 

‘‘(1) CRITERIA FOR SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE AND 
STATE AGENCY DIRECTORS.— 

‘‘(A) SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE DIRECTORS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-

tablish a program of required education, 
training, and certification for all school food 
service directors responsible for the manage-
ment of a school food authority. 

‘‘(ii) REQUIREMENTS.—The program shall 
include— 

‘‘(I) minimum educational requirements 
necessary to successfully manage the school 
lunch program established under the Richard 
B. Russell National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1751 et seq.) and the school breakfast 
program established by section 4 of this Act; 

‘‘(II) minimum program training and cer-
tification criteria for school food service di-
rectors; and 

‘‘(III) minimum periodic training criteria 
to maintain school food service director cer-
tification. 

‘‘(B) SCHOOL NUTRITION STATE AGENCY DI-
RECTORS.—The Secretary shall establish cri-
teria and standards for States to use in the 
selection of State agency directors with re-
sponsibility for the school lunch program es-
tablished under the Richard B. Russell Na-

tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et 
seq.) and the school breakfast program es-
tablished by section 4 of this Act. 

‘‘(C) TRAINING PROGRAM PARTNERSHIP.—The 
Secretary may provide financial and other 
assistance to 1 or more professional food 
service management organizations— 

‘‘(i) to establish and manage the program 
under this paragraph; and 

‘‘(ii) to develop voluntary training and cer-
tification programs for other school food 
service workers. 

‘‘(D) REQUIRED DATE OF COMPLIANCE.— 
‘‘(i) SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE DIRECTORS.—The 

Secretary shall establish a date by which all 
school food service directors whose local 
educational agencies are participating in the 
school lunch program established under the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.) and the school 
breakfast program established by section 4 of 
this Act shall be required to comply with the 
education, training, and certification cri-
teria established in accordance with subpara-
graph (A). 

‘‘(ii) SCHOOL NUTRITION STATE AGENCY DI-
RECTORS.—The Secretary shall establish a 
date by which all State agencies shall be re-
quired to comply with criteria and standards 
established in accordance with subparagraph 
(B) for the selection of State agency direc-
tors with responsibility for the school lunch 
program established under the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1751 et seq.) and the school breakfast pro-
gram established by section 4 of this Act. 

‘‘(2) TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION OF FOOD 
SERVICE PERSONNEL.— 

‘‘(A) TRAINING FOR INDIVIDUALS CONDUCTING 
OR OVERSEEING ADMINISTRATIVE PROCE-
DURES.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—At least annually, each 
State shall provide training in administra-
tive practices (including training in applica-
tion, certification, verification, meal count-
ing, and meal claiming procedures) to local 
educational agency and school food author-
ity personnel and other appropriate per-
sonnel. 

‘‘(ii) FEDERAL ROLE.—The Secretary shall— 
‘‘(I) provide training and technical assist-

ance described in clause (i) to the State; or 
‘‘(II) at the option of the Secretary, di-

rectly provide training and technical assist-
ance described in clause (i). 

‘‘(iii) REQUIRED PARTICIPATION.—In accord-
ance with procedures established by the Sec-
retary, each local educational agency or 
school food authority shall ensure that an 
individual conducting or overseeing adminis-
trative procedures described in clause (i) re-
ceives training at least annually, unless de-
termined otherwise by the Secretary. 

‘‘(B) TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION OF ALL 
LOCAL FOOD SERVICE PERSONNEL.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide training designed to improve— 

‘‘(I) the accuracy of approvals for free and 
reduced price meals; and 

‘‘(II) the identification of reimbursable 
meals at the point of service. 

‘‘(ii) CERTIFICATION OF LOCAL PERSONNEL.— 
In accordance with criteria established by 
the Secretary, local food service personnel 
shall complete annual training and receive 
annual certification— 

‘‘(I) to ensure program compliance and in-
tegrity; and 

‘‘(II) to demonstrate competence in the 
training provided under clause (i). 

‘‘(iii) TRAINING MODULES.—In addition to 
the topics described in clause (i), a training 
program carried out under this subparagraph 
shall include training modules on— 

‘‘(I) nutrition; 
‘‘(II) health and food safety standards and 

methodologies; and 

‘‘(III) any other appropriate topics, as de-
termined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(3) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 

Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer to 
the Secretary to carry out this subsection, 
to remain available until expended— 

‘‘(i) on October 1, 2010, $5,000,000; and 
‘‘(ii) on each October 1 thereafter, 

$1,000,000. 
‘‘(B) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec-

retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac-
cept, and shall use to carry out this sub-
section the funds transferred under subpara-
graph (A), without further appropriation.’’. 
SEC. 307. INDIRECT COSTS. 

(a) GUIDANCE ON INDIRECT COSTS RULES.— 
Not later than 180 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
issue guidance to school food authorities 
participating in the school lunch program es-
tablished under the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et 
seq.) and the school breakfast program es-
tablished by section 4 of the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773) covering program 
rules pertaining to indirect costs, including 
allowable indirect costs that may be charged 
to the nonprofit school food service account. 

(b) INDIRECT COST STUDY.—The Secretary 
shall— 

(1) conduct a study to assess the extent to 
which school food authorities participating 
in the school lunch program established 
under the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.) and 
the school breakfast program established by 
section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 
(42 U.S.C. 1773) pay indirect costs, including 
assessments of— 

(A) the allocation of indirect costs to, and 
the methodologies used to establish indirect 
cost rates for, school food authorities par-
ticipating in the school lunch program estab-
lished under the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.) and 
the school breakfast program established by 
section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 
(42 U.S.C. 1773); 

(B) the impact of indirect costs charged to 
the nonprofit school food service account; 

(C) the types and amounts of indirect costs 
charged and recovered by school districts; 

(D) whether the indirect costs charged or 
recovered are consistent with requirements 
for the allocation of indirect costs and 
school food service operations; and 

(E) the types and amounts of indirect costs 
that could be charged or recovered under re-
quirements for the allocation of indirect 
costs and school food service operations but 
are not charged or recovered; and 

(2) after completing the study required 
under paragraph (1), issue additional guid-
ance relating to the types of costs that are 
reasonable and necessary to provide meals 
under the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.) and 
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 
et seq.). 

(c) REGULATIONS.—After conducting the 
study under subsection (b)(1) and identifying 
costs under subsection (b)(2), the Secretary 
may promulgate regulations to address— 

(1) any identified deficiencies in the alloca-
tion of indirect costs; and 

(2) the authority of school food authorities 
to reimburse only those costs identified by 
the Secretary as reasonable and necessary 
under subsection (b)(2). 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than October 1, 2013, 
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee 
on Education and Labor of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen-
ate a report that describes the results of the 
study under subsection (b). 
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(e) FUNDING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2010, out of 

any funds in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transfer to the Secretary to carry out 
this section $2,000,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

(2) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac-
cept, and shall use to carry out this section 
the funds transferred under paragraph (1), 
without further appropriation. 
SEC. 308. ENSURING SAFETY OF SCHOOL MEALS. 

The Richard B. Russell National School 
Lunch Act is amended by after section 28 (42 
U.S.C. 1769i) the following: 
‘‘SEC. 29. ENSURING SAFETY OF SCHOOL MEALS. 

‘‘(a) FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE.—Not 
later than 1 year after the date of enactment 
of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010, 
the Secretary, acting through the Adminis-
trator of the Food and Nutrition Service, 
shall— 

‘‘(1) in consultation with the Adminis-
trator of the Agricultural Marketing Service 
and the Administrator of the Farm Service 
Agency, develop guidelines to determine the 
circumstances under which it is appropriate 
for the Secretary to institute an administra-
tive hold on suspect foods purchased by the 
Secretary that are being used in school meal 
programs under this Act and the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.); 

‘‘(2) work with States to explore ways for 
the States to increase the timeliness of noti-
fication of food recalls to schools and school 
food authorities; 

‘‘(3) improve the timeliness and complete-
ness of direct communication between the 
Food and Nutrition Service and States about 
holds and recalls, such as through the com-
modity alert system of the Food and Nutri-
tion Service; and 

‘‘(4) establish a timeframe to improve the 
commodity hold and recall procedures of the 
Department of Agriculture to address the 
role of processors and determine the involve-
ment of distributors with processed products 
that may contain recalled ingredients, to fa-
cilitate the provision of more timely and 
complete information to schools. 

‘‘(b) FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERV-
ICE.—Not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids 
Act of 2010, the Secretary, acting through 
the Administrator of the Food Safety and In-
spection Service, shall revise the procedures 
of the Food Safety and Inspection Service to 
ensure that schools are included in effective-
ness checks.’’. 

Subtitle B—Summer Food Service Program 
SEC. 321. SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM 

PERMANENT OPERATING AGREE-
MENTS. 

Section 13(b) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1761(b)) is 
amended by striking paragraph (3) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(3) PERMANENT OPERATING AGREEMENTS 
AND BUDGET FOR ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.— 

‘‘(A) PERMANENT OPERATING AGREEMENTS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clauses (ii) 

and (iii), to participate in the program, a 
service institution that meets the conditions 
of eligibility described in this section and in 
regulations promulgated by the Secretary, 
shall be required to enter into a permanent 
agreement with the applicable State agency. 

‘‘(ii) AMENDMENTS.—A permanent agree-
ment described in clause (i) may be amended 
as necessary to ensure that the service insti-
tution is in compliance with all require-
ments established in this section or by the 
Secretary. 

‘‘(iii) TERMINATION.—A permanent agree-
ment described in clause (i)— 

‘‘(I) may be terminated for convenience by 
the service institution and State agency that 
is a party to the permanent agreement; and 

‘‘(II) shall be terminated— 
‘‘(aa) for cause by the applicable State 

agency in accordance with subsection (q) and 
with regulations promulgated by the Sec-
retary; or 

‘‘(bb) on termination of participation of 
the service institution in the program. 

‘‘(B) BUDGET FOR ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—When applying for par-

ticipation in the program, and not less fre-
quently than annually thereafter, each serv-
ice institution shall submit a complete budg-
et for administrative costs related to the 
program, which shall be subject to approval 
by the State. 

‘‘(ii) AMOUNT.—Payment to service institu-
tions for administrative costs shall equal the 
levels determined by the Secretary pursuant 
to the study required in paragraph (4).’’. 
SEC. 322. SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM DIS-

QUALIFICATION. 
Section 13 of the Richard B. Russell Na-

tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1761) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (q) as sub-
section (r); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (p) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(q) TERMINATION AND DISQUALIFICATION OF 
PARTICIPATING ORGANIZATIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State agency shall 
follow the procedures established by the Sec-
retary for the termination of participation of 
institutions under the program. 

‘‘(2) FAIR HEARING.—The procedures de-
scribed in paragraph (1) shall include provi-
sion for a fair hearing and prompt deter-
mination for any service institution ag-
grieved by any action of the State agency 
that affects— 

‘‘(A) the participation of the service insti-
tution in the program; or 

‘‘(B) the claim of the service institution for 
reimbursement under this section. 

‘‘(3) LIST OF DISQUALIFIED INSTITUTIONS AND 
INDIVIDUALS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
maintain a list of service institutions and in-
dividuals that have been terminated or oth-
erwise disqualified from participation in the 
program under the procedures established 
pursuant to paragraph (1). 

‘‘(B) AVAILABILITY.—The Secretary shall 
make the list available to States for use in 
approving or renewing applications by serv-
ice institutions for participation in the pro-
gram.’’. 

Subtitle C—Child and Adult Care Food 
Program 

SEC. 331. RENEWAL OF APPLICATION MATERIALS 
AND PERMANENT OPERATING 
AGREEMENTS. 

(a) PERMANENT OPERATING AGREEMENTS.— 
Section 17(d)(1) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(d)(1)) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(E) PERMANENT OPERATING AGREEMENTS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clauses (ii) 

and (iii), to participate in the child and adult 
care food program, an institution that meets 
the conditions of eligibility described in this 
subsection shall be required to enter into a 
permanent agreement with the applicable 
State agency. 

‘‘(ii) AMENDMENTS.—A permanent agree-
ment described in clause (i) may be amended 
as necessary to ensure that the institution is 
in compliance with all requirements estab-
lished in this section or by the Secretary. 

‘‘(iii) TERMINATION.—A permanent agree-
ment described in clause (i)— 

‘‘(I) may be terminated for convenience by 
the institution or State agency that is a 
party to the permanent agreement; and 

‘‘(II) shall be terminated— 
‘‘(aa) for cause by the applicable State 

agency in accordance with paragraph (5); or 
‘‘(bb) on termination of participation of 

the institution in the child and adult care 
food program.’’. 

(b) APPLICATIONS AND REVIEWS.—Section 
17(d) of the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(d)) is 
amended by striking paragraph (2) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(2) PROGRAM APPLICATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de-

velop a policy under which each institution 
providing child care that participates in the 
program under this section shall— 

‘‘(i) submit to the State agency an initial 
application to participate in the program 
that meets all requirements established by 
the Secretary by regulation; 

‘‘(ii) annually confirm to the State agency 
that the institution, and any facilities of the 
institution in which the program is operated 
by a sponsoring organization, is in compli-
ance with subsection (a)(5); and 

‘‘(iii) annually submit to the State agency 
any additional information necessary to con-
firm that the institution is in compliance 
with all other requirements to participate in 
the program, as established in this Act and 
by the Secretary by regulation. 

‘‘(B) REQUIRED REVIEWS OF SPONSORED FA-
CILITIES.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de-
velop a policy under which each sponsoring 
organization participating in the program 
under this section shall conduct— 

‘‘(I) periodic unannounced site visits at not 
less than 3-year intervals to sponsored child 
and adult care centers and family or group 
day care homes to identify and prevent man-
agement deficiencies and fraud and abuse 
under the program; and 

‘‘(II) at least 1 scheduled site visit each 
year to sponsored child and adult care cen-
ters and family or group day care homes to 
identify and prevent management defi-
ciencies and fraud and abuse under the pro-
gram and to improve program operations. 

‘‘(ii) VARIED TIMING.—Sponsoring organiza-
tions shall vary the timing of unannounced 
reviews under clause (i)(I) in a manner that 
makes the reviews unpredictable to spon-
sored facilities. 

‘‘(C) REQUIRED REVIEWS OF INSTITUTIONS.— 
The Secretary shall develop a policy under 
which each State agency shall conduct— 

‘‘(i) at least 1 scheduled site visit at not 
less than 3-year intervals to each institution 
under the State agency participating in the 
program under this section— 

‘‘(I) to identify and prevent management 
deficiencies and fraud and abuse under the 
program; and 

‘‘(II) to improve program operations; and 
‘‘(ii) more frequent reviews of any institu-

tion that— 
‘‘(I) sponsors a significant share of the fa-

cilities participating in the program; 
‘‘(II) conducts activities other than the 

program authorized under this section; 
‘‘(III) has serious management problems, 

as identified in a prior review, or is at risk 
of having serious management problems; or 

‘‘(IV) meets such other criteria as are de-
fined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(D) DETECTION AND DETERRENCE OF ERRO-
NEOUS PAYMENTS AND FALSE CLAIMS.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may de-
velop a policy to detect and deter, and re-
cover erroneous payments to, and false 
claims submitted by, institutions, sponsored 
child and adult care centers, and family or 
group day care homes participating in the 
program under this section. 

‘‘(ii) BLOCK CLAIMS.— 
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‘‘(I) DEFINITION OF BLOCK CLAIM.—In this 

clause, the term ‘block claim’ has the mean-
ing given the term in section 226.2 of title 7, 
Code of Federal Regulations (or successor 
regulations). 

‘‘(II) PROGRAM EDIT CHECKS.—The Sec-
retary may not require any State agency, 
sponsoring organization, or other institution 
to perform edit checks or on-site reviews re-
lating to the detection of block claims by 
any child care facility. 

‘‘(III) ALLOWANCE.—Notwithstanding sub-
clause (II), the Secretary may require any 
State agency, sponsoring organization, or 
other institution to collect, store, and trans-
mit to the appropriate entity information 
necessary to develop any other policy devel-
oped under clause (i).’’. 

(c) AGREEMENTS.—Section 17(j)(1) of the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(j)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘may’’ and inserting 
‘‘shall’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘family or group day care’’ 
the first place it appears; and 

(3) by inserting ‘‘or sponsored day care cen-
ters’’ before ‘‘participating’’. 
SEC. 332. STATE LIABILITY FOR PAYMENTS TO 

AGGRIEVED CHILD CARE INSTITU-
TIONS. 

Section 17(e) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(e)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘(3) If a 
State’’ and inserting the following: 

‘‘(5) SECRETARIAL HEARING.—If a State’’; 
and 

(2) by striking ‘‘(e) Except as provided’’ 
and all that follows through ‘‘(2) A State’’ 
and inserting the following: 

‘‘(e) HEARINGS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (4), each State agency shall pro-
vide, in accordance with regulations promul-
gated by the Secretary, an opportunity for a 
fair hearing and a prompt determination to 
any institution aggrieved by any action of 
the State agency that affects— 

‘‘(A) the participation of the institution in 
the program authorized by this section; or 

‘‘(B) the claim of the institution for reim-
bursement under this section. 

‘‘(2) REIMBURSEMENT.—In accordance with 
paragraph (3), a State agency that fails to 
meet timeframes for providing an oppor-
tunity for a fair hearing and a prompt deter-
mination to any institution under paragraph 
(1) in accordance with regulations promul-
gated by the Secretary, shall pay, from non- 
Federal sources, all valid claims for reim-
bursement to the institution and the facili-
ties of the institution during the period be-
ginning on the day after the end of any regu-
latory deadline for providing the opportunity 
and making the determination and ending on 
the date on which a hearing determination is 
made. 

‘‘(3) NOTICE TO STATE AGENCY.—The Sec-
retary shall provide written notice to a 
State agency at least 30 days prior to impos-
ing any liability for reimbursement under 
paragraph (2). 

‘‘(4) FEDERAL AUDIT DETERMINATION.—A 
State’’. 
SEC. 333. TRANSMISSION OF INCOME INFORMA-

TION BY SPONSORED FAMILY OR 
GROUP DAY CARE HOMES. 

Section 17(f)(3)(A)(iii)(III) of the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1766(f)(3)(A)(iii)(III)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(dd) TRANSMISSION OF INCOME INFORMATION 
BY SPONSORED FAMILY OR GROUP DAY CARE 
HOMES.—If a family or group day care home 
elects to be provided reimbursement factors 
described in subclause (II), the family or 
group day care home may assist in the trans-
mission of necessary household income infor-

mation to the family or group day care home 
sponsoring organization in accordance with 
the policy described in item (ee). 

‘‘(ee) POLICY.—The Secretary shall develop 
a policy under which a sponsored family or 
group day care home described in item (dd) 
may, under terms and conditions specified by 
the Secretary and with the written consent 
of the parents or guardians of a child in a 
family or group day care home participating 
in the program, assist in the transmission of 
the income information of the family to the 
family or group day care home sponsoring 
organization.’’. 

SEC. 334. SIMPLIFYING AND ENHANCING ADMIN-
ISTRATIVE PAYMENTS TO SPON-
SORING ORGANIZATIONS. 

Section 17(f)(3) of the Richard B. Russell 
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1766(f)(3)) is amended by striking subpara-
graph (B) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(B) ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In addition to reimburse-

ment factors described in subparagraph (A), 
a family or group day care home sponsoring 
organization shall receive reimbursement for 
the administrative expenses of the spon-
soring organization in an amount that is not 
less than the product obtained each month 
by multiplying— 

‘‘(I) the number of family and group day 
care homes of the sponsoring organization 
submitting a claim for reimbursement dur-
ing the month; by 

‘‘(II) the appropriate administrative rate 
determined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(ii) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT.—The adminis-
trative reimbursement levels specified in 
clause (i) shall be adjusted July 1 of each 
year to reflect changes in the Consumer 
Price Index for All Urban Consumers pub-
lished by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of 
the Department of Labor for the most recent 
12-month period for which such data are 
available. 

‘‘(iii) CARRYOVER FUNDS.—The Secretary 
shall develop procedures under which not 
more than 10 percent of the amount made 
available to sponsoring organizations under 
this section for administrative expenses for a 
fiscal year may remain available for obliga-
tion or expenditure in the succeeding fiscal 
year.’’. 

SEC. 335. CHILD AND ADULT CARE FOOD PRO-
GRAM AUDIT FUNDING. 

Section 17(i) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(i)) is 
amended by striking paragraph (2) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(2) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 

make available for each fiscal year to each 
State agency administering the child and 
adult care food program, for the purpose of 
conducting audits of participating institu-
tions, an amount of up to 1.5 percent of the 
funds used by each State in the program 
under this section, during the second pre-
ceding fiscal year. 

‘‘(B) ADDITIONAL FUNDING.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), for 

fiscal year 2016 and each fiscal year there-
after, the Secretary may increase the 
amount of funds made available to any State 
agency under subparagraph (A), if the State 
agency demonstrates that the State agency 
can effectively use the funds to improve pro-
gram management under criteria established 
by the Secretary. 

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION.—The total amount of 
funds made available to any State agency 
under this paragraph shall not exceed 2 per-
cent of the funds used by each State agency 
in the program under this section, during the 
second preceding fiscal year.’’. 

SEC. 336. REDUCING PAPERWORK AND IMPROV-
ING PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) DEFINITION OF PROGRAM.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘program’’ means the child 
and adult care food program established 
under section 17 of the Richard B. Russell 
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766). 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary, in 
conjunction with States and participating 
institutions, shall continue to examine the 
feasibility of reducing unnecessary or dupli-
cative paperwork resulting from regulations 
and recordkeeping requirements for State 
agencies, institutions, family and group day 
care homes, and sponsored centers partici-
pating in the program. 

(c) DUTIES.—At a minimum, the examina-
tion shall include— 

(1) review and evaluation of the rec-
ommendations, guidance, and regulatory pri-
orities developed and issued to comply with 
section 119(i) of the Child Nutrition and WIC 
Reauthorization Act of 2004 (42 U.S.C. 1766 
note; Public Law 108–265); and 

(2) examination of additional paperwork 
and administrative requirements that have 
been established since February 23, 2007, that 
could be reduced or simplified. 

(d) ADDITIONAL DUTIES.—The Secretary, in 
conjunction with States and institutions 
participating in the program, may also ex-
amine any aspect of administration of the 
program. 

(e) REPORT.—Not later than 4 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit to Congress a report that 
describes the actions that have been taken 
to carry out this section, including— 

(1) actions taken to address administrative 
and paperwork burdens identified as a result 
of compliance with section 119(i) of the Child 
Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 
2004 (42 U.S.C. 1766 note; Public Law 108–265); 

(2) administrative and paperwork burdens 
identified as a result of compliance with sec-
tion 119(i) of that Act for which no regu-
latory action or policy guidance has been 
taken; 

(3) additional steps that the Secretary is 
taking or plans to take to address any ad-
ministrative and paperwork burdens identi-
fied under subsection (c)(2) and paragraph 
(2), including— 

(A) new or updated regulations, policy, 
guidance, or technical assistance; and 

(B) a timeframe for the completion of 
those steps; and 

(4) recommendations to Congress for modi-
fications to existing statutory authorities 
needed to address identified administrative 
and paperwork burdens. 
SEC. 337. STUDY RELATING TO THE CHILD AND 

ADULT CARE FOOD PROGRAM. 
(a) STUDY.—The Secretary, acting through 

the Administrator of the Food and Nutrition 
Service, shall carry out a study of States 
participating in an afterschool supper pro-
gram under the child and adult care food 
program established under section 17(r) of 
the Richard B. Russell National School 
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(r)). 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit to Congress, and make 
available on the website of the Food and Nu-
trition Service, a report that describes— 

(1) best practices of States in soliciting 
sponsors for an afterschool supper program 
described in subsection (a); and 

(2) any Federal or State laws or require-
ments that may be a barrier to participation 
in the program. 
Subtitle D—Special Supplemental Nutrition 
Program for Women, Infants, and Children 

SEC. 351. SHARING OF MATERIALS WITH OTHER 
PROGRAMS. 

Section 17(e)(3) of the Child Nutrition Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1786(e)(3)) is amended by striking 
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subparagraph (B) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(B) SHARING OF MATERIALS WITH OTHER 
PROGRAMS.— 

‘‘(i) COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PRO-
GRAM.—The Secretary may provide, in bulk 
quantity, nutrition education materials (in-
cluding materials promoting breastfeeding) 
developed with funds made available for the 
program authorized under this section to 
State agencies administering the commodity 
supplemental food program established 
under section 5 of the Agriculture and Con-
sumer Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c 
note; Public Law 93–86) at no cost to that 
program. 

‘‘(ii) CHILD AND ADULT CARE FOOD PRO-
GRAM.—A State agency may allow the local 
agencies or clinics under the State agency to 
share nutrition educational materials with 
institutions participating in the child and 
adult care food program established under 
section 17 of the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766) at no cost 
to that program, if a written materials shar-
ing agreement exists between the relevant 
agencies.’’. 
SEC. 352. WIC PROGRAM MANAGEMENT. 

(a) WIC EVALUATION FUNDS.—Section 
17(g)(5) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1786(g)(5)) is amended by striking 
‘‘$5,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$15,000,000’’. 

(b) WIC REBATE PAYMENTS.—Section 
17(h)(8) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1786(h)(8)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(K) REPORTING.—Effective beginning Oc-
tober 1, 2011, each State agency shall report 
rebate payments received from manufactur-
ers in the month in which the payments are 
received, rather than in the month in which 
the payments were earned.’’. 

(c) COST CONTAINMENT MEASURE.—Section 
17(h) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1786(h)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (8)(A)(iv)(III), by striking 
‘‘Any’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in 
paragraph (9)(B)(i)(II), any’’; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (9) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(9) COST CONTAINMENT MEASURE.— 
‘‘(A) DEFINITION OF COST CONTAINMENT 

MEASURE.—In this subsection, the term ‘cost 
containment measure’ means a competitive 
bidding, rebate, direct distribution, or home 
delivery system implemented by a State 
agency as described in the approved State 
plan of operation and administration of the 
State agency. 

‘‘(B) SOLICITATION AND REBATE BILLING RE-
QUIREMENTS.—Any State agency instituting 
a cost containment measure for any author-
ized food, including infant formula, shall— 

‘‘(i) in the bid solicitation— 
‘‘(I) identify the composition of State alli-

ances for the purposes of a cost containment 
measure; and 

‘‘(II) verify that no additional States shall 
be added to the State alliance between the 
date of the bid solicitation and the end of the 
contract; 

‘‘(ii) have a system to ensure that rebate 
invoices under competitive bidding provide a 
reasonable estimate or an actual count of 
the number of units sold to participants in 
the program under this section; 

‘‘(iii) open and read aloud all bids at a pub-
lic proceeding on the day on which the bids 
are due; and 

‘‘(iv) unless otherwise exempted by the 
Secretary, provide a minimum of 30 days be-
tween the publication of the solicitation and 
the date on which the bids are due. 

‘‘(C) STATE ALLIANCES FOR AUTHORIZED 
FOODS OTHER THAN INFANT FORMULA.—Pro-
gram requirements relating to the size of 
State alliances under paragraph (8)(A)(iv) 

shall apply to cost containment measures es-
tablished for any authorized food under this 
section.’’. 

(d) ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFER.—Sec-
tion 17(h) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 
(42 U.S.C. 1786(h)) is amended by striking 
paragraph (12) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(12) ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFER.— 
‘‘(A) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 
‘‘(i) ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFER.—The 

term ‘electronic benefit transfer’ means a 
food delivery system that provides benefits 
using a card or other access device approved 
by the Secretary that permits electronic ac-
cess to program benefits. 

‘‘(ii) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ means 
the special supplemental nutrition program 
established by this section. 

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENTS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than October 1, 

2020, each State agency shall be required to 
implement electronic benefit transfer sys-
tems throughout the State, unless the Sec-
retary grants an exemption under subpara-
graph (C) for a State agency that is facing 
unusual barriers to implement an electronic 
benefit transfer system. 

‘‘(ii) RESPONSIBILITY.—The State agency 
shall be responsible for the coordination and 
management of the electronic benefit trans-
fer system of the agency. 

‘‘(C) EXEMPTIONS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible for an ex-

emption from the statewide implementation 
requirements of subparagraph (B)(i), a State 
agency shall demonstrate to the satisfaction 
of the Secretary 1 or more of the following: 

‘‘(I) There are unusual technological bar-
riers to implementation. 

‘‘(II) Operational costs are not affordable 
within the nutrition services and adminis-
tration grant of the State agency. 

‘‘(III) It is in the best interest of the pro-
gram to grant the exemption. 

‘‘(ii) SPECIFIC DATE.—A State agency re-
questing an exemption under clause (i) shall 
specify a date by which the State agency an-
ticipates statewide implementation de-
scribed in subparagraph (B)(i). 

‘‘(D) REPORTING.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Each State agency shall 

submit to the Secretary electronic benefit 
transfer project status reports to dem-
onstrate the progress of the State toward 
statewide implementation. 

‘‘(ii) CONSULTATION.—If a State agency 
plans to incorporate additional programs in 
the electronic benefit transfer system of the 
State, the State agency shall consult with 
the State agency officials responsible for ad-
ministering the programs prior to submit-
ting the planning documents to the Sec-
retary for approval. 

‘‘(iii) REQUIREMENTS.—At a minimum, a 
status report submitted under clause (i) shall 
contain— 

‘‘(I) an annual outline of the electronic 
benefit transfer implementation goals and 
objectives of the State; 

‘‘(II) appropriate updates in accordance 
with approval requirements for active elec-
tronic benefit transfer State agencies; and 

‘‘(III) such other information as the Sec-
retary may require. 

‘‘(E) IMPOSITION OF COSTS ON VENDORS.— 
‘‘(i) COST PROHIBITION.—Except as other-

wise provided in this paragraph, the Sec-
retary may not impose, or allow a State 
agency to impose, the costs of any equip-
ment or system required for electronic ben-
efit transfers on any authorized vendor in 
order to transact electronic benefit transfers 
if the vendor equipment or system is used 
solely to support the program. 

‘‘(ii) COST-SHARING.—The Secretary shall 
establish criteria for cost-sharing by State 
agencies and vendors of costs associated with 
any equipment or system that is not solely 

dedicated to transacting electronic benefit 
transfers for the program. 

‘‘(iii) FEES.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—A vendor that elects to 

accept electronic benefit transfers using 
multifunction equipment shall pay commer-
cial transaction processing costs and fees im-
posed by a third-party processor that the 
vendor elects to use to connect to the elec-
tronic benefit transfer system of the State. 

‘‘(II) INTERCHANGE FEES.—No interchange 
fees shall apply to electronic benefit transfer 
transactions under this paragraph. 

‘‘(iv) STATEWIDE OPERATIONS.—After com-
pletion of statewide expansion of a system 
for transaction of electronic benefit trans-
fers— 

‘‘(I) a State agency may not be required to 
incur ongoing maintenance costs for vendors 
using multifunction systems and equipment 
to support electronic benefit transfers; and 

‘‘(II) any retail store in the State that ap-
plies for authorization to become a program 
vendor shall be required to demonstrate the 
capability to accept program benefits elec-
tronically prior to authorization, unless the 
State agency determines that the vendor is 
necessary for participant access. 

‘‘(F) MINIMUM LANE COVERAGE.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-

tablish minimum lane coverage guidelines 
for vendor equipment and systems used to 
support electronic benefit transfers. 

‘‘(ii) PROVISION OF EQUIPMENT.—If a vendor 
does not elect to accept electronic benefit 
transfers using its own multifunction equip-
ment, the State agency shall provide such 
equipment as is necessary to solely support 
the program to meet the established min-
imum lane coverage guidelines. 

‘‘(G) TECHNICAL STANDARDS.—The Sec-
retary shall— 

‘‘(i) establish technical standards and oper-
ating rules for electronic benefit transfer 
systems; and 

‘‘(ii) require each State agency, contractor, 
and authorized vendor participating in the 
program to demonstrate compliance with the 
technical standards and operating rules.’’. 

(e) UNIVERSAL PRODUCT CODES DATABASE.— 
Section 17(h) of the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(h)) is amended by striking 
paragraph (13) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(13) UNIVERSAL PRODUCT CODES DATA-
BASE.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of the Healthy, 
Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010, the Secretary 
shall establish a national universal product 
code database to be used by all State agen-
cies in carrying out the requirements of 
paragraph (12). 

‘‘(B) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2010, and 

on each October 1 thereafter, out of any 
funds in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
transfer to the Secretary to carry out this 
paragraph $1,000,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

‘‘(ii) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac-
cept, and shall use to carry out this para-
graph the funds transferred under clause (i), 
without further appropriation. 

‘‘(iii) USE OF FUNDS.—The Secretary shall 
use the funds provided under clause (i) for 
development, hosting, hardware and software 
configuration, and support of the database 
required under subparagraph (A).’’. 

(f) TEMPORARY SPENDING AUTHORITY.—Sec-
tion 17(i) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 
(42 U.S.C. 1786(i)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(8) TEMPORARY SPENDING AUTHORITY.— 
During each of fiscal years 2012 and 2013, the 
Secretary may authorize a State agency to 
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expend more than the amount otherwise au-
thorized under paragraph (3)(C) for expenses 
incurred under this section for supplemental 
foods during the preceding fiscal year, if the 
Secretary determines that— 

‘‘(A) there has been a significant reduction 
in reported infant formula cost containment 
savings for the preceding fiscal year due to 
the implementation of subsection (h)(8)(K); 
and 

‘‘(B) the reduction would affect the ability 
of the State agency to serve all eligible par-
ticipants.’’. 

Subtitle E—Miscellaneous 
SEC. 361. FULL USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS. 

Section 12 of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1760) is 
amended by striking subsection (b) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(b) AGREEMENTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall in-

corporate, in the agreement of the Secretary 
with the State agencies administering pro-
grams authorized under this Act or the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.), 
the express requirements with respect to the 
operation of the programs to the extent ap-
plicable and such other provisions as in the 
opinion of the Secretary are reasonably nec-
essary or appropriate to effectuate the pur-
poses of this Act and the Child Nutrition Act 
of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.). 

‘‘(2) EXPECTATIONS FOR USE OF FUNDS.— 
Agreements described in paragraph (1) shall 
include a provision that— 

‘‘(A) supports full use of Federal funds pro-
vided to State agencies for the administra-
tion of programs authorized under this Act 
or the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1771 et seq.); and 

‘‘(B) excludes the Federal funds from State 
budget restrictions or limitations including, 
at a minimum— 

‘‘(i) hiring freezes; 
‘‘(ii) work furloughs; and 
‘‘(iii) travel restrictions.’’. 

SEC. 362. DISQUALIFIED SCHOOLS, INSTITU-
TIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS. 

Section 12 of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1760) (as 
amended by section 206) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(r) DISQUALIFIED SCHOOLS, INSTITUTIONS, 
AND INDIVIDUALS.—Any school, institution, 
service institution, facility, or individual 
that has been terminated from any program 
authorized under this Act or the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.) and is 
on a list of disqualified institutions and indi-
viduals under section 13 or section 17(d)(5)(E) 
of this Act may not be approved to partici-
pate in or administer any program author-
ized under this Act or the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.).’’. 

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS 
Subtitle A—Reauthorization of Expiring 

Provisions 
PART I—RICHARD B. RUSSELL NATIONAL 

SCHOOL LUNCH ACT 
SEC. 401. COMMODITY SUPPORT. 

Section 6(e)(1)(B) of the Richard B. Russell 
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1755(e)(1)(B)) is amended by striking ‘‘Sep-
tember 30, 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘September 
30, 2020’’. 
SEC. 402. FOOD SAFETY AUDITS AND REPORTS BY 

STATES. 
Section 9(h) of the Richard B. Russell Na-

tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(h)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘2006 
through 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘2011 through 
2015’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘2006 
through 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘2011 through 
2015’’. 

SEC. 403. PROCUREMENT TRAINING. 
Section 12(m)(4) of the Richard B. Russell 

National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1760(m)(4)) is amended by striking ‘‘2005 
through 2009’’ and inserting ‘‘2010 through 
2015’’. 
SEC. 404. AUTHORIZATION OF THE SUMMER 

FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM FOR CHIL-
DREN. 

Subsection (r) of section 13 of the Richard 
B. Russell National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1761) (as redesignated by section 
322(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘September 30, 
2009’’ and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2015’’. 
SEC. 405. YEAR-ROUND SERVICES FOR ELIGIBLE 

ENTITIES. 
Subsection (i)(5) of section 18 of the Rich-

ard B. Russell National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1769) (as redesignated by section 
243(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘2005 through 
2010’’ and inserting ‘‘2011 through 2015’’. 
SEC. 406. TRAINING, TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, 

AND FOOD SERVICE MANAGEMENT 
INSTITUTE. 

Section 21(e) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769b– 
1(e)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF AP-
PROPRIATIONS’’ and all that follows through 
the end of paragraph (2)(A) and inserting the 
following: 

‘‘(e) FOOD SERVICE MANAGEMENT INSTI-
TUTE.— 

‘‘(1) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any 

amounts otherwise made available for fiscal 
year 2011, on October 1, 2010, and each Octo-
ber 1 thereafter, out of any funds in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer to 
the Secretary to carry out subsection (a)(2) 
$5,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

‘‘(B) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall be entitled to receive, shall ac-
cept, and shall use to carry out subsection 
(a)(2) the funds transferred under subpara-
graph (A), without further appropriation.’’; 

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and 
(C) as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively, 
and indenting appropriately; 

(3) in paragraph (2) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘subparagraph (A)’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘paragraph (1)’’; and 

(4) in paragraph (3) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘subparagraphs (A) and (B)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘paragraphs (1) and (2)’’. 
SEC. 407. FEDERAL ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT. 

Section 21(g)(1)(A)) of the Richard B. Rus-
sell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1769b–1(g)(1)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in clause(ii), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’ 

(3) and by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iii) on October 1, 2010, and every October 

1 thereafter, $4,000,000.’’. 
SEC. 408. COMPLIANCE AND ACCOUNTABILITY. 

Section 22(d) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769c(d)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘$6,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2004 through 2009’’ and inserting 
‘‘$10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2011 
through 2015’’. 
SEC. 409. INFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE. 

Section 26(d) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769g(d)) 
is amended in the first sentence by striking 
‘‘2005 through 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘2010 
through 2015’’. 

PART II—CHILD NUTRITION ACT OF 1966 
SEC. 421. TECHNOLOGY INFRASTRUCTURE IM-

PROVEMENT. 
Section 7(i)(4) of the Child Nutrition Act of 

1966 (42 U.S.C. 1776(i)(4)) is amended by strik-

ing ‘‘2005 through 2009’’ and inserting ‘‘2010 
through 2015’’. 
SEC. 422. STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES. 

Section 7(j) of the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1776(j)) is amended by striking 
‘‘October 1, 2009’’ and inserting ‘‘October 1, 
2015’’. 
SEC. 423. SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION 

PROGRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, 
AND CHILDREN. 

Section 17(g)(1)(A) of the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(g)(1)(A)) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘each of fiscal years 2004 
through 2009’’ and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal 
years 2010 through 2015’’. 
SEC. 424. FARMERS MARKET NUTRITION PRO-

GRAM. 
Section 17(m)(9) of the Child Nutrition Act 

of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(m)(9)) is amended by 
striking subparagraph (A) and inserting the 
following: 

‘‘(A) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection such sums as are 
necessary for each of fiscal years 2010 
through 2015.’’. 

Subtitle B—Technical Amendments 
SEC. 441. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. 

(a) RICHARD B. RUSSELL NATIONAL SCHOOL 
LUNCH ACT.— 

(1) NUTRITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—Section 
9(f) of the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(f)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(f)’’ and all that follows 
through the end of paragraph (1) and insert-
ing the following: 

‘‘(f) NUTRITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Schools that are partici-

pating in the school lunch program or school 
breakfast program shall serve lunches and 
breakfasts that— 

‘‘(A) are consistent with the goals of the 
most recent Dietary Guidelines for Ameri-
cans published under section 301 of the Na-
tional Nutrition Monitoring and Related Re-
search Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5341); and 

‘‘(B) consider the nutrient needs of chil-
dren who may be at risk for inadequate food 
intake and food insecurity.’’; 

(B) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(C) by redesignating paragraphs (3) 

through (5) as paragraphs (2) through (4), re-
spectively. 

(2) ROUNDING RULES FOR COMPUTATION OF 
ADJUSTMENT.—Section 11(a)(3)(B) of the Rich-
ard B. Russell National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1759a(a)(3)(B)) is amended by striking 
‘‘ROUNDING.—’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘On July’’ in subclause (II) and inserting 
‘‘ROUNDING.—On July’’. 

(3) INFORMATION AND ASSISTANCE CON-
CERNING REIMBURSEMENT OPTIONS.—Section 
11 of the Richard B. Russell National School 
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1759a) is amended by 
striking subsection (f). 

(4) 1995 REGULATIONS TO IMPLEMENT DIETARY 
GUIDELINES.—Section 12 of the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1760) is amended by striking subsection (k). 

(5) SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM FOR 
CHILDREN.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 13 of the Richard 
B. Russell National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1761) is amended by striking the sec-
tion heading and all that follows through the 
end of subsection (a)(1) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 13. SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM FOR 

CHILDREN. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(A) AREA IN WHICH POOR ECONOMIC CONDI-

TIONS EXIST.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), the 

term ‘area in which poor economic condi-
tions exist’, as the term relates to an area in 
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which a program food service site is located, 
means— 

‘‘(I) the attendance area of a school in 
which at least 50 percent of the enrolled chil-
dren have been determined eligible for free 
or reduced price school meals under this Act 
and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1771 et seq.); 

‘‘(II) a geographic area, as defined by the 
Secretary based on the most recent census 
data available, in which at least 50 percent of 
the children residing in that area are eligible 
for free or reduced price school meals under 
this Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 
(42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.); 

‘‘(III) an area— 
‘‘(aa) for which the program food service 

site documents the eligibility of enrolled 
children through the collection of income 
eligibility statements from the families of 
enrolled children or other means; and 

‘‘(bb) at least 50 percent of the children en-
rolled at the program food service site meet 
the income standards for free or reduced 
price school meals under this Act and the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et 
seq.); 

‘‘(IV) a geographic area, as defined by the 
Secretary based on information provided 
from a department of welfare or zoning com-
mission, in which at least 50 percent of the 
children residing in that area are eligible for 
free or reduced price school meals under this 
Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1771 et seq.); or 

‘‘(V) an area for which the program food 
service site demonstrates through other 
means approved by the Secretary that at 
least 50 percent of the children enrolled at 
the program food service site are eligible for 
free or reduced price school meals under this 
Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1771 et seq.). 

‘‘(ii) DURATION OF DETERMINATION.—A de-
termination that an area is an ‘area in which 
poor economic conditions exist’ under clause 
(i) shall be in effect for— 

‘‘(I) in the case of an area described in 
clause (i)(I), 5 years; 

‘‘(II) in the case of an area described in 
clause (i)(II), until more recent census data 
are available; 

‘‘(III) in the case of an area described in 
clause (i)(III), 1 year; and 

‘‘(IV) in the case of an area described in 
subclause (IV) or (V) of clause (i), a period of 
time to be determined by the Secretary, but 
not less than 1 year. 

‘‘(B) CHILDREN.—The term ‘children’ 
means— 

‘‘(i) individuals who are 18 years of age and 
under; and 

‘‘(ii) individuals who are older than 18 
years of age who are— 

‘‘(I) determined by a State educational 
agency or a local public educational agency 
of a State, in accordance with regulations 
promulgated by the Secretary, to have a dis-
ability, and 

‘‘(II) participating in a public or nonprofit 
private school program established for indi-
viduals who have a disability. 

‘‘(C) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ means 
the summer food service program for chil-
dren authorized by this section. 

‘‘(D) SERVICE INSTITUTION.—The term ‘serv-
ice institution’ means a public or private 
nonprofit school food authority, local, mu-
nicipal, or county government, public or pri-
vate nonprofit higher education institution 
participating in the National Youth Sports 
Program, or residential public or private 
nonprofit summer camp, that develops spe-
cial summer or school vacation programs 
providing food service similar to food service 
made available to children during the school 
year under the school lunch program under 
this Act or the school breakfast program 

under the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1771 et seq.). 

‘‘(E) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means— 
‘‘(i) each of the several States of the 

United States; 
‘‘(ii) the District of Columbia; 
‘‘(iii) the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico; 
‘‘(iv) Guam; 
‘‘(v) American Samoa; 
‘‘(vi) the Commonwealth of the Northern 

Mariana Islands; and 
‘‘(vii) the United States Virgin Islands.’’. 
(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 

13(a) of the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1761(a)) is 
amended— 

(i) in paragraph (2)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘(2) To the maximum extent 

feasible,’’ and inserting the following: 
‘‘(2) PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 

carry out a program to assist States, 
through grants-in-aid and other means, to 
initiate and maintain nonprofit summer food 
service programs for children in service in-
stitutions. 

‘‘(B) PREPARATION OF FOOD.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—To the maximum extent 

feasible,’’; and 
(II) by striking ‘‘The Secretary shall’’ and 

inserting the following: 
‘‘(ii) INFORMATION AND TECHNICAL ASSIST-

ANCE.—The Secretary shall’’; 
(ii) in paragraph (3)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘(3) Eligible service institu-

tions’’ and inserting the following: 
‘‘(3) ELIGIBLE SERVICE INSTITUTIONS.—Eligi-

ble service institutions’’; and 
(II) by indenting subparagraphs (A) 

through (D) appropriately; 
(iii) in paragraph (4)— 
(I) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) 

through (D) as clauses (i) through (iv), re-
spectively, and indenting appropriately; 

(II) by striking ‘‘(4) The following’’ and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(4) PRIORITY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The following’’; and 
(III) by striking ‘‘The Secretary and the 

States’’ and inserting the following: 
‘‘(B) RURAL AREAS.—The Secretary and the 

States’’; 
(iv) by striking ‘‘(5) Camps’’ and inserting 

the following: 
‘‘(5) CAMPS.—Camps’’; and 
(v) by striking ‘‘(6) Service institutions’’ 

and inserting the following: 
‘‘(6) GOVERNMENT INSTITUTIONS.—Service 

institutions’’. 
(6) REPORT ON IMPACT OF PROCEDURES TO SE-

CURE STATE SCHOOL INPUT ON COMMODITY SE-
LECTION.—Section 14(d) of the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1762a(d)) is amended by striking the matter 
that follows paragraph (5). 

(7) RURAL AREA DAY CARE HOME PILOT PRO-
GRAM.—Section 17 of the Richard B. Russell 
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766) is 
amended by striking subsection (p). 

(8) CHILD AND ADULT CARE FOOD PROGRAM 
TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Sec-
tion 17(q) of the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(q)) is 
amended by striking paragraph (3). 

(9) PILOT PROJECT FOR PRIVATE NONPROFIT 
STATE AGENCIES.—Section 18 of the Richard 
B. Russell National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1769) is amended by striking sub-
section (a). 

(10) MEAL COUNTING AND APPLICATION PILOT 
PROGRAMS.—Section 18(c) of the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1769(c)) is amended— 

(A) by striking paragraphs (1) and (2); 
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) 

as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively; and 
(C) in paragraph (1) (as so redesignated), by 

striking ‘‘In addition to the pilot projects de-

scribed in this subsection, the Secretary may 
conduct other’’ and inserting ‘‘The Secretary 
may conduct’’. 

(11) MILK FORTIFICATION PILOT.—Section 18 
of the Richard B. Russell National School 
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769) is amended by 
striking subsection (d). 

(12) FREE BREAKFAST PILOT PROJECT.—Sec-
tion 18 of the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769) is amended 
by striking subsection (e). 

(13) SUMMER FOOD SERVICE RESIDENTIAL 
CAMP ELIGIBILITY.—Section 18 of the Richard 
B. Russell National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1769) is amended by striking sub-
section (f). 

(14) ACCOMMODATION OF THE SPECIAL DIE-
TARY NEEDS OF INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABIL-
ITIES.—Section 27 of the Richard B. Russell 
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769h) 
is repealed. 

(b) CHILD NUTRITION ACT OF 1966.— 
(1) STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES MIN-

IMUM LEVELS FOR 2005 THROUGH 2007.—Section 
7(a)(1) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1776(a)(1)) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘Ex-
cept as provided in subparagraph (B), each 
fiscal year’’ and inserting ‘‘Each fiscal 
year’’; 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B); and 
(C) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 

subparagraph (B). 
(2) FRUIT AND VEGETABLE GRANTS UNDER 

THE SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PRO-
GRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN.— 
Section 17(f)(11) of the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(f)(11)) is amended— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (C); and 
(B) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 

subparagraph (C). 
SEC. 442. USE OF UNSPENT FUTURE FUNDS FROM 

THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND RE-
INVESTMENT ACT OF 2009. 

Section 101(a) of division A of the Amer-
ican Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 
(Public Law 111–5; 123 Stat. 120) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting before the 
period at the end ‘‘, if the value of the bene-
fits and block grants would be greater under 
that calculation than in the absence of this 
subsection’’; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(2) TERMINATION.—The authority provided 
by this subsection shall terminate after Oc-
tober 31, 2013.’’. 
SEC. 443. EQUIPMENT ASSISTANCE TECHNICAL 

CORRECTION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, school food authori-
ties that received a grant for equipment as-
sistance under the grant program carried out 
under the heading ‘‘FOOD AND NUTRITION 
SERVICE CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS’’ 
in title I of division A of the American Re-
covery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Public 
Law 111–5; 123 Stat. 119) shall be eligible to 
receive a grant under section 749(j) of the Ag-
riculture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111–80; 
123 Stat. 2134). 

(b) USE OF GRANT.—A school food author-
ity receiving a grant for equipment assist-
ance described in subsection (a) may use the 
grant only to make equipment available to 
schools that did not previously receive 
equipment from a grant under the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Pub-
lic Law 111–5; 123 Stat. 115). 
SEC. 444. BUDGETARY EFFECTS. 

The budgetary effects of this Act, for the 
purpose of complying with the Statutory 
Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall be deter-
mined by reference to the latest statement 
titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of PAYGO Legisla-
tion’’ for this Act, submitted for printing in 
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the Congressional Record by the Chairman of 
the Senate Budget Committee, provided that 
such statement has been submitted prior to 
the vote on passage. 
SEC. 445. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise specifically provided 
in this Act or any of the amendments made 
by this Act, this Act and the amendments 
made by this Act take effect on October 1, 
2010. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1742, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER) and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KLINE) each will control 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, today I rise for our Na-
tion’s children, for the poorest children 
in our country who are hungry and 
malnourished. I rise because children 
need our help. Child nutrition is not a 
political issue. It’s not a partisan issue. 
It’s a question of what’s a moral thing 
to do for our children. It’s about being 
on the right side of history and ensur-
ing a healthy and productive future for 
our country. Our children will make 
and determine our future, and that is 
what is at stake. 

In a country as great as ours, no 
child should go hungry, but, in fact, 
millions of children do go hungry at 
various times throughout the year and 
very often throughout the day. And the 
fact of the matter is we cannot afford 
to let that continue. 

At the same time we are in the mid-
dle of this crisis of food insecurity, it’s 
called, better known as hunger. We 
also face the public problem of obesity. 
And what we understand and what we 
know is that our schools, through the 
school nutrition programs and other 
programs that serve nutritional meals 
to children, are an opportunity to edu-
cate them about eating better, eating 
healthier. This legislation addresses 
those concerns because it provides the 
resources necessary so that we can im-
prove the meal selection for our chil-
dren in the various feeding programs. 

It’s very important for us because it 
also provides for increased trans-
parency of the program, for increased 
efficiency of the program, for increased 
simplicity of the program both for par-
ents who are enrolling their children, 
for school districts who are enrolling 
and accountable for those children and 
for those meals. Those combinations of 
accountability and transparency for 
healthier meals should be a goal and is 
the goal, in fact, of this Congress and 
of this Nation. 

It also provides accountability with-
in the legislation, and it also provides 
the means by which we can assure that 
we will have healthy foods during the 
school day for the children and in other 
educational settings and care settings 
for these children so that we can also 
address the problems of childhood obe-
sity. 

We have had hearings in our com-
mittee where we have had experts from 

various scientific organizations and 
health organizations, that we now have 
very young children presenting with 
adult diseases and illnesses. We spend 
some $140, $150 billion on the excess 
costs of obesity, much of which starts 
with children, with their diet. 

That’s what this legislation is really 
about, is making sure that we can, in 
fact, provide for a healthier school-age 
population, a smarter school-age popu-
lation about the foods that they 
choose, a better meal program for 
them, and increased simplicity and 
transparency and accountability for 
those who administer the program. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in opposition to S. 3307, and I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

The American people have spoken, 
and they continue to speak loud and 
clear. I have been listening, and I know 
what I have been hearing in the Second 
District of Minnesota is being repeated 
from coast to coast: Stop growing gov-
ernment. The people are telling us, 
Stop spending money we do not have. 
It’s a simple request and a sensible one, 
yet it continues to be ignored. 

Today’s vote will be among our final 
acts as we move through the few re-
maining days of the 111th Congress. As 
we cast those votes, we have a choice 
to make. Will we continue spending 
more and increasing the role of govern-
ment in Americans’ lives, or will we 
listen to the people and begin to step 
on the brakes? 

Each of us must make that choice as 
we cast our votes on the bill before us. 
Everyone recognizes the importance of 
extending child nutrition programs, 
but extending these programs does not 
mean expanding them. We could extend 
these programs and improve them with 
no added cost to taxpayers. We could 
listen to our constituents and do right 
by our children. 

In fact, my Republican colleagues 
and I tried to do precisely that, but the 
Democrats on the Rules Committee de-
nied us the opportunity to offer such 
an option on the floor today. Instead, 
this bill spends another $4.5 billion on 
various programs and initiatives and 
creates or expands 17 separate Federal 
programs. It imposes a tax on the mid-
dle class by empowering the U.S. Sec-
retary of Agriculture to require schools 
to increase—that’s right—require 
schools to increase the price they 
charge families for school meals. 

This is a dangerous foray into Fed-
eral price controls, and it’s one of 
many concerns outlined by the Na-
tional Governors Association and lead-
ing school groups. In fact, the school 
leaders who would be responsible for 
implementing these new requirements 
have urged us to vote ‘‘no’’ on S. 3307 
because of its higher cost for local dis-
tricts and its rigid mandates. 

b 1330 
Earlier this month, the American As-

sociation of School Administrators, the 

Council of the Great City Schools, and 
the National School Boards Associa-
tion told us, ‘‘All of the national orga-
nizations representing the Nation’s 
public school districts do not support 
the Senate version of the Child Nutri-
tion reauthorization bill pending be-
fore the House.’’ This is a strong state-
ment that should leave every Member 
questioning the wisdom of imposing 
these added costs and mandates on our 
school systems. 

In fact, the cost of this proposal has 
been a sticking point throughout the 
process. The majority claims this bill 
is paid for. They want us to believe we 
can grow government with no cost or 
consequences. But the American people 
know that’s just not true. More spend-
ing is more spending whether or not 
those dollars are offset elsewhere in 
the massive Federal budget. But one 
offset in this bill is particularly ques-
tionable. 

The truth is, at least some portion of 
the billions the new program costs is 
deficit spending. This money was bor-
rowed from our children and grand-
children in 2009 when it was put in the 
stimulus; that borrowed money is sim-
ply being redirected today. It was bor-
rowed then; it is borrowed now. 

This bill, with its so so-called pay- 
for, is merely a stalling tactic. It ob-
scures government expansion in the 
short term so this bill can become law 
and its spending can become perma-
nent. So here we stand, playing a shell 
game with the Federal budget and hop-
ing the American people do not notice 
that government continues to grow, 
spending continues to expand, and our 
children continue to fall deeper and 
deeper into debt. 

Mr. Speaker, I support extending and 
improving child nutrition programs. I 
believe we can do so in a bipartisan 
way, but that opportunity is lost with 
this bill, and so I must oppose it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 30 seconds. 
First of all, it’s very clear in this legis-
lation that it does not require school 
districts to raise any meal prices. In 
fact, in the best sense of local control, 
it lets school districts decide and de-
termine how they will ensure that 
there’s adequate revenue to support 
the paid meal program. We should not 
have the Federal taxpayers under-
writing the support of meals for those 
who can afford it as is required by the 
law. This bill passed unanimously from 
the United States Senate. It passed 
unanimously because they knew that it 
is paid for. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WOOLSEY), a mem-
ber of the committee. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of S. 3307 which passed, by the 
way, by unanimous consent out of the 
Senate. And I support it because it is 
our responsibility in this wealthy Na-
tion, the United States of America, to 
make certain that all children, regard-
less of family income, have nutritious 
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food so that they will thrive in school 
and in life and because we know that a 
hungry child cannot learn and poor nu-
trition costs our Nation far more over 
time than investing in good nutrition 
now. 

Mr. Speaker, I’m proud to be the au-
thor of two provisions of this bill. One 
will update, for the first time in 30 
years, the nutritional standards for 
foods sold in vending machines, a la 
carte lines and school snack bars. The 
other creates a pilot program for 
schools to offer organic foods. 

We know that child nutrition is at 
the heart of our social safety net and 
the safety of all of our children. And 
these programs have been overwhelm-
ingly successful, and they have been 
cost effective. It’s essential that we re-
authorize them and that the adminis-
tration work with us to fulfill their 
commitment to backfill any food 
stamp funding after 2013. 

I urge all of my colleagues, Mr. 
Speaker, to vote ‘‘yes’’ on S. 3307. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume here to address this issue of a 
floor on school lunch prices that can be 
imposed. I have got a couple of quotes 
here I would like to read. One is from 
the bill and one is from the letter from 
the Governors Association where 
there’s a paragraph that says, ‘‘Feder-
ally mandated paid meal price. The bill 
would establish a Federal mandate for 
every paid meal in every school in the 
country for the first time ever. Gov-
ernors join with the school community 
to strongly oppose this Federal man-
date. The provision will dramatically 
destabilize fair market pricing of 
school meals’’ and so forth. 

And they get that from the language 
of the bill itself. In section 205, it says: 
‘‘Lower price, in general, in the case of 
a school food authority that estab-
lished a price for a paid lunch in the 
previous school year that was less than 
the difference between the total Fed-
eral reimbursement for a free lunch 
and the total Federal reimbursement 
for a paid lunch, the school food au-
thority shall establish an average price 
for a paid lunch that is not less than 
the price charged in the previous 
school year.’’ 

So the Federal Government is com-
ing in and saying, you can’t charge any 
less; you cannot lower the price of your 
paid school lunch unless its meets our 
requirements. It is, in fact, saying that 
you can’t lower the price of food even 
if you would like to do so. It doesn’t 
meet this requirement. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New York, CAROLYN MCCARTHY, 
the subcommittee chair on this. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in support of S. 
3307, the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids 
Act of 2010. I want to also thank Chair-
man MILLER for his leadership on this 
issue. I also want to thank all of our 
staff who have worked so hard on this 

bill. Finally, I would like to thank the 
nutrition and anti-hunger groups who 
have helped raise the awareness of this 
very important issue, including those 
in my district. 

In the Healthy Families and Commu-
nities Subcommittee, which I chair, we 
have worked hard over the last two 
Congresses on how we should address 
many of the important issues through 
child nutrition reauthorization, includ-
ing how we can reduce childhood obe-
sity. I’m proud that this bill contains 
provisions from bills which I have in-
troduced, which will promote nutrition 
and wellness in child care settings and 
support breastfeeding for low-income 
women. 

As a nurse for over 30 years, I have 
seen firsthand the risks and illnesses 
that can result from obesity. Childhood 
obesity, diabetes, and heart disease are 
all on the rise in the United States. 
And one of the best tools we have to 
combat these illnesses is our ability to 
apply wholesome and healthy nutrition 
to children in our schools. Childhood 
obesity is found in all 50 States, in 
both young children and adolescents. It 
affects all social and economic levels. 

There is no silver bullet to solve 
childhood obesity. However, the School 
Breakfast and Lunch programs can 
make a great impact because they may 
provide more than 50 percent of a stu-
dent’s food and nutrient intake on 
school days. 

Given the current harsh financial re-
alities for many families in my district 
and throughout the Nation, schools 
have an increasingly important role to 
play in providing children with nutri-
tious food during their days. We also 
know how critical it is to reach chil-
dren as soon as possible. While the bill 
doesn’t include everything our House- 
passed bill contained, it is a strong, 
commonsense, and hopefully bipartisan 
effort to improve access to healthy 
food to all children. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on this bill. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I am pleased to yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Georgia, Dr. 
BROUN. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I’m a medical doctor, and I have 
spent almost four decades of practicing 
medicine concerned about child nutri-
tion and about the health of my pa-
tients. Doctors do that as family prac-
titioners and pediatricians all over this 
country, all over the world. 

But this act is not about child nutri-
tion. It’s not about healthy kids. It’s 
really about an expansion of the Fed-
eral Government. And it’s an inter-
ference in the school system, so much 
so that the American Association of 
School Administrators, the Council of 
Great City Schools, and the National 
School Boards Association all oppose 
this act. 

This is not about child nutrition. 
This is about more government con-
trol. This is not about healthy chil-

dren. It’s about borrowing more money 
and putting our children in greater 
debt. It’s not about creating a better 
environment for children in the 
schools. It’s about more and more con-
trol from Washington, DC. 

And we have just got to stop that. 
The American people are acting very 
strongly against the agenda that this 
Congress and this President has shown 
them in the last 2 years. We saw that 
on November 2. 

b 1340 
We have got to stop the spending. 

This is a $4.5 billion bill, and the pay- 
for that our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle have put into place is 
a farce. It’s a lie, and it is borrowing 
more from our children. This kind of 
idiocy has to stop. It includes a lot of 
Federal mandates. It is going to be ex-
tremely costly. 

And it does things such as create new 
programs like an organic food plot. 
Now, I eat organic food. I like the taste 
of free range chicken and free range 
beef and organic foods, but we don’t 
need the Federal Government to pro-
mote this kind of stuff. It’s crazy. 

It also spends taxpayer dollars to fed-
eralize nutrition standards. I am one 
who believes in proper nutrition. I have 
talked to my patients for years and 
years about proper nutrition, eating 
properly, taking care of their diabetes 
and their hypertension and their 
hyperlipidemias and things like that 
through nutritional means above even 
prescribing medication. But the Fed-
eral Government has no business set-
ting nutritional standards and telling 
families what they should and 
shouldn’t eat. 

This bill contains a lot of hidden 
costs, hidden costs that are going to 
wind up being billions of dollars of 
more Federal spending. And it contains 
mandates on the States. 

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

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. I yield the 
gentleman an additional minute. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. It does give 
extra mandates on the States, and the 
States are already overburdened and 
suffering financially. 

Republicans have an alternative to 
support child nutrition without grow-
ing government, but we are not able to 
bring those things to the floor. Hope-
fully in the next Congress, we will be 
able to. We are extremely concerned 
about the nutrition of our children, 
and of adults. I, as a physician, have 
been spending most of my adult life 
talking about nutrition and health, but 
this bill is not that. This bill is a nutri-
tion bill for a bigger government, 
greater spending, and it must stop. I 
encourage my colleagues to vote 
against this bill. It is disastrous. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
Speaker of the House, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. PELOSI). 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman, and I thank Congress-
woman MCCARTHY, Chairwoman 
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DELAURO, Congressman JIM MCGOV-
ERN, all for their leadership in bringing 
this important legislation to the floor 
today. I especially want to acknowl-
edge the exceptional leadership of First 
Lady Michelle Obama for recognizing a 
tremendous need in our country for 
proper nutrition for our children, chil-
dren who have issues of having the 
proper nutrition, having issues about 
being susceptible to diabetes. So many 
members of our caucus in this Congress 
have participated in this legislation, in 
this House, Congresswoman BARBARA 
LEE, the chair of the Congressional 
Black Caucus, as have other Members; 
Leader HOYER. We all come together 
with a shared value, and we come to-
gether proudly to support a bill that 
passed unanimously, with bipartisan 
support, passed unanimously in the 
United States Senate. I congratulate 
the Senate for the action that they 
took to give us an opportunity to be 
here today. 

When I became Speaker, my first ac-
tion was to gavel the House to order on 
behalf of all of America’s children. I 
feel very proud that toward the end of 
this Congress, I have an opportunity to 
come to speak for those children as 
well. I come as a mother and as a 
grandmother. I come as one whose chil-
dren and grandchildren every day pray 
for the one in five children in America 
who lives in poverty. Many of those 
children go to sleep hungry at night. 
How could that be in this, the greatest 
country in the world. 

This Congress, the United States 
Senate in a bipartisan way, the First 
Lady and the President of the United 
States have decided to take action 
upon the tremendous need our children 
have. We all know that this legislation 
is important for moral reasons. It is 
also a competitiveness issue for our 
country. It is important for children to 
learn in order for us to compete inter-
nationally. They can’t learn if they are 
not eating, if they don’t have the prop-
er nutrition. So it is not just about 
what it means to the children, al-
though that is foremost. It is what it 
means to our country, our community, 
to our economy. 

It is a national security issue as well. 
Just a little bit of history that many of 
you are familiar with, but I will recall, 
in order to create the strongest pos-
sible military, we must address obesity 
among America’s children. A little his-
tory, the National School Lunch Act 
was made law in 1946 as a response to 
the alarming number of Americans who 
were rejected from World War II mili-
tary service because of diet-related 
health problems. That is how we got 
food stamps and many of the food ini-
tiatives in our country. More than 60 
years later, America faces the same 
problem: 27 percent of young Ameri-
cans are unable to serve in the military 
because they are overweight. That is 
why Mission Readiness, an organiza-
tion of more than 150 retired military 
leaders, is urging Congress to pass this 
bill. 

The faith-based community supports 
it. The children’s organizations support 
it. Those who are concerned about nu-
trition and feeding our children sup-
port it. The military supports this leg-
islation. It will strengthen our com-
petitiveness, it will improve our mili-
tary readiness, and it will honor our 
commitment to our children. And it 
does so in a fiscally responsible way, 
improving the efficiency and the effec-
tiveness of Federal child nutrition ini-
tiatives and ultimately saving the tax-
payer money. 

The United States of America spends 
$147 billion each year in excess medical 
costs treating obesity-related diseases. 
Indeed, we cannot afford not to address 
this problem. We must address this 
problem. Again, I commend my col-
leagues for their leadership over the 
years. I know that Congressman 
GEORGE MILLER, now chairman of the 
Education and Labor Committee, but 
way back when, before he came to Con-
gress, decades ago as a staffer in Sac-
ramento, California, worked on child 
nutrition issues. So he brings a long 
history and great commitment in mak-
ing a tremendous difference for chil-
dren and their health. 

Again, let us address this moral 
issue, this competitiveness issue, this 
national security issue. Let us join the 
United States Senate in passing this 
legislation with strong bipartisan sup-
port for all of America’s children. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS). 

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, the 
Senate unanimously passed this bill. 
Unanimously. I think I understand 
why, because they understood what I 
hope we understand today is the choice 
that is in front of the country. You can 
understand that choice by thinking 
about where two Americans are at this 
moment. 

One of them is a second grader who 
just went through her paces and classes 
for the morning. It’s now time for 
lunch. This bill says no matter how 
much money her mother and father 
make, she is going to get a nutritious, 
wholesome meal to fuel her for the rest 
of the day. And, yes, that is going to 
cost $4 billion, which is offset by cuts 
in other areas of the budget. 

The second American is the leader of 
a huge hedge fund on Wall Street. He is 
on his way to lunch at the priciest res-
taurant in Manhattan, maybe a $200 or 
$300 lunch. One of the other issues be-
fore the Congress this week is whether 
he should get a tax cut that over the 
years will cost a dollar for every penny 
that this bill costs. These are the two 
Americans whose considerations are 
before the House today. 

b 1350 
I don’t begrudge the hedge fund man-

ager for the wealth he’s accumulated, 

the jobs he’s created. I don’t think we 
should borrow money from the Chinese 
to lower his taxes; but I think, as the 
unanimous consent of the Senate 
thought, that that second grader 
should get a wholesome, healthy school 
lunch, and we should vote ‘‘yes.’’ 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I continue to reserve. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
I yield 1 minute to the majority leader, 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER). 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the chairman 
for yielding. I want to congratulate the 
chairman, as the Speaker did, for a 
lifetime of dedication to children, to 
education, and to health care. He has 
been a giant in all three of those ac-
tivities and, in fact, understands the 
relationship between all those activi-
ties. 

I also want to thank the ranking 
member for his work. I know that he’s 
not for this bill, so we have a difference 
there; but I do not believe, as the pre-
vious speaker said on his side of the 
aisle, that he’s not also for making 
sure that children have the proper nu-
trition and grow up healthy. We have a 
different perspective on how to get 
there. 

The Centers for Disease Control tell 
us that over the past three decades 
childhood obesity rates have tripled. 
Nearly one out of every five American 
children between the ages of 6 and 19 is 
obese. That is a national crisis. That is 
a national security crisis. That is a cri-
sis that we owe morally, ethically, fis-
cally, and as a national policy to ad-
dress. That doesn’t just mean a life-
time of health problems for those chil-
dren. It means a public health crisis 
that we all pay for. 

One of my favorite phrases is, Life is 
a series of alternatives, series of 
choices, but they’re not free choices. 
Ted Agnew was elected Governor of the 
State of Maryland at the same time I 
was elected to the Maryland State Sen-
ate, and he gave a speech on the east 
front of the capitol of our State in An-
napolis. One of the phrases in that 
speech has stuck with me since Janu-
ary of 1967. He said, The cost of failure 
far exceeds the price of progress. I want 
you to think about that: the cost of 
failure far exceeds the cost of progress. 

The cost of unhealthy children is far 
greater than keeping those children 
healthy, to facilitating their not only 
nutritional but health needs. We pay 
for the failure to do so in the billions of 
dollars in health care costs each year, 
and we even pay for it in military read-
iness, with at least 9 million young 
adults, think about it, 9 million young 
adults in America who are too over-
weight to serve in our Armed Forces, 
nine million, according to a coalition 
of retired senior military leaders. 

So, again, a health issue but a na-
tional security issue as well. 

We can’t reverse the obesity epi-
demic or solve child hunger overnight. 
We recognize that. But we can take an 
important step towards getting our 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:05 Jun 10, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00044 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD10\RECFILES\H01DE0.REC H01DE0bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7803 December 1, 2010 
children healthier food by passing this 
particular piece of legislation. 

And as has been pointed out time 
after time, this bill was passed unani-
mously in the other body. That means 
that this is not a partisan bill. This is 
not a bill on which there was great dis-
agreement, and we know in the United 
States Senate there are people who are 
very concerned about the budget def-
icit, very concerned about growth of 
government, very concerned about 
many of the things that were expressed 
on this floor. They unanimously said 
this is a priority for our country and 
we’re going to pass it. 

This legislation takes important 
steps to increase access to school meal 
programs, improve the standards of the 
food provided and sold to our children, 
and strengthen accountability to 
produce healthier results for our chil-
dren. 

Among the bill’s most important pro-
visions, it increases reimbursements 
for school meal programs so that the 
food offered can meet today’s health 
standards, not outdated standards. 
We’ve learned a lot in the last 15 to 20 
years. We understand better what cre-
ates healthy children, is helpful or is 
not, food that may taste good but leads 
to obesity. 

Now, we all have the opportunity to 
purchase that. I’m a big McDonald’s 
eater myself. I understand that luckily 
whatever metabolism I have seems to 
work with respect to my ingesting all 
of those McDonald’s hamburgers and 
french fries. I love them and I don’t 
want to be told I can’t have them. But 
I do know this: I have a great-grand-
daughter who’s 4 years of age. She’s 
going to be in school pretty soon. I 
want to make sure the food she gets in 
school, whether she buys it or it’s pro-
vided for her because she can’t afford 
it—luckily our family will be able to 
afford it—is food that will enhance her 
health, her well-being, her growth, her 
intellectual abilities because she will 
feel well. 

This is a critically important piece of 
legislation that so many Members of 
the Senate and the House have worked 
so hard on. The bill also helps schools 
create and expand breakfast programs 
because nutritious breakfasts have 
been shown to correlate strongly with 
improved academic outcomes. 

George Bush I was a big proponent of 
Head Start. One of the reasons he was 
a big supporter of Head Start is be-
cause he thought it worked. He 
thought it worked to make sure that 
young people have opportunities. One 
of those, of course, is having a break-
fast so that when they’re in a class-
room they’re not agonized about hun-
ger. They’re focused on learning. 

When families face food insecurity 
and when schools do too little to pick 
up the slack, we are condemning chil-
dren to higher chances of poor perform-
ance in school and poor health 
throughout life. This bill will also pro-
vide grants and outreach to increase 
participation in summer food service 

programs so that children can eat 
healthier food year-round. 

I learned about the importance of 
those programs firsthand. I’m sure 
many of you have done the same on 
both sides of the aisle. You have visited 
programs in your communities that 
provide children with healthy meals. I 
was in La Plata, Maryland, a few 
months ago, and I saw the direct ben-
efit to those children of the program 
that was available to them there. 

Finally, this bill would continue 
school districts’ role in creating local 
nutrition and physical activity pro-
grams, but it will also ensure follow-up 
to see these programs are implemented 
and that they meet their goals. 

The health of our children has a dis-
tinct and direct impact on all of us, 
and all of us care about that. It’s not a 
partisan issue. Every Republican, every 
Democrat cares about the health of our 
children. But caring is not enough. We 
need to act as well. Saying that we 
care, as the Bible tells, faith without 
works is dead. It’s nice to say you have 
faith, but if you don’t follow that with 
action, that’s somewhat empty. 

This is an opportunity to act. This is 
an opportunity to not only say that we 
care about children and their health 
and their nutrition and their welfare 
but it is an opportunity to act and 
make it so. Let us do that. 

I congratulate all of those who have 
worked so hard to bring this bill to the 
floor, and I urge its adoption. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I am pleased to yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from east Tennessee, 
Dr. ROE. 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to this legislation. 

You will be hard pressed to find 
many Members on either side of the 
aisle who oppose childhood nutrition 
programs. No child, no child, should 
have to go hungry. That’s something 
all of us agree on. 

This bill, however, represents every-
thing that’s wrong with Congress right 
now. First, we’ve done virtually no 
committee consideration of this legis-
lation. Of other legislation, yes, but 
not this legislation we are going to 
vote on today. The Education and 
Labor Committee marked up an en-
tirely different bill. Many Republicans 
offered amendments in committee; and 
like so many other bills in NANCY 
PELOSI’s Congress, no amendments 
were permitted on the floor today, 
none. 

Second, this bill spends even more. 
What the American people have been 
saying all year to us is to stop spend-
ing money we don’t have. They want us 
to look for savings within existing pro-
grams. If there are worthy improve-
ments to be made, we can use those 
savings to make these programs better, 
but you can’t get out of a ditch if you 
keep digging yourself deeper into it, 
and our fiscal situation is the Grand 
Canyon of all ditches. 

b 1400 
Now, I’m sure we’re going to hear all 

about how this spending is ‘‘paid for’’ 

with spending cuts. While that’s an im-
provement over paying for bills with 
tax increases, the fact is many on the 
other side of the aisle and a host of 
groups are already insisting that the 
cuts be made here today to the food 
stamp program, or SNAP, as it’s now 
called, will be restored. How dishonest 
is it to say a bill is paid for with spend-
ing cuts that we have no intention of 
keeping in place? 

If we defeat this legislation today, we 
can come back and start considering 
each new program today on its own 
merits. There may be some improve-
ments to the program which I would 
vote for—and I’m sure there are—and I 
would be happy to work with col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle on 
this program after we have had a 
chance to carefully review it; but until 
then, let’s keep the existing program in 
place. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to a 
member of the committee, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT). 

Mr. HOLT. I thank the chairman. 
Mr. Speaker, this important bill will 

increase the number of children en-
rolled in school meals programs, and it 
will provide more meals for at-risk 
children nationwide; it will improve 
the quality of school meals; it removes 
junk food from the schools; it provides 
nutrition and wellness for the students, 
and it increases the reimbursement 
rate for schools. This is too important 
to delay another day. 

I want to thank Chairman MILLER for 
including in the bill language that I 
wrote on Farm to School improve-
ments, which will provide tens of mil-
lions of dollars in mandatory funding 
for fresh vegetables. 

Now, since I come from New Jersey, 
it may not be a surprise that I support 
bringing Jersey tomatoes and sweet 
corn into the schools, but this has real 
nutritional benefits and educational 
benefits as well as improving the eco-
nomics of local farmers. Of course, it 
will also help, as we’ve heard, fight 
childhood obesity. 

It is important to point out—and I 
must emphasize this to my colleague 
who just spoke—that this is paid for 
fully by cuts in other programs, and I 
pledge to restore any funds borrowed 
from future years of food stamp fund-
ing to cover this. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of the 
Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010 (S. 
3307), which will reauthorize important child 
nutrition programs and raise the nutritional 
standards for food served to our school chil-
dren in a variety of ways. 

The number of obese children in the United 
States has tripled in the last 30 years. The 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
(CDC) found that as of 2008 almost 32 per-
cent of our children were either overweight or 
obese. Obesity leaves children at risk of de-
veloping adult diseases such as hypertension 
and Type–2 diabetes, and at increased risk of 
developing heart disease and suffering from 
strokes and cancer. A study by Mission: Read-
iness, an organization of retired senior military 
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leaders, found that more than 9 million young 
adults are too overweight to join the Armed 
Services. 

In a strange paradox, while childhood obe-
sity has reached epidemic levels in the United 
States, so too has childhood hunger. As of 
2008, more than 49 million people in the 
United States were living in food insecure 
households, and more than 16 million of those 
were children. That’s more than 22 percent of 
all children living in America. Making matters 
worse, more than 17 million people were living 
in households that were considered to have 
‘‘very low food security,’’ a USDA term mean-
ing one or more people in the household were 
hungry over the course of the year because of 
the inability to afford enough food. In 2008, 
the number of people suffering from ‘‘very low 
food security’’ was double the number in that 
category in 2000. 

We are long overdue in taking decisive ac-
tion to combat these problems, and I am 
pleased that we are taking an important step 
today. The Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act in-
cludes many provisions to combat childhood 
hunger. The bill increases the number of chil-
dren funded in the school meal program by 
using existing data to directly certify eligible 
children. In addition, it provides funds to states 
to establish and expand school breakfast pro-
grams in communities with high levels of chil-
dren living in poverty. It would also expand the 
availability of summer food service programs 
so more children have access to nutritious 
meals year round. To help reduce hunger out-
side of school, the bill would allow Child and 
Adult Care Food Program providers nation-
wide to be reimbursed for providing a meal to 
at-risk children after school. Altogether, the 
hunger-prevention provisions in the bill would 
provide more than 21 million additional meals 
to at-risk children. 

The legislation would also combat obesity 
by making the food served at school healthier 
and more nutritious. It requires that all food 
served at school meet updated standards that 
reflect recommendations made by the Food 
and Nutrition Board of the National Academy 
of Sciences National Research Council, This 
will finally remove junk food from schools and 
ensure that the only meal some children get 
each day is nutritious. Further, the legislation 
increases the reimbursement rate for schools 
that comply with these new nutrition stand-
ards. This represents the first increase in reim-
bursement rates in 30 years. The bill also re-
quires schools participating in the school lunch 
program to offer drinking water in the location 
where meals are served, while they are being 
served, and to establish school wellness poli-
cies. 

I am particularly pleased that my legislation, 
the Farm to School Improvements Act, is in-
cluded in the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act. 
The farm to school provisions in the bill estab-
lish a program through which schools, agricul-
tural producers, nonprofit organizations, agen-
cies and Indian Tribes can obtain competitive 
matching grants to increase the use of locally- 
supplied foods in schools participating in the 
school lunch or breakfast programs. Priority in 
awarding the grants goes to projects that, 
among other things, make local food products 
available on the school menu, serve a high 
proportion of children who are eligible for free 
or reduced price lunches, and incorporate ex-
periential nutrition education activities such as 
farming and growing school gardens in cur-

riculum planning. The bill provides $40 million 
in mandatory finding over 8 years to support 
farm to school programs. 

When he testified in July at the hearing on 
this legislation in the House Committee on 
Education and Labor, U.S. Secretary of Agri-
culture Tom Vilsack said that we cannot 
‘‘delay the connection between the farm and 
school.’’ It is a crucial link between children 
and their food supply. Similarly, Beth Feehan, 
Director of the New Jersey Farm to School 
Network said ‘‘[w]e can’t be penny wise and a 
pound foolish with this one. What we feed chil-
dren will determine their health as adults— 
how well they learn and perform in all areas 
of their lives. . . . When our military states that 
[it] cannot command enough recruits due to 
the increase in obesity in the eligible popu-
lation who can serve, it is time to take a seri-
ous look at what we are feeding children and 
make improvements now.’’ I am pleased that 
we are doing that today. 

In these challenging fiscal times, every dol-
lar we spend must not only meet immediate 
needs but also make lasting improvements for 
the future. Because school food programs cur-
rently provide more than half of the daily nutri-
tion for many children, it is vital that these 
meals be healthy ones. Farm to school pro-
grams increase the availability of fresh fruits 
and vegetables to improve our children’s daily 
nutrition and can lead to permanent improve-
ments in their diets and eating habits. 

Farm to School programs also benefit small- 
and mid-sized agricultural producers by pro-
viding access to consistent markets, making 
them a great stimulus for the local economy. 
Currently, 10,000 farm to school programs 
exist, but there are 94,000 public and nonprofit 
private schools operating school lunch pro-
grams that could offer one. 

I would like to take a moment to thank 
Megan Lott of the Community Food Security 
Coalition, Beth Feehan, the Director of the 
New Jersey Farm to School Network, and 
Gabrielle Serra of the House Committee on 
Education and Labor for helping to make this 
program a reality. 

I was delighted when the House recognized 
the critical importance of farm-to-school pro-
grams by passing my House Resolution 1655 
in November, to establish October as National 
Farm to School Month. Today, I am pleased to 
support the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act, 
and I urge my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, may I inquire as to the time re-
maining on both sides. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There 
are 181⁄2 minutes remaining on both 
sides. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
I yield 1 minute to a member of the 
committee, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. LOEBSACK). 

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

Mr. LOEBSACK. I want to thank 
Chairman MILLER and staff for working 
to move the reauthorization of this bill 
forward. 

Mr. Speaker, this really is a historic 
bill; and while not perfect, it is none-
theless a vast improvement over the 
status quo. As was mentioned already a 

number of times, it passed unani-
mously in the Senate. 

I am pleased that this legislation in-
cludes provisions from legislation that 
I introduced to ensure that over 110,000 
more children receive school meals and 
are automatically enrolled for those 
meals, saving parents and schools time 
and money and cutting red tape, while 
also ensuring that our Nation’s chil-
dren are, in fact, getting adequate nu-
trition. 

It also includes provisions that will 
improve the quality and healthfulness 
of school food products and processing, 
and it will give schools a new option to 
provide universal free meals. 

This bill also makes a strong com-
mitment to healthy foods through the 
Farm to School program, as was just 
mentioned, and it provides the first in-
crease in the meal reimbursement rate 
in over 30 years. 

I urge support for this legislation, 
not only for our children’s current 
health, but for their future health as 
adults as well. I urge the passage of 
this legislation. 

I want to first thank Chairman MILLER and 
Chairwoman LINCOLN and their staff for work-
ing to pass this bill and moving child nutrition 
reauthorization forward. This is a historic bill, 
and while not perfect, is a vast improvement 
over the status quo. 

I am pleased that a number of provisions 
from legislation I introduced are included in 
this legislation. I was happy to introduce in the 
House, along with Chairwoman LINCOLN in the 
Senate, the Healthy Food for Healthy Schools 
Act, which is included in this bill. 

I am also pleased that this bill includes a 
number of provisions from the Hunger Free 
Schools Act I introduced in the House and 
Senator BROWN introduced in the Senate. 

The primary goals of the Hunger Free 
Schools Act are to increase access to the 
school meals programs, enhance children’s 
learning, support a robust farm and food econ-
omy, and also lessen the administrative cost 
and burden on our schools. 

Even in this day and age, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA) reported that in 
2009, over 450,000 families with children had 
one or more children who did not get enough 
to eat. In my eyes, this is simply unacceptable 
in the wealthiest and most advanced nation on 
earth. 

I truly believe this legislation takes major 
steps to address these issues in the place 
where our children learn and grow. In order to 
prepare our children to compete in an increas-
ingly global economy, we must make child-
hood nutrition a priority. By automatically en-
rolling low-income children for free school 
meals to ensure that no hungry child misses 
out on critical nutrition, we are taking impor-
tant steps to address these issues. 

That is also why, in the Hunger Free School 
Act, we included provisions to make it easier 
for high-poverty schools to offer free meals to 
all students through community eligibility and 
to make it easier for low-income students to 
get free meals no matter where they attend 
school. 

The legislation before us today includes a 
number of these provisions from the Hunger 
Free Schools Act. I would like to share some 
specifics about what S. 3307 will do with re-
spect to community eligibility and automatic 
enrollment. 
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This legislation includes new options de-

signed to make it much easier for high-poverty 
schools and districts to focus their efforts on 
educating children rather than administrative 
burdens and paperwork. The new options, 
which are known as community eligibility op-
tions, draw on reliable data to replace paper 
applications, significantly reducing administra-
tive hassles and even costs for families and 
for schools. 

Schools that participate in community eligi-
bility options would serve all meals free of 
charge to students in exchange for the sim-
plifications of not having to process applica-
tions or track eligibility in the cafeteria. We 
have to make sure, however, that we don’t re-
place one bureaucratic process that plagues 
schools with another process of complicated 
formulas and reimbursement rates. 

The community eligibility provision included 
in this bill is targeted at the poorest schools in 
America. The goal is that these schools are 
able to serve all kids free meals so that no 
low-income child feels a stigma for needing 
these meals, they all get the meals they need 
to learn, and we help streamline the operation 
of the meal program. 

This should allow schools to spend time on 
teaching and improving school meals rather 
than paperwork. While implementing the com-
munity eligibility portion of this legislation after 
it is signed into law, USDA should work to 
make it as easy as possible for schools to par-
ticipate and should avoid unnecessary barriers 
or complexities. We need to focus on the goal 
of getting high-poverty schools to participate to 
make progress on reducing hunger. 

Another important provision included in S. 
3307 I was happy to work on is an expansion 
of automatic enrollment and direct certification. 
The Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization 
Act of 2004 phased in a requirement that 
schools automatically enroll children in house-
holds receiving benefits through the Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, 
formerly the Food Stamp Program) for free 
school meals so that families that have al-
ready sought help and provided detailed infor-
mation will not have to go through a duplica-
tive application process, thereby saving school 
districts time and money. 

Obviously the goal was to have every 
school district automatically enrolling every 
one of those children. For a number of rea-
sons, states miss nearly three in ten children 
who could benefit from automatic enrollment 
and some states miss half the children who 
could benefit. While we have not yet achieved 
the goal of automatically enrolling every child, 
schools have made good progress and this 
legislation will put in place incentives for fur-
ther progress. 

S. 3307 will put in place performance stand-
ards beginning with reaching 80 percent of 
children eligible for automatic enrollment 
based on SNAP data and increasing to 95 
percent. States that have trouble meeting this 
standard will develop improvement plans and 
states that perform especially well or show 
dramatic improvement will receive perform-
ance bonuses. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice (CBO) estimates that an average of 4,500 
low-income children will receive free school 
meals for the first time as a result of these 
changes. 

While not as strong as provisions I included 
in the Hunger Free Schools Act, S. 3307 will 
importantly launch a demonstration project to 

expand direct certification through the use of 
Medicaid data for automatic enrollment for free 
school meals. Due to the funding situation we 
are faced with, the demonstration project fo-
cuses on the use of Medicaid data by selected 
school districts around the country. CBO esti-
mates that 115,000 children each year will re-
ceive free school meals for the first time as a 
result of this demonstration project and many 
more who are already receiving free meals will 
be automatically enrolled for the first time by 
using the new Medicaid data. 

Unfortunately, as I mentioned, due to fund-
ing constraints, there are millions more chil-
dren who are eligible for free school meals 
and receive Medicaid, but who will not benefit 
from this expansion of direct certification. For-
tunately, the USDA can do a great deal to 
reach them within the Department. I urge 
USDA to use its standing authority to conduct 
additional demonstration projects to explore 
the use of Medicaid data to enroll low-income 
children for free school meals. 

Granted, the use of Medicaid data for direct 
certification is more complicated than SNAP 
data because states may set income limits for 
children receiving Medicaid that are higher 
than the income limits that apply to free meals 
offered through the school meals programs. 
To take Department-level steps to remedy this 
situation, USDA could study an array of dif-
ferent approaches to using Medicaid data for 
school meals enrollment, including statewide 
approaches. 

Alongside my enthusiasm for these provi-
sions, however, is concern that this bill is part-
ly funded by reducing future SNAP benefits 
that were increased above normal levels as a 
result of the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act. As we all know, SNAP benefits 
stave off hunger for millions of low-income 
families, including many of the same families 
and children we try to help through the child 
nutrition programs. 

I am pleased the Administration has stated 
their intention to work toward the restoration of 
this SNAP funding in the future and their in-
tention to take additional steps to make im-
provements on a Department-level to the child 
nutrition programs. I hope USDA will look at 
provisions in the Hunger Free Schools Act for 
some ideas on potential improvements. 

Despite the issue with SNAP benefits, this 
bill provides numerous benefits for children 
and schools and is truly a historic commitment 
to child nutrition. The bill also makes a strong 
commitment to healthy foods through the 
Farm to School program and provides the first 
increase in the meal reimbursement rate in 
over 30 years. The provisions of the Hunger 
Free Schools Act that are included will make 
important strides to modernize the school 
meals program and make it easier for low-in-
come children to get the school meals they 
need, while providing a base upon which 
USDA may build. 

By the time we begin work on the next child 
nutrition reauthorization, I hope these provi-
sions I have discussed will have ensured that 
schools sewing low-income children are pro-
viding free meals to all students using commu-
nity eligibility options, every student in a 
household receiving SNAP benefits are auto-
matically enrolled for free school meals, and 
thousands more children are directly certified 
through Medicaid data. 

Most importantly, I hope children will be 
healthier, will have a better learning environ-

ment, and that our child nutrition programs will 
be fulfilling our commitment to ending child-
hood hunger. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. I continue 
to reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
I yield 1 minute to a member of the 
committee, the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. CHU). 

Ms. CHU. How could the wealthiest 
country in the world have a situation 
where 22 percent of its children are 
hungry? Children like Michael, a 
fourth-grader. His mom works two 
jobs, and it’s hard for her to cook, so 
Michael stuffs three sandwiches in his 
backpack during lunch, making the 
school lunch program his only guaran-
teed meal. 

This bill will make it easier for more 
children like him to have at least one 
healthy meal a day. Kids who are fed 
aren’t just healthier; they succeed. 
Children who eat breakfast at school 
do better on standardized tests than 
those who skip it or eat at home. 

But that’s not all. We heard some 
school districts are balancing their 
budgets by using school lunch dollars 
for other purposes. So I introduced a 
bill to ensure Federal nutrition money 
actually goes toward feeding our needy 
children—it is included here—ensuring 
that our tax dollars go where they are 
supposed to. 

This bill was unanimously passed in 
the Senate and is fully paid for. Let’s 
pass this bill, and let’s ensure that our 
kids are fed. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself 2 minutes just 
to address an issue that we have talked 
about a number of times. 

Both sides have referred to organiza-
tions that support or oppose this legis-
lation. For a moment, I just want to go 
to a letter that has been referred to 
from the American Association of 
School Administrators, the Council of 
the Great City Schools, and the Na-
tional School Boards Association. They 
represent the State and local officials 
who actually have to implement this 
law that we are preparing to pass here 
in Congress. There are just a couple of 
excerpts from the letter which I will 
quote: 

‘‘The bill adds multiple new require-
ments while failing to reimburse these 
additional costs.’’ 

‘‘School districts continue to finan-
cially subsidize the Federal meals pro-
gram at the expense of our primary re-
sponsibility, our students’ educational 
program.’’ 

‘‘The numerous new requirements in 
S. 3307 will exacerbate these oper-
ational concerns and drive school dis-
tricts’ budgets further in the hole. No-
tably, none of the interest groups or 
celebrities promoting this bill bear the 
governmental and legal responsibility 
of school district officials to deliver 
services with an annual balanced budg-
et,’’ and so forth. 

This bill will drive up costs and com-
plexities for school districts, and that 
is not the direction in which we should 
be going. 
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AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL 

ADMINISTRATORS; COUNCIL OF THE 
GREAT CITY SCHOOLS; NATIONAL 
SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATION, 

NOVEMBER 15, 2010. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: All of the national 
organizations representing the nation’s pub-
lic school districts do not support the Senate 
version of the Child Nutrition reauthoriza-
tion bill (S. 3307) pending before the House. 
The bill does not provide sufficient resources 
to cover the local cost of providing the fed-
eral free and reduced-priced lunches and 
breakfasts. Moreover, the bill adds multiple 
new requirements while failing to reimburse 
these additional costs. The Senate bill is ac-
tually less supportable than the House 
version of the child nutrition bill. As a re-
sult, the nation’s school administrators, 
school boards, and big city school districts 
recommend passing a simple extension of 
current law. 

School districts recognize the importance 
of providing healthy meals and snack op-
tions for school children, and support updat-
ing the nutritional standards for the Na-
tional School Lunch and Breakfast Pro-
grams. But, school districts continue to fi-
nancially subsidize the federal meals pro-
gram at the expense of our primary responsi-
bility, our students’ educational program. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture studies 
document that school districts’ cost of pro-
viding free lunches exceeds the federal reim-
bursement by over thirty cents per meal, or 
an annual cost of $54,000 for school districts 
serving 1,000 students daily—the equivalent 
cost of retaining a teacher. In high cost 
areas, the un-reimbursed cost can be signifi-
cantly more. The numerous new require-
ments in S. 3307 will exacerbate these oper-
ational concerns, and drive school districts’ 
budgets further in the hole. Notably, none of 
the interest groups or celebrities promoting 
this bill bears the governmental and legal re-
sponsibility of school district officials to de-
liver services with an annual balanced budg-
et. 

School districts simply request that Con-
gress pay for the costs of the federal free and 
reduced priced school meals, and refrain 
from imposing new federal requirements par-
ticularly in this economic environment. 
Much attention has been directed to the use 
of food stamp funds (SNAP) to pay for or off-
set the cost of the Senate’s Child Nutrition 
bill. Unfortunately, little attention has been 
focused on the drain of local school district 
funds to pay for or offset the continuing un- 
funded costs of the federal free and reduced- 
priced school meals. We, therefore, rec-
ommend a ‘‘no’’ vote on S. 3307 and passage 
of a simple extension of the current pro-
grams. 

Sincerely, 
NOELLE ELLERSON, 

American Association 
of School Adminis-
trators. 

JEFF SIMERING, 
Council of the Great 

City Schools. 
LUCY GETTMAN, 

National School 
Boards Association. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. FARR). 

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

Mr. FARR. Madam Speaker, I would 
like to, first of all, praise the grand-

mother leadership of Speaker PELOSI 
and the leader of the committee, 
GEORGE MILLER. There are no two leg-
islators in the history of the United 
States Congress who have done more 
for children than NANCY PELOSI and 
GEORGE MILLER, and I am really proud 
to come down and support the bill that 
they are supporting. 

Look, the largest cost to the United 
States Government is health care. It’s 
a no-brainer that, if you want to cut 
the costs of government, you have got 
to invest in wellness. The biggest in-
vestment in wellness is children. We 
can’t just be concerned with what we 
are putting in their minds without 
being equally concerned with what we 
are putting in their stomachs. You 
can’t grow a healthy America without 
nutrition, and we have paid little at-
tention to it. 

This bill is the start—it is the begin-
ning—of better wellness in America 
and of healthier kids with healthier 
minds so that we can grow to be a com-
petitive country and a healthy country 
and can bring down the costs of govern-
ment. 

For you who are opposing this bill, 
it’s nonsensical. It’s one of those issues 
where you raise the cost of everything 
but have no understanding of the value 
of what you are trying to defeat. The 
value is a healthier America. That 
brings down costs. 

It is important that we get fresh 
grown vegetables and fresh grown fruit 
into our classrooms and get away from 
all of this processed stuff. Obesity is a 
huge problem in America. Kids can’t 
qualify to get into the military. Diabe-
tes, which is one of the fastest growing 
diseases, can be prevented, and it 
starts with this. It starts with this. 

This is a good bill. We ought to all 
support it just like all the Senators 
have supported it. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
DEGETTE). Members are reminded to 
address their remarks to the Chair. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Madam 
Speaker, I continue to reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield myself 1 
minute. 

The suggestion has been made by 
speakers on the other side that some-
how this really isn’t about a child nu-
trition bill, that somehow this isn’t 
about child nutrition and the well- 
being of our schoolchildren. 

The fact of the matter is that’s what 
this bill is all about, and that’s what 
this bill is directed to do. That’s why it 
has received the support of the Amer-
ican Dental Association, the American 
Diabetes Association, the American Di-
etetic Association, the American Pub-
lic Health Association, and the Amer-
ican School Health Association. These 
are the people who are intimately in-
volved with the health of America’s 
young children. These are the people 
who are with them in school settings. 
They see what happens when children 

don’t have proper nutrition throughout 
the day, and they see the impact it has 
on their ability to learn, on their abil-
ity to focus, and on their ability to 
participate in class. 

b 1410 

That’s why this legislation is so im-
portant. That’s why it has such broad 
support in the entire nutritional com-
munity, in the health care community, 
in the religious community, in the 
farm community, and in our urban 
communities, because they understand 
the importance of this to the well- 
being of these children and to the budg-
et of our Nation when we have spent 
over $147 billion dealing with obesity 
and diabetes in our society, and we 
know that it starts, much of it, with a 
bad diet. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from California, Ms. 
BARBARA LEE, the chair of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus. 

Ms. LEE of California. Let me first 
thank the chairman for his leadership 
and for yielding and for his long-
standing commitment and support for 
child nutrition programs and for our 
children. 

On behalf of the Congressional Black 
Caucus, first of all I want to thank our 
Speaker, Congresswoman DELAURO, 
and, again, Chairman MILLER for their 
leadership. I have to thank the First 
Lady for her commitment to child nu-
trition and for launching the Let’s 
Move program to fight childhood obe-
sity. This program supports the First 
Lady’s goal by reauthorizing and ex-
panding our child nutrition programs 
to provide healthy, nutritious meals to 
our Nation’s needy children. 

The Census Bureau’s latest poverty 
statistics show that poverty is ramp-
ant throughout America in both Demo-
cratic and Republican districts. 

Let me just say, Madam Speaker, I 
personally know the value of these 
child nutrition programs. When I was a 
single mother on public assistance, 
raising two sons and going to college, I 
relied on school lunch programs for my 
children and I was on food stamps. This 
was really the only way, mind you, 
that I could feed my kids during some 
very difficult times. 

Unfortunately, this bill, however, 
feeds low-income children at the ex-
pense of the food stamp program. I 
know that the President and First 
Lady share this concern—I know Chair-
man MILLER, our Speaker, Congress-
woman DELAURO, the entire body 
shares this concern—and I know that 
the President will do everything that 
he can do to restore these unconscion-
able cuts, as he guaranteed to us yes-
terday. He has a deep commitment to 
our children and to our families, and 
his leadership on this bill really does 
demonstrate that. 

Today, more people are falling into 
poverty. Unemployment is at 9.6 per-
cent, and double that in the black and 
Latino communities. We’ve got record 
foreclosures, and we still haven’t 
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passed an unemployment insurance 
compensation benefit package. We 
haven’t extended this for those who 
desperately need help. 

Addressing the deficit on the backs of 
the poor while arguing for a $700 billion 
tax cut for the wealthy is really not 
who we are as a country. So I urge my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to 
join us, to join the CBC in supporting 
this bill. 

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

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield the gentle-
woman 30 additional seconds. 

Ms. LEE of California. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

This really should not be a Repub-
lican or a Democratic or a Green or an 
Independent issue. Providing a safety 
net for those in need during dire eco-
nomic times is a moral and ethical re-
sponsibility that we have. 

The Congressional Black Caucus, of 
course, has always been known as the 
‘‘conscience of the Congress,’’ and we 
recognize that, while not perfect, this 
is a bill that will create healthier chil-
dren, healthier families, and a 
healthier country. 

And so we thank President Obama, 
Speaker PELOSI, Chairman MILLER, and 
our leadership team for moving this 
bill forward, and we look forward to 
continuing to work with you to restore 
the cuts which have been made to the 
food stamp program. 

[From the Census Bureau] 
UNITED STATES—CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS 

BY STATE; AND FOR PUERTO RICO (111TH 
CONGRESS) 

GCT1701. Percent of People Below Poverty 
Level in the Past 12 Months (For Whom Pov-
erty Status Is Determined) 
Universe: Population for whom poverty sta-
tus is determined 
Data Set: 2009 American Community Survey 
1-Year Estimates 
Survey: American Community Survey, Puer-
to Rico Community Survey 

NOTE—FOR INFORMATION ON CONFIDENTIALITY PROTEC-
TION, SAMPLING ERROR, NONSAMPLING ERROR, AND 
DEFINITIONS, SEE SURVEY METHODOLOGY. 

Geographic area Percent Margin 
of error 

United States 14.3 ±0.1 
Alabama ........................................................................ 17.5 ±0.5 

District 1 .............................................................. 18.1 ±1.3 
District 2 .............................................................. 19.9 ±1.4 
District 3 .............................................................. 19.6 ±1.4 
District 4 .............................................................. 18.4 ±1.4 
District 5 .............................................................. 13.0 ±1.1 
District 6 .............................................................. 9.1 ±1.0 
District 7 .............................................................. 26.7 ±1.6 

Alaska ........................................................................... 9.0 ±0.8 
One District (At Large) ........................................ 9.0 ±0.8 

Arizona .......................................................................... 16.5 ±0.4 
District 1 .............................................................. 20.1 ±1.5 
District 2 .............................................................. 11.0 ±0.9 
District 3 .............................................................. 12.7 ±1.6 
District 4 .............................................................. 31.8 ±2.2 
District 5 .............................................................. 12.2 ±1.2 
District 6 .............................................................. 10.0 ±1.2 
District 7 .............................................................. 23.2 ±1.9 
District 8 .............................................................. 13.3 ±1.4 

Arkansas ....................................................................... 18.8 ±0.6 
District 1 .............................................................. 21.7 ±1.2 
District 2 .............................................................. 15.4 ±1.4 
District 3 .............................................................. 17.5 ±1.3 
District 4 .............................................................. 21.4 ±1.3 

California ...................................................................... 14.2 ±0.2 
District 1 .............................................................. 15.0 ±1.1 
District 2 .............................................................. 15.8 ±1.2 
District 3 .............................................................. 9.6 ±1.0 
District 4 .............................................................. 8.5 ±0.9 

NOTE—FOR INFORMATION ON CONFIDENTIALITY PROTEC-
TION, SAMPLING ERROR, NONSAMPLING ERROR, AND 
DEFINITIONS, SEE SURVEY METHODOLOGY.—Continued 

Geographic area Percent Margin 
of error 

District 5 .............................................................. 21.1 ±1.7 
District 6 .............................................................. 8.7 ±0.9 
District 7 .............................................................. 12.0 ±1.5 
District 8 .............................................................. 12.7 ±1.1 
District 9 .............................................................. 15.6 ±1.5 
District 10 ............................................................ 8.3 ±1.1 
District 11 ............................................................ 8.2 ±1.1 
District 12 ............................................................ 5.9 ±0.8 
District 13 ............................................................ 7.6 ±1.1 
District 14 ............................................................ 8.3 ±1.0 
District 15 ............................................................ 7.5 ±1.0 
District 16 ............................................................ 12.6 ±1.5 
District 17 ............................................................ 17.5 ±1.7 
District 18 ............................................................ 23.9 ±1.7 
District 19 ............................................................ 15.7 ±1.5 
District 20 ............................................................ 29.9 ±1.9 
District 21 ............................................................ 20.2 ±1.5 
District 22 ............................................................ 15.9 ±1.4 
District 23 ............................................................ 16.4 ±1.2 
District 24 ............................................................ 8.8 ±1.0 
District 25 ............................................................ 16.4 ±1.5 
District 26 ............................................................ 6.7 ±1.0 
District 27 ............................................................ 12.4 ±1.5 
District 28 ............................................................ 18.4 ±1.5 
District 29 ............................................................ 12.0 ±1.3 
District 30 ............................................................ 10.0 ±1.0 
District 31 ............................................................ 26.2 ±1.7 
District 32 ............................................................ 15.4 ±1.4 
District 33 ............................................................ 20.6 ±1.3 
District 34 ............................................................ 25.5 ±2.2 
District 35 ............................................................ 20.6 ±1.6 
District 36 ............................................................ 11.8 ±1.4 
District 37 ............................................................ 20.9 ±1.8 
District 38 ............................................................ 13.9 ±1.6 
District 39 ............................................................ 14.3 ±1.3 
District 40 ............................................................ 11.0 ±1.4 
District 41 ............................................................ 17.4 ±1.3 
District 42 ............................................................ 5.4 ±1.0 
District 43 ............................................................ 21.0 ±1.9 
District 44 ............................................................ 11.2 ±1.3 
District 45 ............................................................ 14.7 ±1.3 
District 46 ............................................................ 8.9 ±1.1 
District 47 ............................................................ 18.6 ±1.7 
District 48 ............................................................ 7.3 ±0.9 
District 49 ............................................................ 11.5 ±1.1 
District 50 ............................................................ 8.5 ±1.1 
District 51 ............................................................ 17.4 ±1.5 
District 52 ............................................................ 10.4 ±1.4 
District 53 ............................................................ 19.1 ±1.8 

Colorado ........................................................................ 12.9 ±0.4 
District 1 .............................................................. 18.8 ±1.4 
District 2 .............................................................. 11.6 ±1.2 
District 3 .............................................................. 14.0 ±1.1 
District 4 .............................................................. 16.0 ±1.3 
District 5 .............................................................. 11.6 ±1.0 
District 6 .............................................................. 4.7 ±0.7 
District 7 .............................................................. 15.3 ±1.5 

Connecticut ................................................................... 9.4 ±0.5 
District 1 .............................................................. 10.2 ±1.0 
District 2 .............................................................. 6.9 ±0.7 
District 3 .............................................................. 10.7 ±1.1 
District 4 .............................................................. 9.5 ±1.1 
District 5 .............................................................. 9.7 ±1.0 

Delaware ....................................................................... 10.8 ±1.1 
One District (At Large) ........................................ 10.8 ±1.1 

District of Columbia ..................................................... 18.4 ±1.6 
Delegate District .................................................. 18.4 ±1.6 

Florida ........................................................................... 14.9 ±0.2 
District 1 .............................................................. 16.4 ±1.5 
District 2 .............................................................. 19.1 ±1.3 
District 3 .............................................................. 26.3 ±1.9 
District 4 .............................................................. 11.9 ±1.2 
District 5 .............................................................. 14.2 ±1.1 
District 6 .............................................................. 14.3 ±1.2 
District 7 .............................................................. 13.0 ±1.0 
District 8 .............................................................. 13.0 ±1.1 
District 9 .............................................................. 11.1 ±1.6 
District 10 ............................................................ 11.7 ±1.2 
District 11 ............................................................ 20.9 ±1.3 
District 12 ............................................................ 17.0 ±1.3 
District 13 ............................................................ 13.8 ±1.1 
District 14 ............................................................ 11.6 ±1.1 
District 15 ............................................................ 12.9 ±1.2 
District 16 ............................................................ 14.3 ±1.2 
District 17 ............................................................ 23.5 ±1.6 
District 18 ............................................................ 18.0 ±1.2 
District 19 ............................................................ 10.9 ±1.2 
District 20 ............................................................ 10.7 ±1.9 
District 21 ............................................................ 14.5 ±1.4 
District 22 ............................................................ 11.5 ±1.4 
District 23 ............................................................ 23.9 ±1.9 
District 24 ............................................................ 9.7 ±0.9 
District 25 ............................................................ 14.2 ±1.7 

Georgia .......................................................................... 16.5 ±0.4 
District 1 .............................................................. 19.4 ±1.5 
District 2 .............................................................. 25.3 ±1.7 
District 3 .............................................................. 11.5 ±1.0 
District 4 .............................................................. 19.0 ±1.6 
District 5 .............................................................. 20.9 ±1.8 
District 6 .............................................................. 7.4 ±0.9 
District 7 .............................................................. 11.4 ±1.1 
District 8 .............................................................. 18.3 ±1.4 
District 9 .............................................................. 16.6 ±1.5 
District 10 ............................................................ 20.0 ±1.3 
District 11 ............................................................ 13.0 ±1.2 
District 12 ............................................................ 21.9 ±1.4 
District 13 ............................................................ 15.3 ±1.4 

Hawaii ........................................................................... 10.4 ±0.7 

NOTE—FOR INFORMATION ON CONFIDENTIALITY PROTEC-
TION, SAMPLING ERROR, NONSAMPLING ERROR, AND 
DEFINITIONS, SEE SURVEY METHODOLOGY.—Continued 

Geographic area Percent Margin 
of error 

District 1 .............................................................. 9.4 ±0.9 
District 2 .............................................................. 11.3 ±1.2 

Idaho ............................................................................. 14.3 ±0.8 
District 1 .............................................................. 14.2 ±1.1 
District 2 .............................................................. 14.3 ±1.0 

Illinois ........................................................................... 13.3 ±0.3 
District 1 .............................................................. 23.0 ±1.8 
District 2 .............................................................. 20.9 ±1.7 
District 3 .............................................................. 10.9 ±1.5 
District 4 .............................................................. 20.9 ±1.5 
District 5 .............................................................. 12.2 ±1.4 
District 6 .............................................................. 6.9 ±1.1 
District 7 .............................................................. 24.0 ±1.6 
District 8 .............................................................. 6.8 ±1.0 
District 9 .............................................................. 13.6 ±1.4 
District 10 ............................................................ 7.1 ±1.0 
District 11 ............................................................ 11.3 ±1.0 
District 12 ............................................................ 18.7 ±1.2 
District 13 ............................................................ 5.0 ±0.9 
District 14 ............................................................ 9.8 ±1.0 
District 15 ............................................................ 16.4 ±1.4 
District 16 ............................................................ 12.8 ±1.0 
District 17 ............................................................ 15.2 ±1.2 
District 18 ............................................................ 12.2 ±1.0 
District 19 ............................................................ 11.9 ±0.8 

Indiana .......................................................................... 14.4 ±0.4 
District 1 .............................................................. 13.4 ±1.1 
District 2 .............................................................. 16.3 ±1.3 
District 3 .............................................................. 12.8 ±1.1 
District 4 .............................................................. 11.2 ±0.9 
District 5 .............................................................. 9.2 ±0.9 
District 6 .............................................................. 15.7 ±1 2 
District 7 .............................................................. 24.0 ±1.7 
District 8 .............................................................. 14.6 ±1.2 
District 9 .............................................................. 14.3 ±0.9 

Iowa ............................................................................... 11.8 ±0.4 
District 1 .............................................................. 12.0 ±1.1 
District 2 .............................................................. 13.3 ±1.2 
District 3 .............................................................. 11.0 ±1.1 
District 4 .............................................................. 10.5 ±0.8 
District 5 .............................................................. 12.1 ±1.1 

Kansas .......................................................................... 13.4 ±0.6 
District 1 .............................................................. 12.8 ±1.1 
District 2 .............................................................. 15.9 ±1.0 
District 3 .............................................................. 11.8 ±1.0 
District 4 .............................................................. 13.1 ±1.2 

Kentucky ........................................................................ 18.6 ±0.5 
District 1 .............................................................. 17.7 ±1.2 
District 2 .............................................................. 16.6 ±1.3 
District 3 .............................................................. 15.7 ±1.3 
District 4 .............................................................. 14.8 ±1.1 
District 5 .............................................................. 28.9 ±1.8 
District 6 .............................................................. 18.4 ±1.2 

Louisiana ....................................................................... 17.3 ±0.5 
District 1 .............................................................. 12.7 ±1.3 
District 2 .............................................................. 23.0 ±1.8 
District 3 .............................................................. 15.1 ±1.3 
District 4 .............................................................. 17.5 ±1.3 
District 5 .............................................................. 21.2 ±1.4 
District 6 .............................................................. 15.6 ±1.4 
District 7 .............................................................. 17.7 ±1.4 

Maine ............................................................................ 12.3 ±0.7 
District 1 .............................................................. 9.2 ±0.9 
District 2 .............................................................. 15.6 ±1.0 

Maryland ....................................................................... 9.1 ±0.3 
District 1 .............................................................. 8.2 ±0.7 
District 2 .............................................................. 11.0 ±1.2 
District 3 .............................................................. 10.0 ±1.1 
District 4 .............................................................. 7.1 ±1.2 
District 5 .............................................................. 5.5 ±0.8 
District 6 .............................................................. 8.3 ±0.8 
District 7 .............................................................. 15.5 ±1.4 
District 8 .............................................................. 7.9 ±1.0 

Massachusetts .............................................................. 10.3 ±0.3 
District 1 .............................................................. 12.3 ±1.0 
District 2 .............................................................. 12.4 ±1.1 
District 3 .............................................................. 9.7 ±1.0 
District 4 .............................................................. 9.7 ±1.0 
District 5 .............................................................. 10.4 ±1.2 
District 6 .............................................................. 7.1 ±0.8 
District 7 .............................................................. 8.3 ±0.9 
District 8 .............................................................. 18.1 ±1.4 
District 9 .............................................................. 7.8 ±1.1 
District 10 ............................................................ 7.1 ±0.9 

Michigan ....................................................................... 16.2 ±0.3 
District 1 .............................................................. 15.3 ±1.0 
District 2 .............................................................. 14.8 ±1.0 
District 3 .............................................................. 14.6 ±1.1 
District 4 .............................................................. 17.5 ±1.1 
District 5 .............................................................. 20.6 ±1.3 
District 6 .............................................................. 17.5 ±1.1 
District 7 .............................................................. 13.6 ±1.1 
District 8 .............................................................. 12.2 ±1.2 
District 9 .............................................................. 9.8 ±1.0 
District 10 ............................................................ 10.6 ±1.0 
District 11 ............................................................ 7.9 ±1.1 
District 12 ............................................................ 13.7 ±1.3 
District 13 ............................................................ 31.9 ±2.0 
District 14 ............................................................ 30.5 ±2.1 
District 15 ............................................................ 15.2 ±1.1 

Minnesota ...................................................................... 11.0 ±0.3 
District 1 .............................................................. 11.2 ±0.9 
District 2 .............................................................. 6.4 ±0.8 
District 3 .............................................................. 6.5 ±1.0 
District 4 .............................................................. 14.7 ±1.3 
District 5 .............................................................. 17.0 ±1.3 
District 6 .............................................................. 7.6 ±0.9 
District 7 .............................................................. 12.0 ±0.8 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:05 Jun 10, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00049 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD10\RECFILES\H01DE0.REC H01DE0bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7808 December 1, 2010 
NOTE—FOR INFORMATION ON CONFIDENTIALITY PROTEC-

TION, SAMPLING ERROR, NONSAMPLING ERROR, AND 
DEFINITIONS, SEE SURVEY METHODOLOGY.—Continued 

Geographic area Percent Margin 
of error 

District 8 .............................................................. 14.1 ±1.0 
Mississippi .................................................................... 21.9 ±0.6 

District 1 .............................................................. 19.3 ±1.1 
District 2 .............................................................. 30.3 ±1.7 
District 3 .............................................................. 20.5 ±1.3 
District 4 .............................................................. 18.7 ±1.6 

Missouri ......................................................................... 14.6 ±0.4 
District 1 .............................................................. 20.1 ±1.6 
District 2 .............................................................. 4,8 ±0.7 
District 3 .............................................................. 12.7 ±1.2 
District 4 .............................................................. 14.8 ±1.1 
District 5 .............................................................. 16.0 ±1.5 
District 6 .............................................................. 10.8 ±0.9 
District 7 .............................................................. 18.0 ±1.4 
District 8 .............................................................. 20.5 ±1.4 
District 9 .............................................................. 15.1 ±1.2 

Montana ........................................................................ 15.1 ±1.0 
One District (At Large) ........................................ 15.1 ±1.0 

Nebraska ....................................................................... 12.3 ±0.6 
District 1 .............................................................. 13.1 ±1.0 
District 2 .............................................................. 11.2 ±1.1 
District 3 .............................................................. 12.8 ±0.9 

Nevada .......................................................................... 12.4 ±0.7 
District 1 .............................................................. 15.9 ±1.4 
District 2 .............................................................. 12.6 ±1.2 
District 3 .............................................................. 9.3 ±1.1 

New Hampshire ............................................................. 8.5 ±0.6 
District 1 .............................................................. 8.9 ±1.0 
District 2 .............................................................. 8.1 ±0.9 

New Jersey ..................................................................... 9.4 ±0.3 
District 1 .............................................................. 11.0 ±1.1 
District 2 .............................................................. 11.5 ±1.1 
District 3 .............................................................. 6.3 ±0.9 
District 4 .............................................................. 7.9 ±1.0 
District 5 .............................................................. 4.4 ±0.7 
District 6 .............................................................. 9.6 ±1.1 
District 7 .............................................................. 4.3 ±0.7 
District 8 .............................................................. 14.5 ±1.3 
District 9 .............................................................. 9.2 ±1.1 
District 10 ............................................................ 17.3 ±1.5 
District 11 ............................................................ 3.5 ±0.6 
District 12 ............................................................ 6.1 ±1.0 
District 13 ............................................................ 17.3 ±1.6 

New Mexico ................................................................... 18.0 ±1.0 
District 1 .............................................................. 16.7 ±1.4 
District 2 .............................................................. 21.6 ±1.9 
District 3 .............................................................. 15.8 ±1.3 

New York ....................................................................... 14.2 ±0.2 
District 1 .............................................................. 5.8 ±1.0 
District 2 .............................................................. 4.8 ±0.9 
District 3 .............................................................. 4.3 ±0.8 
District 4 .............................................................. 6.4 ±0.8 
District 5 .............................................................. 11.2 ±1.0 
District 6 .............................................................. 11.6 ±1.4 
District 7 .............................................................. 17.3 ±1.4 
District 8 .............................................................. 16.3 ±1.3 
District 9 .............................................................. 11.6 ±1.1 
District 10 ............................................................ 25.1 ±1.6 
District 11 ............................................................ 20.1 ±1.7 
District 12 ............................................................ 25.1 ±1.4 
District 13 ............................................................ 11.3 ±1.2 
District 14 ............................................................ 9.7 ±1.0 
District 15 ............................................................ 25.0 ±1.9 
District 16 ............................................................ 38.0 ±2.2 
District 17 ............................................................ 15.7 ±1.1 
District 18 ............................................................ 8.8 ±1.2 
District 19 ............................................................ 8.3 ±1.0 
District 20 ............................................................ 8.8 ±0.9 
District 21 ............................................................ 13.0 ±1.0 
District 22 ............................................................ 15.7 ±1.3 
District 23 ............................................................ 14.5 ±1.0 
District 24 ............................................................ 13.9 ±1.0 
District 25 ............................................................ 12.4 ±1.0 
District 26 ............................................................ 9.4 ±1.0 
District 27 ............................................................ 14.7 ±1.1 
District 28 ............................................................ 20.9 ±1.4 
District 29 ............................................................ 11.0 ±0.9 

North Carolina ............................................................... 16.3 ±0.3 
District 1 .............................................................. 25.2 ±1.2 
District 2 .............................................................. 17.8 ±1.5 
District 3 .............................................................. 14.2 ±1.2 
District 4 .............................................................. 10.6 ±1.0 
District 5 .............................................................. 13.3 ±1.2 
District 6 .............................................................. 13.5 ±1.6 
District 7 .............................................................. 20.8 ±1.4 
District 8 .............................................................. 18.2 ±1.4 
District 9 .............................................................. 10.4 ±1.1 
District 10 ............................................................ 15.9 ±1.2 
District 11 ............................................................ 16.6 ±1.6 
District 12 ............................................................ 21.6 ±1.3 
District 13 ............................................................ 16.6 ±1.3 

North Dakota ................................................................. 11.7 ±0.8 
One District (At large) ......................................... 11.7 ±0.8 

Ohio ............................................................................... 15.2 ±0.3 
District 1 .............................................................. 17.8 ±1.1 
District 2 .............................................................. 10.8 ±1.1 
District 3 .............................................................. 13.0 ±1.1 
District 4 .............................................................. 14.1 ±1.2 
District 5 .............................................................. 13.1 ±1.0 
District 6 .............................................................. 16.8 ±1.3 
District 7 .............................................................. 14.9 ±1.4 
District 8 .............................................................. 13.9 ±1.1 
District 9 .............................................................. 16.8 ±1.3 
District 10 ............................................................ 15.2 ±1.2 
District 11 ............................................................ 26.3 ±1.6 
District 12 ............................................................ 13.3 ±1.1 
District 13 ............................................................ 14.5 ±1.2 
District 14 ............................................................ 9.0 ±1.3 

NOTE—FOR INFORMATION ON CONFIDENTIALITY PROTEC-
TION, SAMPLING ERROR, NONSAMPLING ERROR, AND 
DEFINITIONS, SEE SURVEY METHODOLOGY.—Continued 

Geographic area Percent Margin 
of error 

District 15 ............................................................ 18.6 ±1.3 
District 16 ............................................................ 12.9 ±1.2 
District 17 ............................................................ 18.5 ±1.4 
District 18 ............................................................ 17.4 ±1.2 

Oklahoma ...................................................................... 16.2 ±0.5 
District 1 .............................................................. 14.1 ±1.2 
District 2 .............................................................. 20.3 ±1.2 
District 3 .............................................................. 15.5 ±1.0 
District 4 .............................................................. 12.9 ±1.0 
District 5 .............................................................. 18.4 ±1.3 

Oregon ........................................................................... 14.3 ±0.5 
District 1 .............................................................. 11.2 ±1.2 
District 2 .............................................................. 15.4 ±1.1 
District 3 .............................................................. 13.9 ±1.4 
District 4 .............................................................. 17.4 ±1.2 
District 5 .............................................................. 13.7 ±1.0 

Pennsylvania ................................................................. 12.5 ±0.2 
District 1 .............................................................. 28.9 ±1.7 
District 2 .............................................................. 24.7 ±1.9 
District 3 .............................................................. 13.5 ±1.0 
District 4 .............................................................. 8.3 ±0.9 
District 5 .............................................................. 15.8 ±1.1 
District 6 .............................................................. 7.4 ±0.8 
District 7 .............................................................. 6.4 ±0.8 
District 8 .............................................................. 3.9 ±0.6 
District 9 .............................................................. 12.5 ±0.9 
District 10 ............................................................ 12.0 ±0.9 
District 11 ............................................................ 13.3 ±1.2 
District 12 ............................................................ 15.3 ±1.0 
District 13 ............................................................ 10.4 ±1.2 
District 14 ............................................................ 20.3 ±1.5 
District 15 ............................................................ 10.0 ±0.9 
District 16 ............................................................ 11.6 ±1.2 
District 17 ............................................................ 10.6 ±1.0 
District 18 ............................................................ 8.0 ±1.0 
District 19 ............................................................ 7.5 ±0.7 

Rhode Island ................................................................. 11.5 ±0.8 
District 1 .............................................................. 11.9 ±1.1 
District 2 .............................................................. 11.1 ±1.2 

South Carolina .............................................................. 17.1 ±0.5 
District 1 .............................................................. 14.1 ±1.0 
District 2 .............................................................. 12.3 ±1.0 
District 3 .............................................................. 19.3 ±1.2 
District 4 .............................................................. 15.6 ±1.2 
District 5 .............................................................. 18.5 ±1.2 
District 6 .............................................................. 24.4 ±1.5 

South Dakota ................................................................ 14.2 ±1.0 
One District (At Large) ........................................ 14.2 ±1.0 

Tennessee ...................................................................... 17.1 ±0.4 
District 1 .............................................................. 19.2 ±1.2 
District 2 .............................................................. 14.2 ±1.1 
District 3 .............................................................. 18.4 ±1.2 
District 4 .............................................................. 17.8 ±1.2 
District 5 .............................................................. 16.0 ±1.5 
District 6 .............................................................. 15.1 ±1.2 
District 7 .............................................................. 10.4 ±1.1 
District 8 .............................................................. 20.5 ±1.3 
District 9 .............................................................. 24.8 ±1.9 

Texas ............................................................................. 17.2 ±0.2 
District 1 .............................................................. 17.1 ±1.3 
District 2 .............................................................. 13.8 ±1.1 
District 3 .............................................................. 11.0 ±1.2 
District 4 .............................................................. 13.8 ±1.2 
District 5 .............................................................. 14.4 ±1.5 
District 6 .............................................................. 14.3 ±1.5 
District 7 .............................................................. 8.2 ±1.0 
District 8 .............................................................. 13.8 ±1.1 
District 9 .............................................................. 22.2 ±1.9 
District 10 ............................................................ 11.1 ±1.0 
District 11 ............................................................ 15.3 ±1.0 
District 12 ............................................................ 14.0 ±1.5 
District 13 ............................................................ 15.1 ±1.2 
District 14 ............................................................ 12.7 ±1.1 
District 15 ............................................................ 32.0 ±1.8 
District 16 ............................................................ 23.3 ±1.7 
District 17 ............................................................ 20.8 ±1.3 
District 18 ............................................................ 26.2 ±1.8 
District 19 ............................................................ 17.7 ±1.4 
District 20 ............................................................ 24.6 ±1.8 
District 21 ............................................................ 10.0 ±1.0 
District 22 ............................................................ 10.3 ±1.2 
District 23 ............................................................ 19.2 ±1.5 
District 24 ............................................................ 9.5 ±1.2 
District 25 ............................................................ 18.1 ±1.5 
District 26 ............................................................ 14.1 ±1.3 
District 27 ............................................................ 26.9 ±1.6 
District 28 ............................................................ 27.8 ±1.9 
District 29 ............................................................ 24.7 ±2.0 
District 30 ............................................................ 27.8 ±1.8 
District 31 ............................................................ 10.7 ±0.9 
District 32 ............................................................ 17.6 ±1.7 

Utah .............................................................................. 11.5 ±0.5 
District 1 .............................................................. 11.5 ±1.0 
District 2 .............................................................. 10.7 ±0.9 
District 3 .............................................................. 12.3 ±1.1 

Vermont ......................................................................... 11.4 ±0.9 
One District (At Large) ........................................ 11.4 ±0.9 

Virginia .......................................................................... 10.5 ±0.4 
District 1 .............................................................. 7.6 ±0.9 
District 2 .............................................................. 8.5 ±1.0 
District 3 .............................................................. 19.1 ±1.4 
District 4 .............................................................. 9.8 ±0.8 
District 5 .............................................................. 16.4 ±1.2 
District 6 .............................................................. 14.0 ±1.2 
District 7 .............................................................. 7.5 ±0.7 
District 8 .............................................................. 8.0 ±1.1 
District 9 .............................................................. 18.1 ±1.5 
District 10 ............................................................ 5.4 ±0.9 

NOTE—FOR INFORMATION ON CONFIDENTIALITY PROTEC-
TION, SAMPLING ERROR, NONSAMPLING ERROR, AND 
DEFINITIONS, SEE SURVEY METHODOLOGY.—Continued 

Geographic area Percent Margin 
of error 

District 11 ............................................................ 5.2 ±0.9 
Washington ................................................................... 12.3 ±0.4 

District 1 .............................................................. 7.6 ±1.1 
District 2 .............................................................. 11.6 ±1.1 
District 3 .............................................................. 12.9 ±1.2 
District 4 .............................................................. 17.6 ±1.4 
District 5 .............................................................. 16.0 ±1.1 
District 6 .............................................................. 15.4 ±1.2 
District 7 .............................................................. 11.6 ±1.3 
District 8 .............................................................. 6.2 ±0.8 
District 9 .............................................................. 12.4 ±1.3 

West Virginia ................................................................. 17.7 ±0.7 
District 1 .............................................................. 17.1 ±1.1 
District 2 .............................................................. 13.8 ±1.2 
District 3 .............................................................. 22.6 ±1.7 

Wisconsin ...................................................................... 12.4 ±0.4 
District 1 .............................................................. 10.3 ±1.1 
District 2 .............................................................. 13.2 ±1.0 
District 3 .............................................................. 11.9 ±0.7 
District 4 .............................................................. 25.6 ±1.7 
District 5 .............................................................. 5.7 ±0.8 
District 6 .............................................................. 10.5 ±0.8 
District 7 .............................................................. 12.4 ±0.7 
District 8 .............................................................. 10.4 ±0.9 

Wyoming ........................................................................ 9.8 ±1.0 
One District (At Large) ........................................ 9.8 ±1.0 

Puerto Rico .................................................................... 45.0 ±0.6 
Resident Commissioner District .......................... 45.0 ±0.6 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2009 American Community Survey 
Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The 

degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is 
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is 
the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted 
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by 
the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of 
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In 
addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to nonsam-
pling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the 
Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these tables. 

Notes: 
While the 2009 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect 

the November 2008 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) definitions of 
metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas; in certain instances the 
names. codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables 
may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates 
of the geographic entities. 

Estimates of urban and rural population, housing units, and characteris-
tics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2000 data. 
Boundaries for urban areas have not been updated since Census 2000. As a 
result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily re-
flect the results of ongoing urbanization. 

Explanation of Symbols: 
1. An ‘**’ entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no 

sample observations or too few sample observations were available to com-
pute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not 
appropriate. 

2. An ‘-’ entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample ob-
servations or too few sample observations were available to compute an es-
timate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of 
the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an 
open-ended distribution. 

3. An ‘-’ following a median estimate means the median falls in the low-
est interval of an open-ended distribution. 

4. An ‘+’ following a median estimate means the median falls in the 
upper interval of an open-ended distribution. 

5. An ‘***’ entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median 
falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A 
statistical test is not appropriate. 

6. An ‘****’ entry in the margin of error column indicates that the esti-
mate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appro-
priate. 

7. An ‘N’ entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates 
that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number 
of sample cases is too small. 

8. An ‘(X)’ means that the estimate is not applicable or not available. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s courtesy as I appreciate 
his important leadership on the child 
nutrition program legislation. 

In Oregon, we are the third hungriest 
State in the country, so there is much 
in this legislation that means a dif-
ference immediately to families and 
children in our State. But indeed, ex-
panding school lunch meal programs to 
all 50 States, the $40 million in manda-
tory farm-to-school funding, these are 
all elements that everybody ought to 
rejoice about. 
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Our children deserve our best, the 

most nutritious food that we can give 
them, and sadly that is not the case 
with school lunch programs, as we all 
know. This bill, while not as good as 
the bill, Mr. MILLER, that you origi-
nally drafted, will help provide more 
children with healthy food choices. 

I am particularly pleased with the 
additional farm-to-school funding. This 
will help children, teachers, and local 
farmers. This is exactly the sort of 
win-win program we should be focusing 
on, particularly during difficult eco-
nomic times. 

We all should be troubled by the de-
crease in the food stamp funding that 
is used to help deal with the financing 
deficit in this bill. I hope the adminis-
tration will indeed work hard with us 
to find ways to diminish the cut. It is 
a sad day when the only way we can 
feed hungry children at school is by 
taking away food from them at home. 

At a time when people are talking 
with a straight face about borrowing $4 
trillion for tax cuts, including hun-
dreds of billions for the most fortunate 
of Americans, the notion that we would 
shortchange our children in this fash-
ion is regrettable. We can do better. 

The legislation, as it is, before us is 
an important first step, and I look for-
ward to building upon this foundation 
so that we can finally give our chil-
dren, from coast to coast, the nutrition 
they need and deserve. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself 1 minute. 

The speakers on my side of the aisle 
have expressed concern, as indeed I did, 
about the pay-for here. This bill pro-
poses to take money from the SNAP 
program to pay for this, and we have 
expressed some concern that this is 
something of a shell game for two rea-
sons. One, it’s borrowed money, and if 
we really want to do some positive 
things for our children, we should look 
at not adding billions and trillions 
more to the debt that they’re going to 
have to pay. But we’ve had speaker 
after speaker on the other side of the 
aisle come down and say things like, 
The President has assured me that 
we’re not going to actually spend this 
money or that they’re going to work 
tirelessly to make sure that this pay- 
for is not in fact the pay-for. So I think 
the debate has confirmed our suspicion 
that in fact the promised pay-for is 
really not there. 

Madam Speaker, I am pleased to 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Utah, a member of the committee, Mr. 
BISHOP. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I appreciate the 
gentleman from Minnesota allowing 
me some time. 

I come down here in an effort to try 
and talk, perhaps somewhere balancing 
this particular act. 

There is nothing wrong with child 
nutrition. There is nothing wrong with 
trying to provide that kids have the 
opportunity to be well fed so that they 
can function in school. There is noth-
ing wrong with the goals or the desires 

of those who are sponsoring this legis-
lation. Admittedly, there is something 
wrong with allowing the Senate to 
write everything and ignoring what the 
House did and bringing this here on a 
closed rule, but that’s a process issue. 

What I wish to do here today though, 
more than anything else, is to plead 
the 10th Amendment. There are great 
and noble goals within this particular 
bill, but this body is not the only place 
in which great and noble goals can be 
accomplished. When we, in this bill, 
give the Secretary of Agriculture the 
unlimited control and authority to de-
termine what is food and what is not, 
what kids will eat and what they will 
not, by nature of that action we take 
away that responsibility from local 
school boards, from parents, from local 
administrators who actually do care 
about those kids to a greater degree 
than even our compassionate concern 
on this particular level. 

When we, in this bill, now mandate 
an exercise program in order to get 
funds for school lunches—once again, 
there’s nothing wrong with making 
kids go outside and exercise. It’s noble, 
but this is not a school board. Those 
are the issues in which local govern-
ment and local schools and parents and 
administrators and educators on that 
level, that is a prerogative that they 
should be making because, I hate to 
say this, but they do know better to 
the local initiatives and local needs of 
their kids. 

When you add 17 new Federal pro-
grams in this particular bill, you auto-
matically, if nothing else, take away 
the ability of schools to concentrate on 
what they think is more significant 
and more important. When you, in this 
bill, allow the Federal Government to 
establish what will be paid for a school 
lunch, you take, once again, flexibility 
away from local people to meet the 
needs of their particular area. There is 
nothing wrong with the goals and atti-
tude and hopes of this particular bill, 
but we are not a school board. 
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That’s why they are there. They un-
derstand. They care about their kids. 
They should be empowered to make 
these kinds of decisions, not mandated 
on how those decisions should be made. 

Like I say, I appreciate the sponsor. 
I appreciate the leader of this com-
mittee. I appreciate his goals. But once 
again, not every idea has to germinate 
in Washington, not every concept has 
to be authorized, funded, and regulated 
in this particular body. I plead the 10th 
Amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut, ROSA DELAURO and 
thank her publicly for all of her work 
on this legislation and on behalf of our 
children. 

Ms. DELAURO. I thank the gen-
tleman from California. I thank him 
for his entire career as a Member of 
this House of Representatives and in 
the past as being a leading champion 

on what happens to our kids, their 
well-being, their nutrition, and their 
best interests. And this bill is another 
example of his commitment to that ef-
fort. 

The Hunger-Free Kids Act represents 
an overdue, a much-needed recommit-
ment to the health and the well-being 
of our schoolchildren. Our kids today 
are threatened by a growing obesity 
epidemic. Far too many kids are strug-
gling and families are struggling with 
gnawing and unyielding hunger. 

Today, people want to talk about 
‘‘food insecurity’’ and ‘‘food hardship.’’ 
Don’t let them use those nice words. 
It’s about one out of four kids going 
hungry in the United States of Amer-
ica every single day. We have an oppor-
tunity to move forward to address that 
issue today. 

The Hunger-Free Kids Act will add 
115,000 new students into the school 
meals program by using Medicaid data 
to certify eligible kids. It will provide 
an additional 21 million meals a year 
by reimbursing providers for after- 
school meals to low-income children. 

While expanding access to meal pro-
grams, the bill works to improve the 
nutritional quality of all of the food in 
our schools. It sets national nutrition 
standards. We’re going to get junk food 
that infiltrates our classrooms and 
cafeterias out the door. For the schools 
that comply with the revised nutrition 
standards, it says that there’s a first 
time reimbursement rate increase. Six 
cents a meal is what we’re talking 
about. The first we’ve seen in over 30 
years. And it does it—all of this that it 
does is all being fully paid for. 

I ask my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle: How many programs that get 
passed in this Congress are fully paid 
for? We are paying in order to feed our 
kids. 

Our kids consume roughly 35 to 50 
percent of their daily calories during 
the school day. We can pass this bill. 
They will get enough nutritious food to 
stay healthy, to grow, to learn, and to 
succeed. For those who say how can we 
afford this bill right now, we say how 
can we afford not to pass it? 

Leaving millions of children hungry, 
leaving millions of children malnour-
ished in the name of budget cutting is 
penny wise, it’s pound foolish, and it is 
unconscionable. Vote for this bill. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. I continue 
to reserve my time. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
RICHARDSON). 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Madam Speaker, this is a very impor-
tant bill to all of us. When we look at 
what’s happening right now in the 
United States of America, nearly 5 mil-
lion women, infants, and children rely 
upon Federal nutrition programs such 
as the National School Lunch Pro-
gram, the WIC programs, and the Child 
and Adult Care Program. 

No one has worked harder than our 
chairman here, Mr. MILLER, to be able 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:05 Jun 10, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00051 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD10\RECFILES\H01DE0.REC H01DE0bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7810 December 1, 2010 
to protect the American people who are 
oftentimes struggling between choos-
ing between food and any other of their 
priorities that they have. 

The key reasons why I’m supporting 
this bill: It increases the school lunch 
funding to help schools offer healthier 
meals; it limits the availability of junk 
food in our schools; and it leverages 
our public-private partnerships. But 
also in honor of our First Lady, who’s 
worked very hard in this area, and this 
will give the resources we need to 
make those priorities happen. 

I commend our chairman. It’s way 
over time, and we need to get this done 
so people can eat in these very difficult 
times. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Madam Speaker, the argument that 
we have been making in the debate 
today is that this really isn’t about di-
etary guidelines or even school nutri-
tion strategies. The point was made 
there are a lot of people caring, from 
local school boards to Members of Con-
gress and certainly the First Lady. It’s 
not a debate about keeping our chil-
dren healthy and active. We all want to 
see our children healthy and active. 
This is a debate about spending and the 
role of government and the size of gov-
ernment, a debate about whether we’re 
listening to our constituents or not. 

Reauthorizing child nutrition should 
be easy. We should be able to extend 
these programs and approve them. We 
should be able to do that without add-
ing to the cost. I’m confident Members 
on both sides of the aisle would wel-
come the opportunity to do just that at 
no new cost to taxpayers. Unfortu-
nately, that option is not on the table 
today. 

Instead, we are voting on yet another 
bill that calls for the government to 
grow, expand, to spend more and in-
trude more, and I am arguing that this 
bill is in fact not paid for. It’s an argu-
ment that I made minutes ago. 

I would quote from an article, the 
newspaper yesterday, I think Congress 
Daily. It says: ‘‘Antihunger advocates 
opposed House consideration of the bill 
before the election because part of the 
offset for the bill is a cut in future food 
stamp benefits. But the Food Research 
and Action Center said last week that 
its member groups would support the 
bill as long as Congress and the Obama 
administration plan to restore the food 
stamp cut in future legislation.’’ 

We don’t know where the pay-for is 
going to come from. We’ve got some-
thing on paper that says it’s going to 
come out of food stamps, which was 
money borrowed in the stimulus bill, 
and yet we really don’t know where 
that’s coming from. 

So, Madam Speaker, I am arguing 
that this bill is not what the people 
want. They want our children to be 
healthy and active, but they do not 
want to see government grow. They do 
not want to see the creation or expan-
sion of 17 new programs. They do not 

want to see $4.5 billion of new spend-
ing. This is not what the people want. 
It’s not what they can afford. This is 
not a bill I can support. I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

I yield myself the balance of my time. 
Madam Speaker, Members of the 

House, first of all, I want to begin by 
thanking the staffs of the committee 
on both sides of the aisle. We may not 
agree on this bill, but we spent a lot of 
time in this committee on hearings and 
the presentation of facts and the mar-
shaling of those facts and the drafting 
of legislation. We had an awful lot of 
cooperation across the aisle, and I 
want to thank everybody for that ef-
fort. 

Specifically, on the majority side, I 
want to thank Gabrielle Serra, Kara 
Marchione, Kim Zarish Becknell, Ria 
Ruiz, Jose Garza, Betsy Kittredge Mil-
ler, Melissa Salmanowitz, Denise 
Forte, and Jody Calemine; and Brian 
Ronholm from Ms. DELAURO’s staff; 
Keith Stern from Mr. MCGOVERN’s 
staff; and Erik Stallman from the 
Speaker’s staff. All of these individuals 
were helpful in the negotiations not 
only here in the House and the presen-
tation of this legislation, but moni-
toring and looking at what was hap-
pening in the Senate where this legisla-
tion that we’re considering today was 
not only passed out of the Senate with 
unanimous consent, but it was also 
passed out of the committee with 
unanimous consent, where it was given 
full consideration, where the hearings 
were made and built the confidence of 
the members of that committee on 
both sides of the aisle and built the 
confidence obviously on both sides of 
the aisle in the Senate so that it could 
pass with unanimous consent. 

And why has that happened? Because 
this legislation deals with and address-
es in the most profound way the prob-
lem of hunger among our school-
children, among poor schoolchildren in 
this Nation. 
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But we also address the needs of the 
various institutions that are involved 
in delivering this nutrition to these 
children. And that is to the local 
school districts, to the local schools. 
And we have simplified the program. 
We have made it more efficient. We 
have taken away much of the redun-
dant activity that they used to have to 
go through to check the same kid four 
times a day in four different settings. 
And we got rid of that to reduce the 
costs of the program. And we received 
bipartisan support for that effort. 

We also made it safer. Up until this 
legislation was passed, in many in-
stances schools are the last to know 
that a food recall has taken place, and 
that the recall may be taking place 
where the food for the schools is pro-
duced. But because they are not on the 
list, they are not in the protocols, the 
schoolchildren are put at risk, as we 

have seen in the recent recalls. So it’s 
safer for those children, it’s healthier 
for those children. 

The 6-cent increase in the meal pro-
gram is the first one in 30 years. And 
it’s with the designed purpose to im-
prove the quality of the meal program. 
I know these children. I have seen 
these children. I know them through 
the Diabetics Association. I know them 
through the programs on obesity. We 
have a very serious problem. And this 
is an effort, agreed to by the Pediatrics 
Association and others, that this is the 
way to attack it and to start to build 
a barrier against childhood obesity and 
adult-onset obesity. And we have got 
to change that diet. And that’s where 
major, major savings in health care 
come from. 

So this is a bill that has been 
thought out in its entirety. It’s a bill 
that is respectful of local control. It’s 
respectful of the needs of school set-
tings and their particular situations. 
We tried to do that. We listened to 
school food administrators for districts 
across this country, all of whom had 
ideas for efficiencies and improve-
ments. And many of those are in-
grained in this legislation. So I would 
hope that my colleagues, when they 
would come to the floor later to vote 
on this bill, will vote for this legisla-
tion. They will understand it’s fully 
paid for. They will understand that it 
received unanimous consent in both 
the committee in the Senate and on 
the Senate floor. 

With that, I urge the passage of this 
legislation. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members may have 5 leg-
islative days in which to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material on S. 3307. 

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

There was no objection. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, 
Washington, DC, December 1, 2010. 

Hon. GEORGE MILLER, 
Chairman, House Committee on Education and 

Labor, Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN MILLER: I am writing to 
confirm our understanding regarding S. 3307, 
the ‘‘Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010.’’ 
The Committee on Energy and Commerce 
has jurisdictional interest in provisions of 
the bill. In light of the interest in moving 
this bill forward promptly, I am not exer-
cising the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce regarding S. 3307, 
with the understanding that taking this 
course does not prejudice the Committee’s 
jurisdictional interests and prerogatives on 
the subject matter of jurisdictional interest 
contained in this or similar legislation in the 
future. 

I would appreciate your including this let-
ter in the Congressional Record during con-
sideration of the bill on the House floor. 
Thank you for your cooperation on this mat-
ter. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY A. WAXMAN, 

Chairman. 
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COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND 

LABOR, HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, 

Washington, DC, December 1, 2010. 
Hon. HENRY A. WAXMAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce, 

Rayburn House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN WAXMAN: I am writing in 
response to your letter of December 1, 2010, 
regarding S. 3307, the ‘‘Healthy, Hunger-Free 
Kids Act of 2010.’’ I acknowledge that the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce has ju-
risdictional interest in provisions of the bill. 
In the interest of expeditious passage of this 
critical legislation, I appreciate your will-
ingness to not assert such jurisdictional in-
terests and understand that such action does 
not prejudice your Committee’s jurisdic-
tional interests in this or similar legislation 
in the future. 

I will submit a copy of your December 1, 
2010, letter and this response to the Congres-
sional Record during floor consideration. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE MILLER, 

Chairman. 

Ms. HIRONO. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act, 
S. 3307, the largest Federal effort in 30 years 
to fight childhood obesity and hunger in Ha-
waii and nationwide. Our keiki’s health is a 
crucial priority. I will vote to send this land-
mark child nutrition bill to President Obama for 
his signature. 

We’ve seen the statistics. Hawaii faced a 15 
percent increase in diabetes rates from 2005 
to 2009, and 28.5 percent of youth in Hawaii 
ages 10–17 are obese. Meanwhile, 9.1 per-
cent of Hawaii residents are ‘‘food insecure,’’ 
lacking consistent access to enough food for a 
healthy and productive life. 

The Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act will take 
crucial steps to fight childhood obesity. The 
new law will authorize a higher reimbursement 
rate for schools that serve healthier meals. 
This is the first reimbursement rate increase in 
30 years. The law will apply the latest dietary 
guidelines to all food served in schools, keep-
ing junk food and soda out of vending ma-
chines and the cafeteria. Over 100,000 Hawaii 
students participate in the Federal school 
lunch program. 

I have visited school gardens at several 
schools in Hawaii, seeing firsthand how Farm- 
to-School programs can teach children about 
healthy eating as part of the curriculum. These 
programs can also help Hawaii farmers get 
their food into local schools. The new law in-
cludes $40 million in grants for Farm-to-School 
programs nationwide. 

Hungry kids cannot learn. To fight child hun-
ger, the new law will increase reimbursements 
for programs serving after-school, weekend, 
and summer meals. The law will also make it 
easier for schools to automatically enroll stu-
dents in school lunch and breakfast programs 
using existing poverty data from Medicaid, fos-
ter care, Census, or the Supplementary Nutri-
tion Assistance Program, SNAP, formerly 
known as food stamps. Currently, schools in 
many States require families to submit a cum-
bersome paper application form each year. 

The new law also will fund school wellness 
policies to help schools promote nutrition and 
physical education. To help new mothers and 
our youngest children, the bill will support a 
healthier food packet for over 37,000 Hawaii 
participants in the Women, Infants and Chil-

dren, WIC, program, integrating support for 
breastfeeding and the latest research on neo-
natal nutrition. 

I want to acknowledge that this bill is not as 
strong as I or some of my constituents would 
have liked. As a member of the House Edu-
cation and Labor Committee, I voted for a 
stronger version of the child nutrition bill that 
maintained Recovery Act support for SNAP, 
food stamp, benefits and included an innova-
tive amendment to support plant-based and 
nondairy food in schools. The House bill also 
included my amendment to increase reim-
bursement rates for areas such as Hawaii that 
have higher food costs. I will continue fighting 
for these initiatives in the future, but the Sen-
ate bill before us today is our last, best hope 
to make crucial improvements in child nutrition 
this year. Next year’s incoming House leader-
ship has expressed clear opposition to these 
investments in child nutrition. 

Mr. STARK. Madam Speaker, I rise to sup-
port the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act. This 
bill addresses the linked problems of child 
hunger and child obesity by improving child 
nutrition programs and ensuring that children 
have increased access to healthy meals in 
school and at home. 

One in four children in this country is at risk 
of hunger and one in three is overweight or 
obese. This is an epidemic and we can start 
to address it by improving our nutrition pro-
grams. For the first time in 30 years, this bill 
will increase the reimbursement for school 
meals, allowing schools to serve healthier 
meals. It will also implement national nutrition 
standards for school food, allow more low-in-
come children to have access to school 
meals, make foster children automatically eligi-
ble for school meal benefits, and promote 
breastfeeding. 

Passing this bill is the right thing to do and 
we must pass it now or lose this important op-
portunity to invest in children. I do regret that 
part of this legislation is paid for with future 
cuts to the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program, SNAP. The benefit cut authorized by 
this bill will cause a family of four to lose up 
to $59 a month out of their limited food budget 
in 2013. Congress and the President must re-
main committed to reversing these cuts before 
they go into effect. I urge the Obama adminis-
tration to address the gaps in SNAP benefits 
through all available measures. For example, 
access to SNAP can be greatly improved by 
eliminating unnecessary, ineffective proce-
dures, such as the finger imaging used in Cali-
fornia, which discourage eligible Americans 
from applying for benefits. 

It is unacceptable that one quarter of Amer-
ica’s children are hungry, and that one third 
are at risk of the health problems associated 
with obesity. I urge my colleagues to support 
S. 3307 and stand with me for the health of 
our children. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I’d like to thank Chairman MILLER for 
his leadership on this issue. 

I’d also like to thank all of our staff who 
have worked so hard on this bill. 

Finally, I’d like to thank the nutrition and 
anti-hunger groups who have helped raise 
awareness of this very important issue, includ-
ing those in my district. 

In the Healthy Families and Communities 
Subcommittee, which I chair, we have worked 
hard over the last two Congresses on how we 
should address many important issues through 

child nutrition reauthorization, including how 
we can reduce childhood obesity. 

As a nurse for over 30 years, I have seen 
firsthand the risks and illnesses that can result 
from obesity. 

During our bipartisan subcommittee hear-
ings, committee members have heard testi-
mony about studies that one in five 4-year- 
olds is obese, that kids have the arteries of 
middle-aged adults, and that the number of 
children who take medication for chronic dis-
eases has jumped dramatically. 

Some of these reports are shocking, and 
unfortunately, some are not. 

Childhood obesity, diabetes and heart dis-
ease are all on the rise in the U.S. and one 
of the best tools we have to combat these ill-
nesses is our ability to provide wholesome 
and healthy nutrition to children in school. 

Childhood obesity is found in all 50 States, 
in both young children and adolescents, affect-
ing all social and economic levels. 

Low income communities tend to have the 
highest obesity rates due to factors such as a 
lack of access to affordable, healthy foods, 
lack of safe, available venues for physical ac-
tivity, and a lack of education about nutrition 
and its benefits. 

Furthermore, it has been found that minority 
children are at the greatest risk for obesity. 

There is no silver bullet to solve childhood 
obesity. 

However, the School Breakfast and Lunch 
programs can make a great impact because 
they may provide more than 50 percent of a 
student’s food and nutrient intake on school 
days. 

Given the current harsh financial realities for 
many families in my district and throughout the 
Nation, schools have an increasingly important 
role to play in providing children with nutritious 
food during their days. 

I also hear from folks in schools finding it 
more and more difficult to meet the increased 
demand for meals with healthy, nutritious and 
high-quality foods, without adequate funding. 

We also know how critical it is to reach the 
youngest children and infants as soon as pos-
sible. 

I am proud that this bill contains provisions 
from bills I have introduced which will promote 
nutrition and wellness in child care settings, 
and support breastfeeding for low-income 
women. 

We know that change for adults is hard, but 
if we start to educate our kids early enough, 
we can establish lifelong habits and the values 
of healthy living and wellness for the future. 

The bill before us contains provisions which 
are very important to a great number of chil-
dren. 

While the bill doesn’t contain everything our 
House-passed bill contained, it is a strong, 
commonsense, and hopefully bipartisan effort 
to improve access to healthy food for children. 

But by taking a comprehensive approach to 
nutrition, our children, families and commu-
nities will all be healthier. 

I urge my colleagues to vote yes on this bill. 
Mr. GRIJALVA. Madam Speaker, the legis-

lation before us includes many important im-
provements to the child nutrition programs that 
millions of our nation’s children rely on for 
daily nutrition. As a result of this bill, it will be 
easier for children in low-income families to 
get the meals they need. Just as important, 
the meals they get will be healthier. 

The provisions included in the bill have im-
portant ramifications for Latino children in par-
ticular. Latino children currently make up more 
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than one in five children in the U.S. and are 
the fastest-growing segment of the child popu-
lation. Latino children are also the hungriest in 
America—making up almost 40 percent of the 
children struggling against hunger. They are 
more than four times as likely as white chil-
dren to be food insecure and hungry. Iron-
ically, they also have one of the highest risks 
for obesity. 

Latino families often experience barriers to 
participation in federal programs based on lan-
guage access issues. The number of children 
who speak English as a second language has 
grown over the years and families who strug-
gle with English proficiency are now located in 
many parts of the country where there is no 
mechanism in place to meet their language 
access needs. School districts in these areas 
need guidance and support to help them com-
municate effectively with parents who do not 
speak English fluently. Such guidance and 
support will ensure that eligible children re-
ceive the proper nutrition they need during the 
day through the school meals program. It is of 
the utmost importance that all eligible children 
have access to the federal food assistance 
programs regardless of what language their 
parents speak or whether their parents can 
read. Access to our meal programs is essen-
tial no matter what language is spoken at 
home. 

Six years ago, in the last reauthorization of 
the child nutrition programs, Congress clarified 
that program administrators must commu-
nicate with parents in a manner that they can 
understand. Congress set a clear standard, 
but left it to the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
to implement that standard by explaining to 
school districts and other program operators 
what they must do to live up to it. To date, 
USDA has failed to provide this guidance. 

As a result, the 16,000 plus school districts 
in the U.S. have been left to interpret the stat-
utory terms themselves. While the method of 
assistance to families may differ across states 
and localities, the federal standards for the 
level of service should be consistent. In the 
absence of federal guidance, it is likely that 
many school districts will not know that a 
standard exists and may fail to comply. USDA 
needs to offer guidance so that there is con-
sistency in implementation around the country. 
There is no reason why a Romanian-speaking 
parent in Florida, for example, should have 
more or less help with applying for school 
meals than a Romanian-speaking parent in 
Michigan. 

School districts are well-positioned to com-
ply with Congress’ requirement. They routinely 
identify the language spoken in the homes of 
their students. Moreover, for other school mat-
ters, they are already required to communicate 
with parents in a language they can under-
stand. That standard applies to communica-
tions regarding the school meals program as 
well. But school districts need additional direc-
tion and support from USDA and states. I urge 
USDA to clarify when written translations must 
be used, when oral interpretation will suffice, 
and how to communicate with parents with 
limited literacy. 

USDA could also strengthen implementation 
of Congress’ standard by supplementing policy 
guidance with technical assistance. USDA al-
ready provides support by making available 
school meals enrollment materials in 25 lan-
guages. School districts around the country 
need to know where to find these materials 

and how to obtain oral interpretation services 
if written materials are not available. USDA 
could identify and share best practices so that 
school districts in geographic areas that are 
experiencing an influx of families who do not 
speak English fluently will have resources to 
help them best serve all families with children 
attending their schools. 

Moreover, USDA needs to hold school dis-
tricts accountable for compliance. For exam-
ple, school districts could be required to have 
a written plan in place explaining how families 
with limited English proficiency will be served. 
Plus, all reviews of state and local program 
operations should include a review of compli-
ance with the requirements related to commu-
nications with households. 

It is unfortunate that several years after 
Congress took action to ensure that commu-
nications with families would be understand-
able to all families, regardless of what lan-
guage is spoken at home, we still have so far 
to go. I call on the USDA to take action quick-
ly to fully implement these standards. Every 
eligible child should be able to get the healthy 
meals that the federal government provides 
and language should not be a barrier to good 
nutrition. Congress, USDA, states, and school 
districts must continue to work together to 
make that goal a reality. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, I rise 
to support the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act 
of 2010. This important legislation will expand 
access to school meals programs and improve 
nutritional quality. It is a much-needed step 
forward for the health of America’s children. 

This bill improves access to school meals 
programs by streamlining certification of chil-
dren who meet income requirements without 
burdensome applications. It provides more 
universal meal access for eligible children in 
high-poverty areas. And it increases the num-
ber of out-of-school meals for low-income chil-
dren by allowing reimbursement for Child and 
Adult Care Food Program providers. 

The bill also makes important improvements 
to the quality of school meals by increasing 
the reimbursement rates for schools for the 
first time in over 30 years. Additional grants 
will help communities establish and strengthen 
farm-to-school networks and school gardens 
to use more local foods in school cafeterias. 
And the bill strengthens nutrition standards for 
all food served in schools. 

This bill is not perfect. I am concerned 
about using the SNAP program as an offset, 
and I look forward to working with the Admin-
istration to restore those funds before cuts 
take place in 2013. But this bill, which passed 
the U.S. Senate unanimously, makes impor-
tant changes to school nutrition programs and 
will improve the health of our nation’s children. 
I urge my colleagues to support this legisla-
tion. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of S. 3307, the Healthy, Hun-
ger-Free Kids Act, which would reauthorize 
child nutrition programs including the National 
School Lunch Program, the Child and Adult 
Care Food Program, and the Special Supple-
mental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, 
and Children. 

As a co-chair of the Congressional Olympic 
and Paralympic Caucus, I have worked to pro-
mote physical fitness and a healthy lifestyle for 
our nation’s children. Physical activity and nu-
trition are key factors in staying healthy and 
avoiding chronic illness. Because good health 

habits begin in childhood, this legislation will 
go a long way in preventing many chronic dis-
eases. 

This bill, which is fully offset, provides great-
ly needed improvements to our country’s child 
nutrition programs in school and child care 
settings. This legislation will increase program 
enrollment and make it easier for low-income 
children to access benefits. This measure also 
contains the most significant improvements to 
these programs in more than 30 years in order 
to reduce childhood hunger and obesity. 

I am also pleased that this legislation estab-
lishes national nutrition standards for all foods 
sold in schools throughout the day—an area in 
which Rhode Island has led. With 79,000 
Rhode Island children participating in the Na-
tional School Lunch Program and 26,000 par-
ticipating in the School Breakfast Program, S. 
3307 will ensure students do not go hungry 
throughout the school day by providing access 
to nutritious meals. This measure also in-
creases funding for school nutrition programs 
for purchasing fruits, vegetables and nuts, and 
creates more avenues for produce to flow 
from local farmers to schools. 

While I do not support the elimination of a 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
temporary benefit increase provided by The 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act in-
cluded in this bill, I will work vigilantly to re-
store this cut before it goes into effect in 2013. 

I encourage all of my colleagues to support 
this important measure. 

Mr. HINOJOSA. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in support of S. 3307, the Healthy, Hun-
ger-Free Kids Act of 2010, legislation that will 
reduce childhood hunger by increasing access 
to nutritious meals year round, improve the 
nutritional quality of meals children eat in and 
outside of school, and support school and 
community efforts to reduce childhood obesity. 

According to the United States Department 
of Agriculture, USDA, nearly one in four chil-
dren in the United States is food insecure: that 
is more than 16 million children who face hun-
ger each day. 

In the Rı́o Grande Valley of south Texas, 
approximately 85 percent of the students in 
our region are eligible for Free and Reduced 
Price Meals under the National School Lunch 
Program. In the State of Texas, 24.3 percent 
of children live in food insecure households— 
the second highest rate in the country—com-
pared to 18.9 percent nationwide, according to 
2006–2008 data from USDA and Feeding 
America. 

Childhood obesity is also an issue of great 
concern for the State of Texas. This critically 
important issue has been linked to the lack of 
nutritious foods in our nation’s schools and 
communities. According to a report issued by 
Trust for America’s Health and the Robert 
Wood Johnson Foundation in 2010, Texas 
ranked seventh in child obesity among the 
states. Approximately 20.4 percent of Texas 
children are obese. 

In order to keep health care costs down, our 
nation must do more to prevent obesity and 
diabetes in our schools and communities. Re-
ducing the prevalence of obesity and diabetes 
will have an enormous positive impact on my 
constituents’ quality of life, while making their 
health care more affordable. 

We know that children who are hungry or 
obese are more likely than their peers to suf-
fer from hyperactivity, absenteeism, and low 
academic achievement. This bill will help im-
prove child nutrition for millions of children, 
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particularly for low-income children who need 
to be healthy and ready to learn to succeed in 
school. 

The passage of S. 3307 is the first step in 
addressing child nutrition. The second step is 
restoring cuts to future SNAP benefits. 

I urge my colleagues, on both sides of the 
aisle, to vote for S. 3307, an investment of 
$4.5 billion over 10 years that supports our 
children in thriving physically and academically 
and in leading healthy lives. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Speaker, as food in-
security and obesity rates grow in Oregon and 
around the country, increasing access to af-
fordable and nutritious meals for our children 
inside and outside of school could not come at 
a better time. Unfortunately, S. 3307, The 
Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010, is par-
tially offset by cutting future Supplemental Nu-
trition Assistance Program, SNAP, benefits. 
While I believe this is important legislation, 
cutting SNAP benefits for families to pay for a 
hunger prevention programs is illogical, and 
isn’t something that I could support. Today, a 
staggering 20 percent of Oregonians rely on 
SNAP benefits to pay for their basic food 
needs, which is the fourth-highest participation 
rate amongst all states. 

I wasn’t alone in opposing the cuts to SNAP 
benefits included in S. 3307. I signed a letter 
to House leadership, with over 100 of my col-
leagues, expressing our opposition to these 
cuts. I was hopeful, that by postponing a vote 
in the House of Representatives on S. 3307, 
Congress, along with the Administration, could 
renegotiate the SNAP offset. While the Admin-
istration has promised to work to restore lost 
SNAP benefits, staggering deficits along with 
new Leadership in the House of Representa-
tives, has created no clear path to reinstating 
future SNAP benefits. 

Meal programs inside and outside of school 
serve as a direct line to prevent hunger for 
needy children. I will continue to support child 
nutrition legislation that doesn’t cut critical 
SNAP benefits. 

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to support of S. 3307, the Healthy, Hunger- 
Free Kids Act of 2010. This legislation has 
been a priority of the Obama Administration, 
and in particular the First Lady, because it is 
the right thing to do. Together the President 
and the First Lady have started a national 
conversation about why reducing child hunger 
and childhood obesity are laudable goals and 
I commend them for this. While this is not a 
perfect bill, today the House has the oppor-
tunity to send to the President a bill which will 
make historic investments and significant im-
provements to child nutrition programs. 

For far too many students, the only quality 
meal they can count on is the one they re-
ceive during the school day, which is why I 
believe this legislation is critical to pass before 
the end of the 111th Congress. Last year in 
Michigan, more than 911,000 students count-
ed on the National School Lunch Program to 
provide them with a meal. With one in five 
children living in poverty, the need to provide 
an affordable, healthy meal at school is great-
er than ever. 

Furthermore, at a time when we are facing 
a growing child obesity epidemic, it is often 
difficult to find healthful foods in our nation’s 
schools. That is why I support this legislation’s 
goal to raise nutritional standards, increase 
the federal reimbursement rate for school 
lunch programs, and reduce availability of 

high-calorie junk food which crowds out 
healthier food options. Our students deserve 
access to more fresh, local food and healthy 
options during the school day. 

If enacted, this legislation would provide 
Michigan with $8,391,000 to improve the nutri-
tional quality of school lunches for low-income 
children across our State, as well as improve 
access to programs for school meals. Our 
schools will now receive an additional 6 cents 
per meal to help meet new meal standards. In 
addition, this legislation will help ensure the 
safety of the meals we are serving our stu-
dents, by improving recall procedures and ex-
tending food safety requirements. 

I am, however, gravely concerned though 
about the Senate’s decision to pay for this leg-
islation by using $2.2 billion in future cuts to 
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Pro-
gram or food stamp program. With 1.75 million 
Michigan residents relying on SNAP to put 
dinner on the table, this cut is irresponsible. It 
is my hope that President Obama will follow 
through on his commitment to replace this off-
set before these SNAP cuts slash food budg-
ets for needy Michigan families. 

Madam Speaker, I have often said that we 
cannot let the perfect be the enemy of the 
good, which is why I lend my support to to-
day’s bill. I hope my colleagues will join with 
me in passing the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids 
Act, sending it to President Obama’s desk be-
fore Christmas. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. Pursuant to 
clause 1(c) of rule XIX, further consid-
eration of this bill is postponed. 

f 

FURTHER CONTINUING APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 2011 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on passage 
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 101) 
making further continuing appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2011, and for other 
purposes, on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the passage of the joint 
resolution. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 239, nays 
178, not voting 16, as follows: 

[Roll No. 593] 

YEAS—239 

Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boccieri 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 

Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Cao 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Childers 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 

Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (TN) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 

Ellsworth 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Heinrich 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kosmas 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 

Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Space 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 

NAYS—178 

Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Alexander 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 

Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Djou 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Fallin 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Heller 
Hensarling 

Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Kratovil 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
Mica 
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Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Olson 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Peters 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Reed 

Rehberg 
Reichert 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 

Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden 
Wamp 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—16 

Barrett (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buyer 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
Delahunt 

Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hodes 
Marchant 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Minnick 

Radanovich 
Speier 
Spratt 
Wu 

b 1503 

Messrs. TAYLOR and CONNOLLY of 
Virginia changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ 
to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Ms. BEAN changed her vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the joint resolution was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

CONGRATULATING REPRESENTA-
TIVE CATHY MCMORRIS ROD-
GERS ON BIRTH OF BABY GIRL 

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker and my colleagues, I 
am very pleased to make a very impor-
tant announcement: today, a new Re-
publican was born. 

Our colleague, CATHY MCMORRIS ROD-
GERS, delivered a baby girl this morn-
ing at 12:20. The baby weighed nearly 
81⁄2 pounds and is over 20 inches. Both 
the mother and daughter are doing 
very well, as is Brian. 

f 

HEALTHY, HUNGER-FREE KIDS 
ACT OF 2010 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX, pro-
ceedings will now resume on the bill (S. 
3307) to reauthorize child nutrition pro-
grams, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 1742, the bill is 
considered read and the previous ques-
tion is ordered. 

The question is on the third reading 
of the bill. 

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Madam 
Speaker, I have a motion to recommit. 

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

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. I am. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Kline moves to recommit the bill S. 

3307 to the Committee on Education and 
Labor with instructions to report the same 
back to the House forthwith, with the fol-
lowing amendments: 

Amend section 205 to read as follows: 
SEC. 205. CONDITION OF RECEIPT OF FUNDS 

UNDER THE CHILD AND ADULT 
CARE FOOD PROGRAM. 

Section 17 of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(u) INELIGIBILITY OF INSTITUTIONS.—An in-
stitution shall be ineligible for funds under 
this section if such institution employs a 
child care staff member who— 

‘‘(1) refuses to consent to a criminal back-
ground check that includes— 

‘‘(A) a search of the State criminal reg-
istry or repository in the State where the 
child care staff member resides and each 
State where such staff member previously 
resided; 

‘‘(B) a search of State-based child abuse 
and neglect registries and databases in the 
State where the child care staff member re-
sides and each State where such staff mem-
ber previously resided; 

‘‘(C) a search of the National Crime Infor-
mation Center; 

‘‘(D) a Federal Bureau of Investigation fin-
gerprint check using the Integrated Auto-
mated Fingerprint Identification System; 
and 

‘‘(E) a search of the National Sex Offender 
Registry established under the Adam Walsh 
Child Protection and Safety Act of 2006 (42 
U.S.C. 16901 et seq.); 

‘‘(2) makes a false statement in connection 
with such criminal background check; 

‘‘(3) is registered or is required to be reg-
istered on a State sex offender registry or 
the National Sex Offender Registry estab-
lished under the Adam Walsh Child Protec-
tion and Safety Act of 2006 (42 U.S.C. 16901 et 
seq.); or 

‘‘(4) has been convicted of a felony con-
sisting of— 

‘‘(A) homicide; 
‘‘(B) child abuse or neglect; 
‘‘(C) a crime against children, including 

child pornography; 
‘‘(D) spousal abuse; 
‘‘(E) a crime involving rape or sexual as-

sault; 
‘‘(F) kidnapping; 
‘‘(G) arson; or 
‘‘(H) physical assault, battery, or a drug- 

related offense, committed within the past 5 
years.’’. 

In section 206, strike ‘‘(as amended by sec-
tion 205)’’. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota (during the 
reading). Madam Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the motion to re-
commit be considered as read. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Minnesota is recognized for 5 minutes 
in support of his motion to recommit. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Madam 
Speaker, with the clock winding down 
on the 111th Congress, there seems to 

be a rush to push through as many bills 
at the last minute as this majority can 
manage. Unfortunately, this sprint to 
the finish means the sacrifice of the de-
liberative process. This bill was sent to 
us from the other body with the de-
mand that we accept it as is; that we 
cannot change a single comma or pe-
riod, much less improve the policy. 

This is a bill that never received a 
hearing or vote in the Education and 
Labor Committee. Not a single amend-
ment was made in order for debate, 
which means here on the House floor 
Members were not permitted to even 
discuss possible improvements to the 
bill. 

This motion to recommit is our last 
chance to improve the bill, our last 
chance to remove some of its most 
harmful provisions and insert stronger 
protections for our children; and that 
is exactly what we are attempting to 
do. 

First, to protect the safety of chil-
dren receiving meals in a child care 
setting, the motion to recommit re-
quires comprehensive background 
checks for all child care providers. A 
comprehensive background check 
searches various criminal databases 
housed at the State and Federal levels, 
as well as the National Sex Offender 
Registry. With taxpayers subsidizing 
these programs, parents need the peace 
of mind that comes with knowing that 
their children are not being left in the 
care of individuals with a history of vi-
olence, child abuse, or other criminal 
behavior. In fact, many parents today 
may wrongly believe these child care 
providers have been given a back-
ground check because of the tacit seal 
of approval that comes with being a 
federally funded program. Unfortu-
nately, Federal law contains no com-
prehensive background check require-
ment for child care providers that re-
ceive funding under these nutrition 
programs. Currently, only 10 States 
have a comprehensive system that in-
cludes a check of the Child Abuse and 
Neglect Registry, a check of the Sex 
Offender Registry, and a State and 
Federal fingerprint check. Simply 
checking the fingerprint of a current or 
future child care worker will help ad-
vance the safety of countless children. 

Next, the motion to recommit elimi-
nates the middle class tax included in 
this proposal. Any time the Federal 
Government forces a private citizen to 
reach into his or her own pocket and 
pay more for a good or service, it is a 
tax by any commonsense definition of 
the word, and that is exactly what this 
provision would do. It creates a Federal 
price floor for paid school lunches, a 
floor for paid school lunches, forcing 
many schools to increase the prices 
they charge the children who do not re-
ceive free or reduced price meals. 

The National Governors Association 
and leading school groups have spoken 
out in opposition to this provision be-
cause it will drive up costs for families 
and punish schools that have worked 
hard to hold down costs while pro-
viding higher quality meals. 
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In a letter to Congress, the NGA 
wrote, this provision ‘‘would establish 
a Federal mandate for every paid meal 
in every school in the country for the 
first time ever.’’ They went on to say 
this will, ‘‘price out some low-income 
families from paid school meals and 
punish school districts that in good 
faith have worked to increase the qual-
ity of school meals, while simulta-
neously holding down the paid meal 
prices.’’ 

Allowing the Federal Government to 
create price mandates is a dangerous 
precedent and should not be set. By ap-
proving this motion to recommit, we 
can block this harmful tax on working 
families. We have thoroughly debated 
the broader objections to this legisla-
tion today, arguing against the spend-
ing and mandate, but that is not the 
debate we’re having now. 

This motion to recommit is a modest 
pair of corrections that will make the 
bill better. It will make our children 
safer and protect working families, and 
I urge my colleagues to support its pas-
sage. 

I yield back my time. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Madam Speaker, Members of the 
House, we have known for some time, 
and certainly known all today, that 
our colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle oppose this legislation, and that’s 
what the gentleman, my colleague, Mr. 
KLINE, just spoke to, his opposition to 
this legislation. 

They have opposed this legislation 
even though this legislation is fully 
paid for under the PAYGO rules. 
They’ve opposed this legislation even 
though it passed unanimously out of 
the Senate committee. They opposed 
this legislation even though it passed 
unanimously on the floor of the Senate 
and was sent to us, because they know 
that we’re in the last days of this ses-
sion, and if they can attach something 
to this legislation, they can kill this 
bill. 

They can kill the years of hard work 
that have gone into this legislation to 
make it less expensive for school dis-
tricts, to make it more flexible for 
school districts, to make it easier on 
parents, to make it sure that we have 
safe meals so, when food is recalled, 
the school districts will be informed 
right away. Usually, they’re the last to 
know that they’re serving dangerous 
and maybe lethal food on the food re-
call. 

They know that what this bill does is 
create for the first time healthy meals 
so we can address the problems of dia-
betes and obesity that are swamping 
this Nation’s health care system, that 
are swamping the health care budgets 
of families, of businesses, that start 
with children and have adult onset as a 
result of that. This effort is endorsed 

by the pediatrics association and every 
other health care association because 
they understand this is the front line if 
we’re going to reverse this trend. 

So now what have they done, as 
they’ve talked about the Federal Gov-
ernment, extending the mandate of the 
Federal Government? The Federal Gov-
ernment is about to swoop in on family 
day care providers, more family day 
care providers than any other kind of 
day care provider in the country, very 
important in rural areas, very impor-
tant in poor areas, person takes care of 
four or five of their neighbors’ friends, 
they know these people. Now they have 
a mandate. They have to do a back-
ground check. These are marginal oper-
ations. Do they have to pay for that? 
Do they know with certainty who’s 
going to do that? Who’s going to do 
that check? And if they’re in a school 
setting, does the school district pay for 
it? They’ve got to have a background 
check. If they’re in a kindergarten as 
part of a child care program, do they 
pay for that? 

So what they’re trying to do is kill 
this bill. It wouldn’t matter what this 
amendment said. If it goes back to the 
Senate, we’ve struggled all of us might-
ily, on both sides of the aisle, with the 
nature of the Senate. But here we have 
the opportunity to have a major pro-
gram, to improve the nutrition and 
flexibility and the health and the safe-
ty of this program, and now this is an 
effort to kill it. 

I yield to the majority leader. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Ladies and gentlemen, we all want to 

pursue the legislative process. One of 
the things that has undermined the 
legislative process in this House per-
haps on both sides is the ‘‘gotcha’’ 
amendments. This amendment has a 
worthwhile objective, obviously, of pro-
tecting our children. We’re going to 
give everybody an opportunity to vote 
on this amendment in just a few short 
hours, and then we’re going to pass this 
bill—because the gentleman’s debate 
had nothing to do with this amend-
ment until the last few seconds of his 
remarks. 

His remarks went to the substance of 
this bill. He’s opposed to this bill. He 
said he’s opposed to this bill. This bill 
passed unanimously. Unanimously 
means that every Republican, as well 
as every Democrat, wanted to reach 
out to provide for child nutrition for 
America’s children. 

This bill, I believe, enjoys the major-
ity’s support on this floor. We’ll pass 
this bill, and we will pass it tomorrow, 
but we’re going to give Members on 
this side of the aisle, as well as on your 
side of the aisle, an opportunity to pass 
an amendment that in effect says, 
okay, if you want to put these regula-
tions on these small providers in these 
small jurisdictions, fine, we will do it; 
we want to protect children as much as 
you do. And I’ve said that during the 
substance of our debate, that we want-
ed to protect children, and I’m sure 

you want to make sure the children are 
well fed. 

So, my belief is that we will rise now. 
We will come back on this amendment, 
which is not related. We’ll give you an 
opportunity to vote on your amend-
ment, and then we are going to pass 
this bill and send it to the President of 
the United States, as the Senate of the 
United States unanimously voted to 
do. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX, further 
consideration of S. 3307 is postponed. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

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

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H. Res. 1217, 
H. Res. 1724, both de novo. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

ducted as a 15-minute vote. The second 
electronic vote will be conducted as a 
5-minute vote. 

f 

HONORING FORT DRUM’S SOL-
DIERS OF 10TH MOUNTAIN DIVI-
SION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and agreeing to 
the resolution (H. Res. 1217) honoring 
Fort Drum’s soldiers of the 10th Moun-
tain Division for their past and con-
tinuing contributions to the security of 
the United States, as amended. 

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 York (Mr. 
OWENS) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. ESHOO. Madam Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were—ayes 415, noes 0, 
not voting 18, as follows: 

[Roll No. 594] 

AYES—415 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 

Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett 

Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
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Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Childers 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Djou 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 

Filner 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
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 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 

Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Myrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
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 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 

Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 

Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—18 

Barrett (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buyer 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
Delahunt 

Dingell 
Etheridge 
Hastings (FL) 
Hodes 
Kennedy 
Marchant 

McMorris 
Rodgers 

Minnick 
Radanovich 
Sessions 
Speier 
Wu 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing on this vote. 

b 1534 

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

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. 

f 

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 
Afghanistan and their families, and of 
all who serve in our Armed Forces and 
their families. 

f 

COMMENDING THE CITY OF 
JACKSONVILLE, ARKANSAS 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-

finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and agreeing to 
the resolution (H. Res. 1724) com-

mending the City of Jacksonville, Ar-
kansas, for its outstanding support in 
creating a unique and lasting partner-
ship with Little Rock Air Force Base, 
members of the Armed Forces sta-
tioned there and their families, and the 
Air Force, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. 
SNYDER) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 411, nays 0, 
not voting 22, as follows: 

[Roll No. 595] 

YEAS—411 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 

Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Childers 
Chu 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Djou 
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 
Garamendi 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
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Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 

Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Myrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
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 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 

Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
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 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—22 

Barrett (SC) 
Blackburn 
Boehner 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buyer 
Cardoza 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 

Delahunt 
Gordon (TN) 
Hastings (FL) 
Hodes 
Kennedy 
Marchant 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Miller (FL) 

Minnick 
Pingree (ME) 
Radanovich 
Speier 
Woolsey 
Wu 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1545 

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. 

The title of the resolution was 
amended so as to read: ‘‘Commending 
the City of Jacksonville, Arkansas, for 
its outstanding support in creating a 
unique and lasting partnership with 
Little Rock Air Force Base, members 
of the Armed Forces stationed there, 
and their families.’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Madam 
Speaker, on rollcall No. 587 on H. Res. 1742, 
ordering the Previous Question providing for 
consideration of S. 3307, I am not recorded 
because I was absent because I was giving 
birth to my baby daughter. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Madam Speaker, on rollcall No. 588 on H. 
Res. 1742, agreeing to the resolution pro-
viding for consideration of S. 3307, the 
Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act, I am not re-
corded because I was absent because I was 
giving birth to my baby daughter. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Madam Speaker, on rollcall No. 589 on H. 
Res. 1741, agreeing to the resolution pro-
viding for consideration of H.J. Res. 101, I am 
not recorded because I was absent because I 
was giving birth to my baby daughter. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Madam Speaker, on rollcall No. 590 on H. 
Con. Res. 323, supporting the goal of ensur-
ing that all Holocaust survivors in the United 
States are able to live with dignity, comfort, 
and security in their remaining years, I am not 
recorded because I was absent because I was 
giving birth to my baby daughter. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Madam Speaker, on rollcall No. 591 on H. 
Res. 1735, condemning North Korea in the 
strongest terms for its unprovoked military at-
tack against South Korea on November 23, 
2010, I am not recorded because I was absent 
because I was giving birth to my baby daugh-
ter. Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea.’’ 

Madam Speaker, on rollcall No. 592 on H. 
Res. 1430, honoring and saluting golf legend 
Juan Antonio ‘‘Chi Chi’’ Rodriguez for his com-
mitment to Latino youth programs of the Con-
gressional Hispanic Caucus Institute, I am not 
recorded because I was absent because I was 
giving birth to my baby daughter. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Madam Speaker, on rollcall No. 593 on H.J. 
Res. 101, making further continuing appropria-
tions for Fiscal Year 2011, I am not recorded 
because I was absent because I was giving 
birth to my baby daughter. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Madam Speaker, on rollcall No. 594 on H. 
Res. 1217, honoring Fort Drum’s soldiers of 
the 10th Mountain Division for their past and 
continuing contributions to the security of the 
United States, I am not recorded because I 
was absent because I was giving birth to my 
baby daughter. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Madam Speaker, on rollcall No. 595 on H. 
Res. 1724, commending the City of Jackson-
ville, Arkansas, for its outstanding support in 
creating a unique and lasting partnership with 
Little Rock Air Force Base, members of the 
Armed Forces stationed there and their fami-
lies, and the Air Force, I am not recorded be-
cause I was absent because I was giving birth 
to my baby daughter. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Madam Speaker, 
on H. Res. 1217, I was unavoidably de-
tained. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

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

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken later. 

f 

b 1550 

ACCREDITATION OF ENGLISH 
LANGUAGE 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (S. 1338) a bill to require the ac-
creditation of English language train-
ing programs, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

S. 1338 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ACCREDITATION OF ENGLISH LAN-

GUAGE TRAINING PROGRAMS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 101(a) of the Im-

migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (15)(F)(i), by striking ‘‘a 
language’’ and inserting ‘‘an accredited lan-
guage’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(52) The term ‘accredited language train-

ing program’ means a language training pro-
gram that is accredited by an accrediting 
agency recognized by the Secretary of Edu-
cation.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by sub-
section (a) shall— 

(A) take effect on the date that is 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act; 
and 

(B) apply with respect to applications for a 
nonimmigrant visa under section 
101(a)(15)(F)(i) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(15)(F)(i)) that 
are filed on or after the effective date de-
scribed in subparagraph (A). 

(2) TEMPORARY EXCEPTION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 

101(a)(15)(F)(i) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, as amended by subsection (a), 
during the 3-year period beginning on the 
date of the enactment of this Act, an alien 
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seeking to enter the United States to pursue 
a course of study at a language training pro-
gram that has been certified by the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security and has not 
been accredited or denied accreditation by 
an entity described in section 101(a)(52) of 
such Act may be granted a nonimmigrant 
visa under such section 101(a)(15)(F)(i). 

(B) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—An alien 
may not be granted a nonimmigrant visa 
under subparagraph (A) if the sponsoring in-
stitution of the language training program 
to which the alien seeks to enroll does not— 

(i) submit an application for the accredita-
tion of such program to a regional or na-
tional accrediting agency recognized by the 
Secretary of Education within 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act; and 

(ii) comply with the applicable accrediting 
requirements of such agency. 

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker and Members, S. 1338 
requires that visas for foreign students 
seeking to attend English schools in 
the United States only be granted 
when the student attends a school ac-
credited by an agency recognized by 
the Secretary of Education. What we 
found, in short, is that some of these 
language schools are undermining the 
laudable mission of this visa program. 
And it has been determined that many 
of them are not even attending schools. 

So thanks to the diligence of the 
chairman of the Committee on Finan-
cial Services, BARNEY FRANK, we have 
introduced the bill. The Senate has 
passed the same bill. Now it is over 
here for our final approval. But before 
I reserve the balance of my time, I 
would thank LAMAR SMITH, the ranking 
member of the Judiciary Committee. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-

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

Madam Speaker, I support S. 1338, 
which requires the accreditation of 
English language training programs for 
student visa holders, and I am a co-
sponsor of the House version of the bill. 
Accreditation of English programs will 
ensure that foreign students here on 
temporary visas receive the high-level 
English language education they de-
serve and expect. And this legislation 
will help give the students a positive 
experience in America as well. 

The bill prevents fraud in the student 
visa program and raises the quality of 
English language training programs in 

the United States. It does so by requir-
ing accreditation, which is achieved 
only after certain learning criteria are 
met. 

Under the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act, a foreign national can get a 
student visa to study at a U.S. college, 
high school, or other learning institu-
tion such as an established ‘‘language 
training program approved by the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security after con-
sultation with the Secretary of Edu-
cation.’’ This bill requires that a non-
immigrant foreign student seeking to 
enter the United States to study at a 
language training program must enroll 
in a program that is recognized and ac-
credited by the Secretary of Education. 
The Senate has passed this legislation 
by unanimous consent, and I urge my 
colleagues to support it as well. 

Intensive English Programs (‘‘IEPs’’) serve 
to teach English to foreign students. There are 
90,000 such students in the United States. 
The programs range in length from two weeks 
to one year, but average 12 weeks. There are 
nearly 1,000 IEP’s in the U.S., and students 
must study a minimum of 18 hours per week 
to meet their visa requirements. 

Currently all IEPs must be officially recog-
nized, but that sometimes means there is just 
a check to see that the building in which the 
IEP is supposedly located, actually exists. The 
result of such lax monitoring is widespread 
fraud in the IEP community. 

Illegitimate IEPs either do not teach English 
well or serve as scams for individuals who 
want to come to the United States through 
fraudulent means. In April 2008, the Los An-
geles Times reported, ‘‘The operator of two 
English language schools was charged 
Wednesday with running a scheme that al-
lowed foreign nationals, including several Rus-
sian prostitutes, to fraudulently obtain student 
visas to enter and stay in the United States.’’ 

In April 2009, two individuals who ran an 
English language school for immigrants in Du-
luth, GA, were indicted for submitting fraudu-
lent documents to the Department of Home-
land Security. They did so in order to get stu-
dent visas for ‘‘dozens, and perhaps hun-
dreds, of ‘students.’ ’’ 

And last March agents in the Miami Immi-
gration and Customs Enforcement Office con-
ducted the ‘‘largest single visa fraud takedown 
in [the] agency’s history,’’ when they arrested 
two women who helped obtain fraudulent stu-
dent visas for over 200 individuals who were 
supposedly attending an English school, but 
who were not actually doing so. 

Such fraudulent programs, along with IEPs 
that do not function well, tarnish the reputation 
of the entire IEP industry. That’s why the 
American Association of Intensive English Pro-
grams supports this legislation. And legitimate 
IEPs are interested in ensuring the quality of 
their programs. 

Under this bill, IEPs can meet the accredita-
tion requirement in one of two ways. First, 
they can be under the governance of a univer-
sity or college that has been accredited by a 
regional accrediting agency recognized by the 
U.S. Department of Education. Or, second, 
they can be individually accredited by The Ac-
crediting Council for Continuing Education and 
Training or the Commission or English Lan-
guage Program Accreditation. 

The three typical steps in the accreditation 
process are (1) the completion of a written 

self-study that documents how the program or 
institution meets the standards of the accredi-
tation agency; (2) a site visit by an agency 
team to verify that standards are being met; 
and (3) follow-up measures on the part of the 
school to correct any deficiencies, subject to 
review and final approval by the accreditation 
agency. 

Currently, many legitimate IEPs are volun-
tarily becoming accredited on their own. 

I urge my colleagues to support passage of 
this bill. 

Madam Speaker, I yield such time as 
he may consume to the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS). 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I want to thank my 
friend from Texas for yielding. 

This legislation is a good piece of leg-
islation. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it. 

But there are other issues that I 
think need to be addressed today. 
There has been bipartisan agreement 
across this country and in Congress 
that blanket moratoriums on offshore 
drilling hurts America when it comes 
to jobs and energy. Yet the Obama ad-
ministration has suddenly imposed a 
moratorium that closes the eastern 
Gulf of Mexico and the entire Atlantic 
coast. 

Madam Speaker, this is the wrong 
way to respond to the BP oil spill. It 
hurts our economy and job creation. 
The answer is not to say America can’t 
figure it out and we should rely on 
other countries to produce our energy. 
The right answer is to find out what 
went wrong and make the effective, 
timely reforms that ensure that U.S. 
offshore drilling is the safest in the 
world. 

The Deepwater Horizon spill was a 
terrible tragedy; but this is a great 
country, Madam Speaker, and we 
shouldn’t allow this single event to dis-
rupt our long-term need to develop an 
all-of-the-above energy plan that in-
cludes the responsible development of 
our Nation’s offshore oil and gas re-
serves. 

The administration has taken us in 
the wrong direction. Instead, we need 
to be working to keep and create en-
ergy jobs here in America. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I have no further requests for time, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. CONYERS. I am going to yield 
back, but can I ask my friends on the 
other side, if you have got another sub-
ject matter you want to introduce on a 
bill, can you wait until we pass the bill 
and then make your speech about 
whatever you want? 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, S. 1338. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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HELP HAITIAN ADOPTEES IMME-

DIATELY TO INTEGRATE ACT OF 
2010 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and concur 
in the Senate amendment to the bill 
(H.R. 5283) to provide for adjustment of 
status for certain Haitian orphans pa-
roled into the United States after the 
earthquake of January 12, 2010. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the Senate amendment is 

as follows: 
Senate amendment: 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as— 
(1) the ‘‘Help Haitian Adoptees Immediately to 

Integrate Act of 2010’’; or 
(2) the ‘‘Help HAITI Act of 2010’’. 

SEC. 2. ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS FOR CERTAIN 
HAITIAN ORPHANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Homeland 
Security may adjust the status of an alien to 
that of an alien lawfully admitted for perma-
nent residence if the alien— 

(1) was inspected and granted parole into the 
United States pursuant to the humanitarian pa-
role policy for certain Haitian orphans an-
nounced by the Secretary of Homeland Security 
on January 18, 2010, and suspended as to new 
applications on April 15, 2010; 

(2) is physically present in the United States; 
(3) is admissible to the United States as an im-

migrant, except as provided in subsection (c); 
and 

(4) files an application for an adjustment of 
status under this section not later than 3 years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) NUMERICAL LIMITATION.—The number of 
aliens who are granted the status of an alien 
lawfully admitted for permanent residence 
under this section shall not exceed 1400. 

(c) GROUNDS OF INADMISSIBILITY.—Section 
212(a)(7)(A) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(7)(A)) shall not apply to 
an alien seeking an adjustment of status under 
this section. 

(d) VISA AVAILABILITY.—The Secretary of 
State shall not be required to reduce the number 
of immigrant visas authorized to be issued under 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101 et seq.) for any alien granted the status of 
having been lawfully admitted for permanent 
residence under this section. 

(e) ALIENS DEEMED TO MEET DEFINITION OF 
CHILD.—An unmarried alien described in sub-
section (a) who is under the age of 18 years 
shall be deemed to satisfy the requirements ap-
plicable to adopted children under section 
101(b)(1) of the Immigration and Nationality Act 
(8 U.S.C. 1101(b)(1)) if— 

(1) the alien obtained adjustment of status 
under this section; and 

(2) a citizen of the United States adopted the 
alien prior to, on, or after the date of the deci-
sion granting such adjustment of status. 

(f) NO IMMIGRATION BENEFITS FOR BIRTH PAR-
ENTS.—No birth parent of an alien who obtains 
adjustment of status under this section shall 
thereafter, by virtue of such parentage, be ac-
corded any right, privilege, or status under this 
section or the Immigration and Nationality Act 
(8 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.). 
SEC. 3. COMPLIANCE WITH PAYGO. 

The budgetary effects of this Act, for the pur-
pose of complying with the Statutory Pay-As- 
You-Go-Act of 2010, shall be determined by ref-
erence to the latest statement titled ‘‘Budgetary 
Effects of PAYGO Legislation’’ for this Act, sub-
mitted for printing in the Congressional Record 
by the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, provided that such statement has been 
submitted prior to the vote on passage. 

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material on the bill under 
consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CONYERS. I yield myself as 

much time as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, Members of the 

House, this bill, entitled the Help 
HAITI Act of 2010, was introduced by 
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. 
FORTENBERRY). It is incredibly impor-
tant that we finish the job we under-
took when we rescued just over 1,200 
Haitian orphans immediately following 
the earthquake that devastated Haiti 
on January 12 earlier this year. 

b 1600 
All in all, 1.5 million people were di-

rectly affected in terms of human and 
economic impact. It was one of the 
worst natural disasters ever recorded 
in the Western Hemisphere. 

In response to this disaster, the De-
partment of Homeland Security insti-
tuted a policy for the immediate evac-
uation of Haitian orphans who had 
been adopted or were in the process of 
being adopted as citizens. 

Now, in the United States with their 
adoptive or prospective adoptive Amer-
ican parents, these children need one 
more bit of assistance. Had the earth-
quake not hit and disrupted the adop-
tion process in Haiti, each of these 
children would have entered the coun-
try as United States citizens under cur-
rent immigration law. 

But because of the emergency proce-
dures used to evacuate these children, 
they must now wait years before they 
can get permanent residency and years 
more before they can qualify for citi-
zenship. Some are even running the 
risk of aging out even before they can 
get their residency, which would make 
them ineligible for legal status in the 
country. 

So what the measure before us does 
is treat these children as if they had 
come to the United States under the 
normal adoption procedures that would 
have applied had the earthquake not 
occurred and required hastening their 
move. 

It is with that in mind that I am 
pleased to thank the bipartisan efforts 
of the Judiciary Committee, starting 
with the ranking member, LAMAR 
SMITH; the immigration subcommittee 
chair, ZOE LOFGREN; and, of course, 
Judge Poe, who is leading the measure 
on the other side. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

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

I strongly support H.R. 5283. Madam 
Speaker, earlier this year, Haiti was 
hit by a massive earthquake and hun-
dreds of thousands of people died. In re-
action, the Department of Homeland 
Security announced a humanitarian 
parole policy under which orphaned 
Haitian children who were in the mid-
dle of an adoption process with pro-
spective Americans would be imme-
diately brought to the United States. 
Under this policy, about 1,200 Haitian 
children, orphans, came to the United 
States. 

Since adoption proceedings were not 
yet completed when these children 
were brought to this country, they will 
have to live with their adoptive par-
ents for 2 years before being eligible for 
permanent resident status in the 
United States. In the interim, they re-
main in parole status, which is to be 
renewed each and every year. 

This legal limbo can be stressful to 
the children and to the families who 
have adopted them. We must remem-
ber, Madam Speaker, these children 
had already been approved for adoption 
to American parents. 

Additionally, Representative 
FORTENBERRY from Nebraska was con-
cerned about the impact of this delay 
on children and circumstances such as 
the death of adoptive parents. Mr. 
FORTENBERRY therefore introduced the 
Help HAITI Act of 2010. This bill grants 
immediate permanent residence to the 
airlifted Haitian orphans. 

This legislation completes the hu-
manitarian endeavor launched by the 
Department of Homeland Security and 
secures the futures of children who 
have already suffered a great deal. It is 
in the best tradition of American hu-
manitarian response. The House has al-
ready passed the Fortenberry bill by 
voice vote. The Senate made some 
minor changes and passed the bill by 
unanimous consent. 

I know personally how important 
this bill is to the children and families 
of this country. The Parker family, 
from my district in Kingwood, Texas, 
contacted my office shortly after the 
earthquake that devastated Haiti to 
get help in finalizing the adoption of 
their son. 

Before the earthquake, the Parker 
family had been in the process of 
adopting a young Haitian named 
Ronel. Prior to the earthquake, Ronel 
had been cleared to immigrate to the 
United States. But after the bureau-
cratic breakdown following the earth-
quake, his adoption was held up. Fear-
ing for Ronel’s safety, Mr. Parker flew 
down to Port-au-Prince and slept on 
the floor of the United States Embassy 
for several days as he haggled with 
United States and Haitian authorities 
to permit the adoption. Finally, after 
many sleepless nights, the adoption 
was permitted and Ronel was allowed 
to fly to his new home in Kingwood, 
Texas. 
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A few weeks after making his way to 

his new home, I was fortunate to meet 
this young American. Although he was 
still learning English, and I don’t 
speak Creole very well, we commu-
nicated just fine. My staff even took up 
a collection to buy him his first pair of 
Texas cowboy boots. It was clear that 
he was very intelligent and had a 
strong heart, and he was very happy to 
be in America with his new American 
family. I am confident that Ronel will 
grow up to be a fine American and a 
fine Texan, and we are proud to have 
him in this country. 

It is for children like Ronel and the 
families like the Parkers that I urge 
support for this legislation. The fami-
lies of these 1,200 Haitian adoptees 
have gone through enough, and these 
parents are to be admired by all of us. 

I urge my colleagues to pass this bill, 
as amended by the Senate, so we can 
send it to the President for his signa-
ture. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. CONYERS. I want to commend 

Judge TED POE as a gentleman and a 
scholar, and we are proud of his service 
on the Judiciary Committee. 

I yield as much time as she may con-
sume to the gentlewoman from Texas, 
SHEILA JACKSON LEE. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Thank 
you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank 
you for your leadership on this issue. 
Thank you to Mr. FORTENBERRY and 
my friend and colleague from the State 
of Texas, Judge POE. 

This is a response to a humanitarian 
crisis. Some of us had the opportunity 
and somewhat of a privilege to be in 
Haiti this past Sunday. I am here to re-
port that there are still 1.5 to 1.6 mil-
lion persons still displaced, many of 
them living in various camps. There is 
need for the continued removal of rub-
bish and the debris that we all saw in 
horror on January 12 of 2010. 

So this is an enormously important 
initiative because it addresses the 
question of almost 1,200 Haitian or-
phans which were airlifted and rescued 
on that fateful day. They now live in 
limbo, and it is important to note for 
my friends on the floor of the House 
that if they were to return, it is a 
country that struggles to survive. 

Let me applaud the Haitian Govern-
ment for its concern about Haitian 
children and Haitian orphans and to 
make sure that there is no abuse and 
misuse of those children. But we know 
that many of these children, all of 
these children, are in loving homes 
here in the United States. There are 
families that still want to endorse the 
idea of adoption of Haitian children. 
All of them are willing to do it in the 
right way. 

But this legislation helps those who 
are here to give them permanent resi-
dence status, to allow them to obtain 
status so that they can pursue the act 
of citizenship once the Government of 
Haiti is in operation. 

On this past Sunday, there was an 
election, and many of you heard of the 

challenges that were faced. Some of us 
still believe that those challenges of al-
legations of fraud need to be corrected. 
But we do know that Haiti needs a sta-
ble and supporting government, and we 
know that these children need a loving 
family. It is important, then, to pro-
vide them with this particular effort, 
this bridge, that will take them to the 
next level, the next step. 

Let me thank the many parents who 
simply have love to share with these 
children, these adoptive American par-
ents who need assistance now. Let me 
thank you and acknowledge to you 
that there are Members of Congress 
who are particularly sensitive to this 
issue. 

Just a few months ago I traveled to 
Haiti with Senator MARY LANDRIEU and 
DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Our focus 
was on the children—their schooling, 
their access to health care, and, yes, 
the ability for them to be adopted in an 
expedited or an efficient manner. 

So, therefore, I ask my colleagues to 
support this legislation as, really, the 
first step in what will be many, many 
steps on the journey of the restoration 
of Haiti and the Haitian people. They 
are resilient. And I would like to thank 
the Haitian Americans and those who 
still struggle to survive, because it is 
still important for us to say we will 
not forget you. 
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Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Nebraska 
(Mr. FORTENBERRY), the sponsor of the 
original legislation, as much time as 
he wishes to consume. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, 
Judge POE, for the time. And I also 
wish to thank Chairman CONYERS as 
well as Chairwoman LOFGREN of the 
Immigration Subcommittee and LAMAR 
SMITH, the ranking member on the full 
committee, for your efforts in this re-
gard, especially your diligence in get-
ting this to the floor today. 

I also, Madam Speaker, want to 
thank the many adoptive families, 
members of the international adoption 
community and others who have 
worked behind the scenes to spur ac-
tion today. Thanks to this outreach of 
so many concerned Americans, Con-
gress is finally doing the right thing 
here to help as many as 1,200 voiceless 
and vulnerable Haitian orphans and 
their adoptive American families. We 
can now give these new families, who 
have endured so much heartbreak and 
tragedy, the comfort of knowing that 
their children’s legal status is now in 
good order. 

Many of us received heartbreaking 
calls for help in the wake of the Janu-
ary 12 earthquake. American families 
in various stages, as we have heard, of 
adopting Haitian orphans feared for the 
safety and the security of their chil-
dren. Extraordinary work was done 
swiftly to evacuate these children and 
unite them with their new families on 
U.S. soil. Yet instead of coming here as 
fully adopted U.S. citizens, these chil-

dren arrived under a legal status 
known as humanitarian parole. 

Due to a destructive, unpredictable 
act of nature, the normal process for 
international adoptions in Haiti was 
upended, and these American families 
were prohibited from finalizing the 
adoptions in Haitian courts. While 
their status remains in limbo, these 
vulnerable children have fewer legal 
protections, may not be eligible for 
critical resources, and potentially risk 
being forced to return to Haiti. With 
each passing day, some children are 
aging out of the international adoption 
system as well. Once a child turns 16, 
he or she may no longer gain U.S. citi-
zenship through adoption. 

So the urgency is clear. I recently 
spoke, Madam Speaker, with the moth-
er of a Haitian orphan who just turned 
16. We have to act. We need to pass this 
bill today to give so much more secu-
rity to these generous American fami-
lies who have opened their hearts and 
homes to children in extraordinary 
need. 

Again, I want to thank all of those 
who have been involved in helping get 
this important legislation to the floor 
today. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 
now recognize the gentlewoman from 
Brooklyn, New York, YVETTE CLARKE, 
for as much time as she may consume. 
And I note that she has the second 
largest number of Haitians and Haitian 
Americans in her congressional dis-
trict. 

Ms. CLARKE. Let me thank you, 
Chairman CONYERS, for your conscien-
tious in bringing this legislation to the 
floor. I rise today as a proud cosponsor 
of H.R. 5283, the Help HAITI Act of 
2010, introduced by my colleague, Con-
gressman JEFF FORTENBERRY. This bill 
normalizes the immigration procedures 
for certain adopted Haitian orphans 
that received humanitarian parole be-
tween January 18 of 2010 and April 15, 
2010. It allows their adoptive families, 
who are U.S. citizens, to apply imme-
diately on their behalf to become legal 
permanent residents and eventually 
qualify for citizenship. 

As a representative of the second- 
largest population of first- and second- 
generation Haitian immigrants, Haiti 
has been at the core of my Caribbean 
agenda. That is why I’m extremely 
concerned that more than 1,000 paroled 
Haitian orphans being adopted by 
American families remain in immigra-
tion limbo due to a legal technicality. 
At least 50 orphans reside in my dis-
trict alone. 

It is alarming that these children 
have to wait 2 years before they are 
granted legal permanent residency. If 
this situation is not addressed, these 
children will remain in this country 
without certain legal protection and 
are in jeopardy of being separated from 
their adoptive family and deported 
back to Haiti, where they have no fam-
ily. 

The legal technicality that puts 
these children in such a precarious po-
sition is yet another example of why 
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our Nation needs comprehensive immi-
gration reform. That is why I’m com-
mitted to working with my colleagues 
to make immigration reform a reality 
as soon as possible. Our national secu-
rity is at stake, our moral standing in 
the world depends upon it, and the 
American people, many of whom are 
first- and second-generation immi-
grants, demand it. I urge Congress to 
take a fresh look at the antiquated 
policies and bureaucratic backlog that 
tear families apart and devastate our 
communities. 

Finally, I commend Congressman 
FORTENBERRY and Senator GILLIBRAND 
for addressing this issue and their con-
tinued support for the people of Haiti. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
want to thank the chairman for bring-
ing this legislation to the floor. It’s 
very important to the Parker family in 
my district, the people that Mr. 
FORTENBERRY in Nebraska mentioned, 
and the 1,200 families and children that 
are going to now have a good Christ-
mas because that legislation has passed 
in the House. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. CONYERS. I yield back as well. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

MARKEY of Colorado). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
concur in the Senate amendment to 
the bill, H.R. 5283. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the Senate 
amendment was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

ASIAN CARP PREVENTION AND 
CONTROL ACT 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (S. 1421) to amend section 42 of 
title 18, United States Code, to prohibit 
the importation and shipment of cer-
tain species of carp. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

S. 1421 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Asian Carp 
Prevention and Control Act’’. 
SEC. 2. ADDITION OF SPECIES OF CARP TO THE 

LIST OF INJURIOUS SPECIES THAT 
ARE PROHIBITED FROM BEING IM-
PORTED OR SHIPPED. 

Section 42(a)(1) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘of the big-
head carp of the species Hypophthalmichthys 
nobilis;’’ after ‘‘Dreissena polymorpha;’’. 

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-

bers have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material on the bill under 
consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker and Members of the 
House, S. 1421 prohibits importation 
and interstate shipment of certain spe-
cies of carp and amends section 42 of 
title 18 of the code to add the bighead 
variety of the species commonly known 
as Asian carp to the list of injurious 
species that are prohibited from being 
shipped in or imported into the United 
States. 

Asian carp are a significant threat to 
the Great Lakes because they are 
large, extremely prolific, and consume 
vast amounts of food. They can grow to 
more than 6 feet in length and weigh in 
excess of 100 pounds, quickly domi-
nating the waters they inhabit and eat-
ing as much as 40 percent of their body 
weight daily. 

Researchers caution that these fish 
could pose a significant risk to the 
Great Lakes ecosystem by damaging 
habitats and disrupting the food chain 
that supports native fish. In the 1970s, 
two species of Asian carp, the bighead 
and silver, were imported by catfish 
farmers to remove algae and suspended 
matter from their ponds. During large 
floods in the early 1990s, many of the 
catfish ponds overflowed their banks, 
and the Asian carp were released into 
local waterways in the Mississippi 
River basin. 

In an effort to prevent the carp from 
getting to the Great Lakes, a barrier 
was constructed in the Chicago Sani-
tary and Ship Canal which connects 
the Mississippi River to the Great 
Lakes. Unfortunately, the Asian carp 
are steadily making their way north-
ward up the Mississippi, and Asian carp 
DNA has been discovered beyond the 
barrier. 

If these carp reach Lake Michigan, 
they are likely to spread throughout 
the Great Lakes, where they would 
threaten the environment and the 
economy. The Great Lakes are some of 
the most unique bodies of water on the 
planet, and they would threaten not 
only the commercial but recreational 
fishing on the lakes, both of which are 
major contributors to the economies of 
Great Lakes States. 

The Asian Carp Prevention and Con-
trol Act lists the bighead variety of the 
species called Asian carp as injurious 
to wildlife under the Lacey Act. And by 
including them in the Lacey Act, this 
bill will prohibit importation or inter-
state transportation of live Asian carp 
without a permit. 
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It is our hope that this will help 

deter further intentional or accidental 
introduction of the species into our wa-
terways. 

It should be noted that this legisla-
tion does not interfere with existing 
State regulations of Asian carp. In ad-
dition, permits to transport or pur-
chase live Asian carp can still be issued 
for scientific, medical, or educational 
purposes. 

I commend my colleagues, the senior 
Senator from Michigan, CARL LEVIN, 
and Senator GEORGE VOINOVICH, co- 
chairs of the Great Lakes Task Force, 
for introducing this legislation, and 
hope it will be favorably considered in 
this body. 

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

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

S. 1421, the Asian Carp Prevention 
and Control Act, amends the Lacey Act 
to designate the ‘‘big head’’ species of 
Asian carp as injurious fish. This bill 
was introduced by Senator CARL LEVIN 
of Michigan and recently passed the 
Senate by unanimous consent. My col-
league, Mrs. BIGGERT from Illinois, 
sponsored the House companion bill to 
this legislation, H.R. 3137, and has been 
a tireless champion of this legislation. 

According to the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, Asian carp were im-
ported by catfish farmers in the 1970s 
to remove algae from their commercial 
ponds. During large floods in the early 
1990s, many of the catfish farm ponds 
overflowed their banks and the Asian 
carp were released into local water-
ways in the Mississippi River basin. 

The carp have steadily made their 
way north up the Mississippi, becoming 
the most abundant species in some 
areas of the river. Dubbed the ‘‘under-
water lawn mower,’’ these enormous 
fish have become a menace to native 
species and their habitats. Asian carp 
can grow to over 4 feet long and over 
100 pounds in weight. These fish can 
consume nearly three times their body 
weight in food each day. As a result, 
Asian carp leave little food or no food 
supply for the other fish. 

As the fish move upstream toward 
the Great Lakes, they threaten the 
food supply of sport fish such as the 
yellow perch, walleye, and small mouth 
bass. Carp are well-suited to the cli-
mate of the Great Lakes region, which 
is similar to their native Asian habi-
tats. 

To prevent the carp from entering 
the Great Lakes, the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, the State of Illinois, 
the International Joint Commission, 
the Great Lakes Fishery Commission, 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
are working together to install and 
maintain a permanent electric barrier 
between the fish and Lake Michigan. 

This designation prohibits the impor-
tation and interstate shipment of 
Asian carp unless a permit is issued by 
the Secretary of the Interior. The pen-
alty for illegally importing or shipping 
Asian carp is a fine or imprisonment up 
to 6 months. This bill is supported by 
Members from both sides of the aisle in 
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both the House and the Senate. I urge 
my colleagues to vote in favor of this 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as she 
may consume to the author of this bill, 
the gentlewoman from Illinois (Mrs. 
BIGGERT). 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to ask my colleagues to sup-
port Senate 1421, the Asian Carp Pre-
vention and Control Act. This is the 
Senate companion to a bill I have spon-
sored in this House since 2007, and its 
passage will be a long overdue victory 
for wildlife preservation here in the 
United States. 

As most of you know, those of us in 
the Illinois delegation have worked 
tirelessly to stem the spread of 
invasive species into the Great Lakes 
ecosystem for many years. Currently, 
Asian carp are the single greatest bio-
logical threat to that natural habitat, 
having traveled for the last four dec-
ades up the Mississippi River basin into 
the Illinois River, and now is close to 
the shipping and sanitary canals that 
connect our rivers to the freshwater 
lakes, particularly Lake Michigan. 
These ferocious fish prey on and com-
pete with the native species for food 
and eat up to 40 percent of their body 
weight every day, as has been men-
tioned. And because they eat the nat-
ural plant life near the bottom of the 
food chain, they can quickly displace 
native species, destroy fishing habi-
tats, and threaten maritime jobs. 

The reason these fish came to become 
such a nuisance and cost taxpayers 
millions of dollars to combat is be-
cause they were imported into the U.S. 
by the southern fish farmers who used 
them to clean their breeding ponds. 
Subsequent flooding allowed them to 
escape into our river system and even-
tually travel up from the gulf towards 
Lake Michigan. 

Madam Speaker, it is long past the 
time to recognize that these species do 
not belong in fish tanks—they cer-
tainly wouldn’t fit because they grow 
so large—and domestic ponds where 
they could find their way into other 
fragile ecosystems. 

In Illinois, we have spent an awful lot 
of time working on ways to keep those 
fish out of the Great Lakes. It is so im-
portant. The electric dispersal barriers, 
and there are now two that the Army 
Corps has put into the sanitary canal 
in my district, and we have had block-
age of the tributaries of the river so 
even by flooding they cannot get into 
the canal. We have oxygenation. I have 
been at fish kills where they have actu-
ally made the water dead to kill the 
fish. 

One of the things that is now taking 
place is certainly the fishing for these 
fish further down the river, and they 
are now sending the fish to China 
where they are turning them into food 
over there. 

But the bill that we are considering 
today will add the big head species of 
the Asian carp to the list of injurious 
species under the Lacey Act and pre-

vent their sale or importation into the 
United States. This ban would not 
apply to the dead fish that I was just 
talking about—they are caught and 
sent to China as dead fish—and in-
cludes only the species of the invasive 
carp that the Federal wildlife man-
agers found last June in Lake Calumet 
in Illinois. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I would 
like to thank my good friend from 
Michigan, Senator LEVIN, who secured 
passage of this bill in the Senate and 
express my gratitude to all my col-
leagues from the Great Lakes States 
who have worked with us for many 
years to preserve our waters from the 
invasive species. This effort is not only 
about protecting our ecosystem, but 
also the billions in jobs and opportuni-
ties that our precious natural habitats 
and waterways provide to U.S. citizens 
every year. I urge my colleagues to 
support this bill. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I rise in support of S. 1421, 
the Asian Carp Prevention and Control Act. 

For the last 2 decades the Federal Govern-
ment has sat still. We have allowed numerous 
Asian Carp species to expand their range fur-
ther and further North and today, Asian Carp 
are on the doorstep of the Great Lakes. With 
sustainable populations in Indiana and Illinois 
and the $7 billion recreational fishery at stake, 
immediate action is needed. 

This legislation takes an important step in 
restricting the transportation of the Big Head 
Asian Carp by listing it as an injurious species 
under the Lacey Act, prohibiting this fish from 
being shipped or imported into the United 
States. 

Should the Asian Carp successfully invade 
the Great Lakes, they would likely breed and 
prosper in the shallow and warm waters along 
the 90 miles of Lake Erie coastline in the 
Ninth Congressional District. In areas that the 
Asian Carp have already invaded, Asian Carp 
have outcompeted local species, destroying 
habitat for many species. 

With 328,000 anglers and an $800 million 
economic impact from Lake Erie’s recreational 
fishing industry, aggressive action is needed. 
My hope is that S. 1421 is just the start in a 
series of actions the House will take in the 
coming year. Congress must fund the protec-
tion efforts, ecologically separate the eco-
system and light a fire under the Federal and 
State agencies to protect one of our regions 
greatest economic resources. 

On behalf of 20 percent of the worlds fresh-
water, the millions of great lakes anglers and 
towns both big and small that are dependent 
on the ecological resources of the Great 
Lakes, I urge my colleagues to support this 
critical legislation. 

Mr. PETRI. Madam Speaker, as a rep-
resentative from the Great Lakes region and a 
cosponsor of the House version of this bill, I 
support passage of S. 1421, the Asian Carp 
Prevention and Control Act. S. 1421 will ex-
plicitly ban Asian carp from being imported or 
shipped to the U.S. 

Entry and proliferation of Asian carp into the 
Great Lakes would be ruinous to businesses, 
particularly commercial fishing and recreation, 
which rely on the Great Lakes for their liveli-
hood, as well as to the ecology of the Great 
Lakes system as a whole. 

This legislation is another necessary meas-
ure to ensure this damaging species is kept 

out of the Great Lakes. I am thankful that 
Congress has taken several steps so far, in-
cluding authorization and funding of the elec-
trical barriers in the Chicago Ship and Sanitary 
Canal, and other measures. 

We must continue to consider all options to 
keep Asian carp out of the Great Lakes, in-
cluding closing the locks on the Chicago Ship 
and Sanitary Canal and examining the bene-
fits and costs of pursuing long-term ecological 
separation between the Great Lakes and the 
Mississippi River basin to prevent carp and fu-
ture invasive species from migrating through 
this pathway. 

I look forward to continuing to work with my 
colleagues to find solutions to protect our 
Great Lakes from this continuing threat. I ask 
the House to join me in supporting S. 1421. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the Asian Carp Prevention and 
Control Act and urge the House to pass it 
today. 

Bighead carp were first brought to the 
United States in the 1970s to control algae in 
aquaculture ponds. Unfortunately, bighead 
carp and other harmful species of non-native 
fish were released into the Mississippi River in 
the early 1990s during major flooding. Since 
then, the Asian carp have established them-
selves in the Mississippi River system. Asian 
carp are voracious eaters and the impact of 
the carp on native fish populations has been 
severe. 

In the ensuing years, the Asian carp have 
made their way north and are now threatening 
to invade the Great Lakes. The federal gov-
ernment and the Great Lakes states are fight-
ing a pitched battle against the carp to prevent 
them from becoming established in the Lakes. 
We must use every means available to stop 
this destructive fish from invading the Great 
Lakes. 

We’re already paying a heavy price for the 
decision to import these non-native carp into 
the United States. For many years, during 
both the Bush and Obama administrations, a 
number of us from the Great Lakes region 
have been urging the Fish and Wildlife Service 
to include bighead carp on the list of injurious 
species under the Lacey Act and so minimize 
the risk of further harm by prohibiting the im-
portation and interstate transportation of live 
Asian carp without a permit. 

The bill before the House today would list 
bighead carp as injurious under the Lacey Act. 
I commend Senator LEVIN for introducing this 
important legislation, which passed the Senate 
on November 17. Although it is too late to 
undo the damage that bighead carp are doing 
in the Mississippi River and its tributaries, we 
should do everything possible to prevent these 
invasive fish from harming other areas of the 
United States. I urge passage of S. 1421. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, S. 1421. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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AUTHORIZING USE OF CAPITOL 
ROTUNDA FOR 50TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF KENNEDY INAUGURAL 
ADDRESS 
Mrs. DAVIS of California. Madam 

Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and concur in the concurrent resolu-
tion (S. Con. Res. 75) authorizing the 
use of the rotunda of the Capitol for an 
event marking the 50th anniversary of 
the inaugural address of President 
John F. Kennedy. 

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

The text of the concurrent resolution 
is as follows: 

S. CON. RES. 75 

Whereas John Fitzgerald Kennedy was 
elected to the United States House of Rep-
resentatives and served from January 3, 1947, 
to January 3, 1953, until he was elected by 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to the 
Senate where he served from January 3, 1953, 
to December 22, 1960; 

Whereas on November 8, 1960, John Fitz-
gerald Kennedy was elected as the 35th 
President of the United States; and 

Whereas on January 20, 1961, President 
Kennedy was sworn in as President of the 
United States and delivered his inaugural ad-
dress at 12:51pm, a speech that served as a 
clarion call to service for the Nation: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), 
SECTION 1. USE OF THE ROTUNDA OF THE CAP-

ITOL FOR AN EVENT HONORING 
PRESIDENT KENNEDY. 

The rotunda of the United States Capitol is 
authorized to be used on January 20, 2011, for 
a ceremony in honor of the 50th anniversary 
of the inaugural address of President John F. 
Kennedy. Physical preparations for the con-
duct of the ceremony shall be carried out in 
accordance with such conditions as may be 
prescribed by the Architect of the Capitol. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
California (Mrs. DAVIS) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DANIEL E. 
LUNGREN) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mrs. DAVIS of California. Madam 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and to include extra-
neous matter on the measure now 
under consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mrs. DAVIS of California. I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, this Senate concur-

rent resolution authorizes use of the 
Capitol rotunda on January 20, 2011, for 
a ceremony commemorating the 50th 
anniversary of President Kennedy’s in-
augural address. In that speech half a 
century ago, the President urged our 
country forward with words that still 
apply today, particularly as we close 
one session of Congress and start an-
other. 

President Kennedy said, ‘‘So let us 
begin anew—remembering on both 

sides that civility is not a sign of 
weakness, and sincerity is always sub-
ject to proof. Let us never negotiate 
out of fear, but let us never fear to ne-
gotiate. Let both sides explore what 
problems unite us instead of belaboring 
those problems which divide us.’’ 

Madam Speaker, I am sincerely look-
ing forward to this commemorative 
ceremony. I know of no controversy to 
this measure and urge my colleagues to 
support Senate Concurrent Resolution 
75. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-

fornia. Madam Speaker, I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

I rise today in support of S. Con. Res. 
75, authorizing use of the rotunda of 
the Capitol for an event in January 
marking the 50th anniversary of the in-
augural address of President John F. 
Kennedy. 

Madam Speaker, Presidential inau-
gural addresses are always historic and 
are often some of the most memorable 
events during different eras of our 
country’s history. 

We can recall Abraham Lincoln’s in-
augural address in 1861, President 
Franklin Roosevelt’s inaugural address 
in 1933, and President Ronald Reagan’s 
inaugural address in 1981, among many 
others, as addresses that inspired this 
Nation at particular moments of im-
portance. 

In 1961, President Kennedy’s inau-
gural address rightly challenged us to 
ask what we could do for our country 
and not what our country could do for 
us. As people across this land did 50 
years ago, so we must continue to do 
now. We must ask ourselves how we 
can best contribute to our society—by 
providing for our families, by partici-
pating in our communities, in civil so-
ciety, in our children’s schools, and by 
looking at the lives and needs inti-
mately and immediately around us and 
seeking to meet them. 

Some were then, and some may now, 
be also called to use their skills and 
services in our military, diplomatic, 
and public service sectors. Self-govern-
ment needs all these attributes and 
contributions, and President Kennedy’s 
address boldly challenged us to meet 
them. 

Madam Speaker, I support this reso-
lution authorizing use of the rotunda. 
I, too, believe we should look for inspi-
ration to President Kennedy’s eloquent 
address given some 50 years ago this 
coming January. 

As I say, I hope all will join us in 
supporting this resolution. 

I have no other speakers, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. I thank 
the gentleman for his words. I ask for 
an ‘‘aye’’ vote, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
DAVIS) that the House suspend the 
rules and concur in the concurrent res-
olution, S. Con. Res. 75. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the concur-
rent resolution was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

EXTENDING ARMY CORPS OF EN-
GINEERS’ AUTHORITY TO AC-
CEPT AND USE FUNDS FOR EX-
PEDITED PERMIT PROCESSING 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Madam Speaker, I move to sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill (H.R. 
6184) to amend the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 2000 to extend and 
modify the program allowing the Sec-
retary of the Army to accept and ex-
pend funds contributed by non-Federal 
public entities to expedite the evalua-
tion of permits, and for other purposes, 
as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 6184 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. FUNDING TO PROCESS PERMITS. 

Section 214 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 2000 (33 U.S.C. 2201 note; 114 
Stat. 2594; 117 Stat. 1836; 119 Stat. 2169; 120 
Stat. 318; 120 Stat. 3197; 121 Stat. 1067; 123 
Stat. 3478) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, after 
public notice, may accept and expend funds 
contributed by a non-Federal public entity 
to expedite the evaluation of a permit of 
that entity related to a project or activity 
for a public purpose under the jurisdiction of 
the Department of the Army.’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (e); 

(3) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(b) EFFECT ON PERMITTING.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this sec-

tion, the Secretary shall ensure that the use 
of funds accepted under subsection (a) will 
not impact impartial decisionmaking with 
respect to permits, either substantively or 
procedurally. 

‘‘(2) IMPARTIAL DECISIONMAKING.—In car-
rying out this section, the Secretary shall 
ensure that the evaluation of permits carried 
out using funds accepted under this section 
shall— 

‘‘(A) be reviewed by— 
‘‘(i) the District Commander, or the Com-

mander’s designee, of the Corps District in 
which the project or activity is located; or 

‘‘(ii) the Commander of the Corps Division 
in which the District is located if the evalua-
tion of the permit is initially conducted by 
the District Commander; and 

‘‘(B) utilize the same procedures for deci-
sions that would otherwise be required for 
the evaluation of permits for similar 
projects or activities not carried out using 
funds authorized under this section. 

‘‘(c) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.—None of 
the funds accepted under this section shall 
be used to carry out a review of the evalua-
tion of permits required under subsection 
(b)(2)(A). 

‘‘(d) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The Secretary 
shall ensure that all final permit decisions 
carried out using funds authorized under this 
section are made available to the public, in-
cluding on the Internet.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (e) (as redesignated) by 
striking ‘‘2010’’ and inserting ‘‘2016’’. 
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SEC. 2. COMPLIANCE WITH STATUTORY PAY-AS- 

YOU-GO ACT OF 2010. 
The budgetary effects of this Act, for the 

purpose of complying with the Statutory 
Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010, shall be deter-
mined by reference to the latest statement 
titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of PAYGO Legisla-
tion’’ for this Act, submitted for printing in 
the Congressional Record by the Chairman of 
the House Budget Committee, provided that 
such statement has been submitted prior to 
the vote on passage. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) 
and the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MARIO DIAZ-BALART) each will control 
20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Madam Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and to 
include extraneous material. 

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

There was no objection. 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Madam Speaker, I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

I am pleased to rise to support H.R. 
6184, a bill to extend through the end of 
2016 the authority of the Secretary of 
the Army to accept funds from non- 
Federal public entities for the consid-
eration of permits under the Clean 
Water Act and the Rivers and Harbor 
Act of 1899. 

This language is modeled after lan-
guage included in the Water Resources 
Development Act of 2010 that was fa-
vorably approved by the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure in 
July of this year. And while I am dis-
appointed that the larger water re-
sources development bill is not likely 
to be enacted before the end of this 
Congress, I support the efforts of the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
LARSEN) to provide a 5-year extension 
of the Corps’ section 214 permit review 
authority. The authority expires at the 
end of the current calendar year, and 
this legislation will continue the pro-
gram through the end of December 
2016. 

Madam Speaker, I support the inclu-
sion of several commonsense reforms 
to the 214 program contained in this 
legislation which aim at addressing the 
potential conflict of interest that 
arises when a permittee can contribute 
funds to a government regulatory 
agency for review of its permit applica-
tion. As chairwoman of the Sub-
committee on Water Resources and En-
vironment, I have joined with my 
chairman in carefully monitoring the 
implementation of this authority. 
While it is very popular for those that 
have used it, there has been an ongoing 
concern that allowing a regulated enti-
ty to pay the costs of its regulator 
could affect the objectivity of that reg-
ulator. 

In May of 2007, the Government Ac-
countability Office issued a report that 
expressed concern with the overall im-
plementation of this section 214 au-
thority. This report recommended sev-
eral improvements to increase the 
overall transparency and impartiality 
of Corps permit reviews conducted with 
outside funds. 

Many of these recommendations are 
codified in H.R. 6184, including the re-
quirement that any permit reviewed 
under the 214 program undergo a higher 
order review by the Corps district com-
mander or an appropriate designee. 

In addition, this legislation requires 
the Corps to publicly disclose, includ-
ing on the Internet, copies of all final 
permit decisions that are reached uti-
lizing the 214 authority. In my view, 
this additional level of public disclo-
sure will provide an appropriate safe-
guard to ensure the integrity of the 
Corps’ regulatory authorities, as well 
as the integrity of the 214 program. In 
carrying out this authority, the Corps 
should make every effort to have these 
records easily accessible to the general 
public and disclosed in a timely man-
ner. 

Finally, this legislation clarifies the 
original intent of the 214 program to be 
available only to public entities for 
projects that are for a public purpose. 

The May 2007 GAO report highlighted 
one Corps district that had utilized the 
214 authority to process a permit for a 
private development project. 

b 1640 

This is inconsistent with the intent 
of this program. The amendments 
made by H.R. 6184 clarify this point 
and ensure that only projects for a pub-
lic purpose may be reviewed using this 
authority. 

I support the passage and quick en-
actment of this extension, and I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in 
qualified support of H.R. 6184, to au-
thorize an extension of the Army Corps 
of Engineers’ section 214 program. 

As was just described, section 214 of 
the Water Resources Development Act 
of 2000 allows the Army Corps of Engi-
neers to accept and, frankly, to expend 
funds provided by non-Federal public 
entities to hire additional personnel to 
process regulatory permits, something 
that we had heard time and time again 
was quickly needed. 

Now, most Members of this body sup-
port a permanent extension of section 
214, Madam Speaker. I’m not quite sure 
and I’ve yet to understand what makes 
this program so different and so special 
that it requires temporary extensions 
and not just a permanent program. 

So, Madam Speaker, I say that I offer 
qualified support of H.R. 6184 because, 
while this legislation is needed—and 
there is no doubt that it is needed—my 
colleague from Texas (Mr. OLSON) has 
offered a much better piece of legisla-

tion. Mr. OLSON’s legislation, H.R. 4162, 
will authorize a permanent extension 
of the program, not a 5-year temporary 
patch or a temporary extension offered 
by this bill. 

Congress has been forced to tempo-
rarily extend this program six times 
since it was authorized in the Water 
Resources Development Act of 2000. 
Yet the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure has heard from 
Members on both sides of the aisle— 
this is not a partisan issue—supporting 
a permanent extension of the section 
214 program. 

Again, I have heard no Member ob-
ject to a permanent extension of the 
section 214 program. The Corps of Engi-
neers has now the adequate experience 
in running the program, and recent 
Government Accountability Office ob-
servations concur with this assess-
ment. Yet here we are again on the 
House floor, moving a temporary ex-
tension of an excellent, proven, tested 
program. 

Authority for this program expires 
on December 31 of this calendar year. 
So, obviously, if this program were al-
lowed to expire, the Corps would not 
have the ability to process permits in a 
timely manner as they need to. 

I want to thank Representative 
OLSON and Representative LARSEN for 
their efforts on this issue. 

I urge all Members to vote in favor of 
H.R. 6184; but I must tell you that I do 
wish we were passing a permanent ex-
tension of the section 214 program 
today, not a temporary one. 

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

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from the State of Washington 
(Mr. LARSEN). 

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. I want 
to thank the chair of the Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Sub-
committee for helping to bring this bill 
to the floor, and of course I thank both 
sides of the aisle on the full committee 
for bringing this bill to the floor. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 6184. This bill extends sec-
tion 214 authority of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2000 
through 2016. It is currently authorized 
through December 31 of this year. 

As my good friend and colleague from 
Florida just noted, many Members of 
Congress want to make this a perma-
nent program. I am one of those Mem-
bers. However, we were able to get to a 
point where we could move it from the 
annual reauthorizations that we were 
doing, which is why it has been reau-
thorized six or seven times, to a 5-year 
reauthorization at this point. I cer-
tainly look forward to working with 
Mr. OLSON in the next session of Con-
gress to see what we can do about its 
permanent authorization. 

This program allows local govern-
ments to fund additional U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers staff time to expe-
dite the processing of permits for infra-
structure and ecosystem restoration 
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projects. Section 214 was enacted by 
Congress because the Corps of Engi-
neers’ permitting process had become 
cumbersome for both Corps staff and 
for applicants as the number of permit 
applications rose. 

By funding additional staff to work 
on specific, time-intensive permits, ex-
isting Corps staff is now able to process 
significant permit backlogs more 
quickly. Funding for additional Corps 
staff has resulted in a reduction of per-
mit wait times, not only for the fund-
ing entity, but for any individual orga-
nization seeking a permit. As a result, 
local governments are now able to 
move forward with infrastructure and 
ecosystem restoration projects in a 
much more timely manner. 

To give you an idea as to what this 
has meant in Washington State, sec-
tion 214 is currently being used by over 
41 public agencies in 20 Corps districts. 
In Washington State, the city of Se-
attle was the first public entity in the 
country to develop and use this facili-
tated permitting process. The city has 
used the section 214 program for 285 
projects, representing over $1.1 billion 
in capital investments. Seven years of 
using this program has resulted in an 
estimated cost savings of $10.6 million. 
The average review time per project 
has been reduced from over 808 days to 
an average now of 47 to 166 days. 

In a region where we have to balance 
some of the most difficult environ-
mental issues in the country and where 
we have the second highest commerce 
and trade area of any region in the 
country, section 214 is key to over-
coming some permitting delays and 
other challenges. 

So the authority granted by 214 has 
worked well in practice. This authority 
does need to be reviewed so additional 
staff can remain on the job without 
interruption. It makes several impor-
tant improvements, as the sub-
committee chair has noted—improve-
ments that were suggested by the 
GAO—and these changes will enhance 
the oversight of the program. 

I also want to note that this bill has 
the support of the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, the American Association 
of Port Authorities, the American Pub-
lic Works Association, and the Na-
tional Association of Flood & 
Stormwater Management Agencies. 

Finally, I want to note as well that 
the father of this particular section of 
the Water Resources Development Act 
is our colleague BRIAN BAIRD, who has 
retired and is finishing out his last 
term in Congress. We certainly owe a 
debt of gratitude to our colleague Mr. 
BAIRD for bringing this issue up in the 
first place back in ’98, ’99 and 2000 and 
getting it in WRDA of 2000. 

We now need to reauthorize it for 5 
years and move this bill forward. I ask 
my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 6184, as amended, a bill to 
amend section 214 of the Water Resources 
Development Act of 2000, to extend the au-
thority of the Secretary of the Army to accept 

funds from non-Federal public entities for the 
consideration of permits under the Clean 
Water Act and the Rivers and Harbors Appro-
priation Act of 1899. 

I applaud the efforts of the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. LARSEN) for introducing this 
bill, and for his efforts to codify the rec-
ommendations of the Government Account-
ability Office (GAO) to avoid any potential con-
flicts-of-interest in the implementation of this 
authority. 

Since its enactment, the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure has been 
carefully monitoring the implementation of the 
section 214 authority. While this authority is 
very popular for those public entities that have 
used it, the Committee has expressed concern 
that allowing a regulated entity to contribute to 
the cost of its regulator has the potential to af-
fect the objectivity of that regulator. This would 
be contrary to the intent of the Clean Water 
Act and the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, 
and contrary to the intent of Congress in en-
acting the section 214 authority. 

In recognition of this concern, I requested 
that GAO review the Corps’ implementation of 
the section 214 program. In May 2007, GAO 
released a report, Waters and Wetlands: 
Corps of Engineers Needs to Ensure That 
Permit Decisions Made Using Funds from 
Nonfederal Public Entities Are Transparent 
and Impartial (GAO–07–478), which dem-
onstrated significant variability on the imple-
mentation of the section 214 program among 
the Corps District offices that had experience 
with the program. This report recommended 
that the Corps implement a series of meas-
ures to avoid any potential conflict of interests 
in carrying out its regulatory responsibilities. 

Several of the concerns raised by GAO are 
addressed in the amendments to section 214 
made by this bill. 

First, H.R. 6184 amends section 214 to clar-
ify that the Secretary may only utilize this au-
thority for the consideration and review of per-
mits related to projects for a public purpose. 

The May 2007 GAO report noted that one 
Corps District had allowed a public entity to 
request the Corps review a private company’s 
permit application under section 214. This is 
contrary to the intent of the section 214 pro-
gram, which was created to allow non-Federal 
public entities to utilize the program to expe-
dite the review of permits for projects for a 
public purpose, such as the construction of 
port facilities or public water supply projects. 

H.R. 6184 clarifies that the Corps may not 
utilize the section 214 authority to consider 
and review permit applications for projects or 
activities that primarily benefit private individ-
uals or companies. The intent of this provision 
is to prohibit public entities from acting as a li-
aison for expedited review of private develop-
ment projects, which should, more appro-
priately, be pursued under the traditional regu-
latory review process. 

Second, this legislation adds a new sub-
section to codify a ‘‘higher-order review’’ re-
quirement under the section 214 program. 
This provision requires the Corps to have all 
permits considered under this expedited au-
thority be reviewed by a more senior Corps of-
ficial, such as the Corps District Commander, 
or his designee. This recommendation is con-
sistent with the findings of the May 2007 GAO 
report, and consistent with the Corps’ imple-
mentation guidance for the section 214 pro-
gram. 

In carrying out this ‘‘higher-order review’’ au-
thority, the Corps is directed to include infor-
mation on what higher-order review was un-
dertaken in its public disclosure of permits re-
viewed under this authority. In addition, funds 
contributed under section 214 by non-Federal 
public entities cannot be used to carry out the 
higher-order review requirements of this sub-
section. 

In addition, H.R. 6184 adds a new sub-
section that directs the Secretary to make all 
final permit decisions carried out using section 
214 funds available to the public, including on 
the Internet. This recommendation is con-
sistent with the findings of the May 2007 GAO 
report. 

However, in a February 2010 follow-up re-
port that I requested, GAO noted that the 
Corps had ‘‘fallen short in two significant over-
sight areas,’’ including improving the trans-
parency of decision making to the public by 
clearly posting public notices of funding deci-
sions on District Internet sites. 

This legislation codifies the requirement for 
public disclosure for each and every permit 
that utilizes the 214 authority. To the max-
imum extent practicable, the Corps should 
make these permit decisions easily accessible 
and searchable on its website. 

Finally, this legislation extends the authority 
for the Secretary of the Army to utilize the 
section 214 program through December 31, 
2016. 

Madam Speaker, the section 214 program 
was established in 2000 with the goal of expe-
diting the permitting review process for both 
those parties that utilize the 214 authority, and 
those that do not. This is a laudable goal, but 
one that has been elusive to date for a myriad 
of reasons. 

The additional safeguards called for in H.R. 
6184 should help reduce the potential con-
flicts-of-interest between the regulators and 
the regulated community that are inherent in 
allowing contributions to the regulatory review 
process. However, this Committee should con-
tinue to oversee the implementation of the ac-
countability measures called for by GAO and 
others to ensure that use of the section 214 
program does not compromise the integrity of 
the regulatory process and finally achieves its 
goals of expediting the permit review process 
for all. 

Madam Speaker, the text of this legislation 
was included as part of H.R. 5892, the ‘‘Water 
Resources Development Act of 2010’’, which 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure ordered reported by voice vote on 
July 29, 2010. While my hope would have 
been to move the 214 extension as part of a 
broader water resources development bill, this 
does not seem possible in the remainder of 
the 111th Congress. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting H.R. 6184. 

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Madam Speaker, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Speaker, I have no fur-
ther requests for time, I simply would 
ask all of the Members to support this 
measure, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) that the 
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House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 6184, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

FEDERAL BUILDINGS PERSONNEL 
TRAINING ACT OF 2010 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (S. 3250) to provide for the training 
of Federal building personnel, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

S. 3250 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Federal 
Buildings Personnel Training Act of 2010’’. 
SEC. 2. TRAINING OF FEDERAL BUILDING PER-

SONNEL. 

(a) IDENTIFICATION OF CORE COM-
PETENCIES.—Not later than 18 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and annu-
ally thereafter, the Administrator of General 
Services, in consultation with representa-
tives of relevant professional societies, in-
dustry associations, and apprenticeship 
training providers, and after providing no-
tice and an opportunity for comment, shall 
identify the core competencies necessary for 
Federal personnel performing building oper-
ations and maintenance, energy manage-
ment, safety, and design functions to comply 
with requirements under Federal law. The 
core competencies identified shall include 
competencies relating to building operations 
and maintenance, energy management, sus-
tainability, water efficiency, safety (includ-
ing electrical safety), and building perform-
ance measures. 

(b) DESIGNATION OF RELEVANT COURSES, 
CERTIFICATIONS, DEGREES, LICENSES, AND 
REGISTRATIONS.—The Administrator, in con-
sultation with representatives of relevant 
professional societies, industry associations, 
and apprenticeship training providers, shall 
identify a course, certification, degree, li-
cense, or registration to demonstrate each 
core competency, and for ongoing training 
with respect to each core competency, iden-
tified for a category of personnel specified in 
subsection (a). 

(c) IDENTIFIED COMPETENCIES.—An indi-
vidual shall demonstrate each core com-
petency identified by the Administrator 
under subsection (a) for the category of per-
sonnel that includes such individual. An in-
dividual shall demonstrate each core com-
petency through the means identified under 
subsection (b) not later than one year after 
the date on which such core competency is 
identified under subsection (a) or, if the date 
of hire of such individual occurs after the 
date of such identification, not later than 
one year after such date of hire. In the case 
of an individual hired for an employment pe-
riod not to exceed one year, such individual 
shall demonstrate each core competency at 
the start of the employment period. 

(d) CONTINUING EDUCATION.—The Adminis-
trator, in consultation with representatives 
of relevant professional societies, industry 
associations, and apprenticeship training 

providers, shall develop or identify com-
prehensive continuing education courses to 
ensure the operation of Federal buildings in 
accordance with industry best practices and 
standards. 

(e) CURRICULUM WITH RESPECT TO FACILITY 
MANAGEMENT AND OPERATION OF HIGH-PER-
FORMANCE BUILDINGS.—Not later than 18 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, and annually thereafter, the Adminis-
trator, acting through the head of the Office 
of Federal High-Performance Green Build-
ings, and the Secretary of Energy, acting 
through the head of the Office of Commercial 
High-Performance Green Buildings, in con-
sultation with the heads of other appropriate 
Federal departments and agencies and rep-
resentatives of relevant professional soci-
eties, industry associations, and apprentice-
ship training providers, shall develop a rec-
ommended curriculum relating to facility 
management and the operation of high-per-
formance buildings. 

(f) APPLICABILITY OF THIS SECTION TO FUNC-
TIONS PERFORMED UNDER CONTRACT.—Train-
ing requirements under this section shall 
apply to non-Federal personnel performing 
building operations and maintenance, energy 
management, safety, and design functions 
under a contract with a Federal department 
or agency. A contractor shall provide train-
ing to, and certify the demonstration of core 
competencies for, non-Federal personnel in a 
manner that is approved by the Adminis-
trator. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. CARNAHAN) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MARIO DIAZ- 
BALART) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on S. 3250. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CARNAHAN. I yield myself such 

time as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, I rise today in 

strong support of S. 3250. This bill has 
bipartisan sponsorships in the Senate 
by Senators CARPER and COLLINS. It is 
the Federal Buildings Personnel Train-
ing Act. The legislation passed the 
Senate by unanimous consent, and it is 
identical to H.R. 5112, introduced by 
me and my Republican colleague, Rep-
resentative JUDY BIGGERT of Illinois. 
The bill also passed out of the House 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee on a voice vote. 

At a time when many people are 
tired of partisan gridlock here in Wash-
ington, I believe this legislation is a 
good example of what we can do when 
we work across the aisle to accomplish 
commonsense legislation that will 
safeguard taxpayer investments, will 
provide certainty to small business 
and, most importantly, will save tax-
payers money. 

b 1650 

Madam Speaker, when we invest in 
our Federal facilities, we also need to 
invest in the people operating and 
maintaining them. The American Re-
covery and Reinvestment Act included 
a substantial investment of $5.5 billion 
apportioned to the GSA to upgrade its 
facilities. In order to safeguard this 
substantial investment, I want to en-
sure that GSA and other Federal agen-
cies have the tools necessary to prop-
erly maintain and operate these build-
ings at their highest performance lev-
els. 

Late last year, a Government Ac-
countability Office report found that a 
lack of proper expertise and training 
was a major challenge for the Federal 
Government in reaching its energy re-
duction goals. This legislation will fill 
the training gap. Most importantly, by 
filling the training gap, the Federal 
Buildings Personnel Training Act will 
save taxpayer dollars on operations 
and maintenance costs. 

The Federal Government currently 
consumes about 2 percent of the Na-
tion’s total energy, or about $17.5 bil-
lion in annual energy costs. The poten-
tial for cost savings here is huge. In 
fact, a recent study by the Inter-
national Facility Management Asso-
ciation showed that for every dollar 
spent on facility management training, 
organizations reported receiving an av-
erage of $3.95 in return. If we are to be 
responsible stewards of taxpayer dol-
lars, in addition to investing in energy- 
efficient buildings, we must invest in 
the people maintaining those buildings 
so we can recoup the largest energy 
and cost savings possible. 

This legislation will help ensure that 
our Federal buildings are run in a way 
that maximizes their performance, as-
suring that they retain value through-
out their lifecycles and that the tax-
payer investments in these properties 
are both protected and leveraged to 
reap the cost savings involved with ef-
ficient operations and management. 

I want to personally thank the Re-
publican cosponsor, my colleagues, 
Representative PETE SESSIONS and 
Representative JUDY BIGGERT, for their 
support throughout this process. Rep-
resentative BIGGERT and I cochair the 
High-Performance Buildings Caucus 
and we have continually advocated for 
the Federal Government to lead by ex-
ample in high-performance building 
practices. 

I also want to give special thanks to 
Chairman OBERSTAR—for his long and 
distinguished leadership on this issue— 
and to Ranking Member MICA for their 
support to bring this bill to the floor. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to in-
sert into the RECORD a support letter 
from over 50 of the country’s leading 
building professionals, manufacturers, 
and small businesses. They are pleased 
to support this legislation and are 
poised to provide the necessary train-
ing to achieve both public and private 
sector goals. 
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HIGH-PERFORMANCE BUILDING 

CONGRESSIONAL CAUCUS COALITION, 
December 1, 2010. 

Speaker NANCY PELOSI, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 
Minority Leader JOHN BOEHNER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 
Re: Federal Buildings Personnel Training 

Act of 2010 
DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI AND MINORITY LEAD-

ER BOEHNER: As the leading organizations in-
volved in the design, construction, operation 
and maintenance of buildings, we applaud 
Congress’s continued efforts to improve our 
nation’s buildings. We are particularly 
pleased to support H.R. 5112/S. 3250, ‘‘Federal 
Buildings Personnel Training Act of 2010.’’ In 
the final days of the 111th Congress, we en-
courage passage of this important legisla-
tion—it has already passed the Senate by 
voice vote. 

As you know, Congress and the President 
have established stringent goals for Federal 
agencies to achieve reductions in energy and 
water use and greenhouse gas emissions. 
Agencies also have additional needs related 
to other high-performance building at-
tributes, including safety and security. 
Achieving these goals requires personnel en-
gaged in the design, construction, operation 
and maintenance of federal buildings to have 
the appropriate skills and training. This bill 
will provide federal agencies with these nec-
essary tools with no significant impact on 
the deficit. 

Federal agencies have long been looked to 
as an example of what can be done within 
the built environment. As the Nation’s larg-
est holder of real estate, the Federal Govern-
ment has the opportunity and resources to 
influence the development and implementa-
tion of building design, construction, oper-
ations and maintenance tools, technologies 
and practices. Federal buildings should serve 
as public showcases and leading examples of 
energy efficiency and indoor environmental 
quality (IEQ) through their design, construc-
tion, equipment, and operations and mainte-
nance. 

As both public and private sector buildings 
become increasingly complex to meet our 
nation’s energy and environmental goals, 
personnel with the necessary competencies 
will be critical to achieving these goals. The 
undersigned organizations representing the 
breadth of the building community including 
building professionals, manufacturers, and 
small businesses, are pleased to support this 
legislation and are poised to provide the nec-
essary training to achieve both public and 
private sector goals. 

We look forward to continued work with 
you in realizing the full potential of high- 
performance buildings. 

Sincerely, 
National Institute of Building Sciences 

(NIBS); American Society of Heating, 
Refrigerating and Air Conditioning En-
gineers (ASHRAE); International Fa-
cility Management Association 
(IFMA); National Electrical Manufac-
turers Association (NEMA); U.S. Green 
Building Council (USGBC); Inter-
national Association of Plumbing and 
Mechanical Officials (IAPMO); Federa-
tion of American Scientists (FAS); Na-
tional Fire Protection Association 
(NFPA); International Code Council 
(ICC); Polyisocyanurate Insulation 
Manufacturers Association (PIMA); 
American Institute of Architects 
(AIA); Spray Polyurethane Foam Alli-
ance (SPFA); United Association— 
Union of Plumbers, Fitters, Welders 
and HVAC Service Techs; Green Me-
chanical Council; The Stella Group, 

Ltd.; Association for Facilities Engi-
neering (AFE); Mechanical Contractors 
Association of America (MCAA); Na-
tional Society of Professional Engi-
neers (NSPE); BuildingInsight, LLC; 
American Council of Engineering Com-
panies (ACEC); Green Building Initia-
tive (GBI); Ecobuild America/AEC 
Science & Technology, LLC; American 
Society of Landscape Architects 
(ASLA); Air-conditioning, Heating and 
Refrigeration Institute (AHRI); Na-
tional Fenestration Rating Council 
(NFRC); Center for Environmental In-
novation in Roofing (CEIR); The Radi-
ant Panel Association; Carbon Mon-
oxide Safety Association (COSA); Edu-
cational Standards Corporation Insti-
tute (ESCO Institute); HVAC Excel-
lence; Air Conditioning and Refrigera-
tion Association (AC&R); Federal Per-
formance Contracting Coalition; Sus-
tainable Buildings Industry Council 
(SBIC); National Insulation Associa-
tion (NIA); InfoComm International; 
Building Intelligence Group; Sheet 
Metal and Air Conditioning Contrac-
tors National Association, Inc. 
(SMACNA); Architecture 2030; 
LonMark International; Environ-
mental and Energy Study Institute 
(EESI); American Society of Civil En-
gineers (ASCE); BASF; EIFS Industry 
Members Association (EIMA); Plumb-
ing-Heating-Cooling Contractors—Na-
tional Association (PHCC); Johnson 
Controls; APPA: Leadership in Edu-
cational Facilities; International Asso-
ciation of Lighting Designers (IALD); 
The Vinyl Institute; Illuminating Engi-
neering Society (IES); DuPont; Brick 
Industry Association; Association of 
Energy Engineers (AEE); Siemens. 

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

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Madam Speaker, I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, this bill would re-
quire, as we have just heard, the Gen-
eral Services Administration to con-
sult with various professional associa-
tions in order to establish training and 
certification requirements for Federal 
and private personnel who maintain 
Federal buildings. Now, the purpose of 
this bill is a very good one. With all of 
the taxpayer money and dollars that 
have been invested in the high-per-
formance green buildings, we obviously 
need to ensure that those maintaining 
them are, frankly, properly trained; 
otherwise, that money is, frankly, just 
thrown away. So I want to thank Rep-
resentative CARNAHAN as well as—and 
he has mentioned also—Representative 
BIGGERT and Representative SESSIONS 
for their leadership and work on this 
really, really important issue. 

There are a few caveats that I just 
want to put out there, and we have had 
this conversation and there is no dis-
agreement here. It is going to be very 
important, Madam Speaker, after pas-
sage of this legislation, that we ensure 
that GSA implements this appro-
priately. In particular, it would be im-
portant that GSA doesn’t develop such 
broad training requirements that it be-
comes, frankly, too costly and burden-
some for small businesses to be able to 
do that. In addition, it is going to be 
really important, Madam Speaker, for 

GSA to ensure that conflicts, potential 
conflicts, conflicts of interest are not 
created and that appropriate Federal 
laws and rules governing advice from 
private entities are strictly followed. 
As this bill is implemented, our com-
mittee will be conducting close over-
sight to ensure the requirements in 
this bill are carried out in a reasonable 
manner. 

I am not going to object to the pas-
sage of this legislation. As I men-
tioned, I want to thank the sponsors 
for their hard work. 

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

Mr. CARNAHAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the chairwoman of 
the Federal Buildings Subcommittee of 
Transportation, Delegate ELEANOR 
HOLMES NORTON. 

Ms. NORTON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, but I need to thank him 
for much more, for not only sponsoring 
this bill, but for shepherding this bill. 
It was not always smooth sailing, but 
it was mostly smooth sailing because 
its underlying purpose is so clear and 
necessary. I appreciate that it has been 
a bipartisan bill both here and in the 
Senate. I certainly appreciate its bi-
partisan sponsorship by Representative 
BIGGERT and you, Mr. CARNAHAN. I 
know that this bill will be gratifying to 
Mr. OBERSTAR, who has presided over 
much of the building of the Federal in-
ventory during his extraordinary serv-
ice here in the House. 

May I thank my good friend, the 
ranking member, Mr. Diaz-Balart, with 
whom I’ve worked so closely and so 
well since I became chair, for his work 
not only on this bill but on the many 
bills and the many hearings we have 
held together. 

Madam Speaker, what we have to 
consider is that the Federal building 
inventory amounts to $43 billion of in-
vestment of the taxpayers of the 
United States over many decades. It is 
clearly irreplaceable. Some of it is fa-
miliar to us all—the buildings here in 
Washington, such as the Justice De-
partment, or your own office building 
when you go home to invite in your 
constituents and to do your con-
stituent service, the courthouses where 
you are. But there has been little in-
vestment in this inventory, even inven-
tory close to home. 

We had a hearing in our sub-
committee that showed scores of viola-
tions in the buildings of the Capitol 
complex, which I am pleased to say are 
now being quickly remedied, but some 
of them would have endangered the 
lives of the millions of people who visit 
the Capitol every year, not to mention 
the many thousands who live here. So 
this is a particularly gratifying piece 
of legislation. 

Every year, our committee approves 
hundreds of millions of dollars in 
projects of construction and repair and 
modernization, nothing, however, like 
what we have done recently. Because of 
the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act, Congress took the oppor-
tunity to invest in the updating of 
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more than $5 billion in GSA inventory 
which had been untouched and was a 
growing backlog. And we didn’t simply 
invest in it by saying fix the roofs. We 
said save the taxpayers money by up-
grading to state-of-the-art energy sys-
tems so that we save the taxpayers 
more money than we are investing 
today and we begin to catch up on the 
backlog of many decades of disinvest-
ment in our own priceless inventory. 

So we are upgrading these federally 
owned facilities with more energy-effi-
cient and sustainable building compo-
nents for the first time in memory. 
This investment will be important; but 
if we allow these buildings to deterio-
rate as so much of our inventory has, 
we will pour the investment right down 
the drain. That means that you now 
will have contractors, subcontractors, 
yes, and many employees who are 
being asked to maintain inventory that 
has entirely new components of the 
kind they have never had to operate 
and maintain before, because these are 
energy-efficient, new state-of-the-art 
materials. 

b 1700 
In order to maintain this extraor-

dinary investment, this once-in-a-life-
time investment for the Congress, we 
will want a workforce that is trained 
and operating to keep this inventory at 
peak performance so that we don’t see 
it deteriorate before our eyes as we 
have seen so much of the Federal in-
ventory. 

We now know that design and con-
struction costs, for example, represent 
only about 5 or 10 percent of the costs 
of a facility. 

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

Mr. CARNAHAN. I yield 1 additional 
minute to the gentlewoman. 

Ms. NORTON. But operations and 
maintenance represents 60 to 85 per-
cent of the costs of a facility over its 
lifetime. Look what we’re doing here 
today. We’ve saved the taxpayer money 
by investing in energy efficiency. Now 
we’re going to save money for all of us, 
and especially the taxpayers, by invest-
ing in what it will take, curriculum 
and training, to keep these buildings at 
peak performance and thereby maxi-
mize our investment. 

I thank the gentleman for his hard 
work and for yielding. 

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Before I recognize the following 
distinguished Member, I do want to 
just mention, I don’t know how many 
other opportunities as ranking member 
I’m going to have here on the floor, and 
I just want to mention what a privilege 
it has been to work with my chair-
woman. She has been, frankly, wonder-
ful to work with. We have enjoyed a 
great working relationship, and I think 
that working relationship has really 
grown into a bit of a personal friend-
ship. And I want to thank her for al-
ways being exceedingly courteous to 
me. 

And I also need to mention Chairman 
OBERSTAR. I was able to speak to him 

at length a couple days ago, and I 
would be remiss if I didn’t mention how 
much I’ve enjoyed working with him. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I’d like 
to recognize—she’s already been men-
tioned a couple of times—the gentle-
lady from the State of Illinois, Rep-
resentative BIGGERT, for such time as 
she may consume. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding the time. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to 
begin by thanking my colleagues, Sen-
ator TOM CARPER and SUSAN COLLINS, 
and especially the cochair of the Con-
gressional High-Performance Building 
Caucus, Representative Russ Carnahan, 
and also Representative Pete Sessions 
for all of their hard work in bringing 
this bipartisan legislation before us 
today. 

The Federal Buildings Personnel 
Training Act of 2010 will save tax-
payers dollars, it’s been mentioned 
many times, by putting Federal build-
ings on the cutting edge of energy effi-
ciency and will help build expertise 
among America’s workforce needed for 
tomorrow’s green jobs. 

As my colleagues are aware, the Fed-
eral Government is the Nation’s larg-
est property manager, with more than 
500,000 buildings and structures world-
wide. So this bill presents an oppor-
tunity to lead by example and to dem-
onstrate the immense savings and effi-
ciency that can be achieved by making 
smart investments in human energy 
through the Federal workforce. 

This bill will help ensure that Fed-
eral buildings are operating at peak ef-
ficiency. It will equip Federal employ-
ees who maintain our buildings with 
the resources they need to utilize green 
building technologies, implement in-
dustry best practices, and cut energy 
costs for the public. 

Madam Speaker, thanks to America’s 
scientists and engineers, we are mak-
ing rapid strides in sustainable build-
ing technologies and designs. But the 
full rewards of this work, both to the 
environment and to taxpayers, cannot 
be realized unless our building man-
agers have the training to utilize them. 

The Federal Buildings Personnel 
Training Act of 2010 will require the 
General Services Administration to 
identify core competencies necessary 
for Federal personnel to utilize high- 
performance building practices and 
technologies. The GSA will then work 
with private industry and institutions 
of higher learning to create com-
prehensive continuing education 
courses to ensure that the Federal em-
ployees know how to employ green 
technologies. This training will ensure 
that the Federal Government can meet 
its energy reduction goals and get a 
proper return on taxpayers’ invest-
ment. 

Madam Speaker, American taxpayers 
are demanding a renewed focus on 
eliminating wasteful government 
spending, and this bipartisan bill pre-
sents an opportunity to do just that 
while conserving our domestic energy 
supply. 

The Federal Buildings Personnel 
Training Act will put us on the fore-
front of building technology and trans-
form our Nation’s building stock for 
years to come. Just as importantly, it 
makes an investment in the training of 
our workforce that will help American 
workers compete for the green jobs of 
tomorrow. 

Again, I would like to thank the gen-
tleman from Missouri, my colleague 
and cochair of the High-Performance 
Building Caucus, for his hard work in 
bringing forward this bill. And I’d like 
to thank Chairman NORTON for her sup-
port and Ranking Member MICA and 
particularly Chairman OBERSTAR. He 
will certainly be missed here on this 
House floor, and I know that we all 
wish him well. 

I would urge my colleagues to sup-
port this bill. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of S. 3250, a bill to promote 
professionalism and competency among the 
ranks of individuals, both Federal employee 
and contractor, who operate and maintain 
building systems in Federal buildings. For a 
number of building operation functions and 
disciplines, the bill requires the Administrator 
of General Services, in consultation with other 
Federal agencies and building industry rep-
resentatives, to identify core competencies 
and appropriate training and certifications, 
which will enable personnel working in these 
fields to demonstrate acquisition and mastery 
of the skills and knowledge that will help en-
sure that Federal buildings perform and are 
maintained in accordance with industry best 
practices. 

This Committee has been instrumental, 
through the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act, in providing the General Services 
Administration with $4.5 billion to upgrade 
Federally owned facilities with more energy ef-
ficient and sustainable building components 
and systems. S. 3250 is an effort to safeguard 
this investment, as well as other Federal in-
vestment in energy-efficient building infrastruc-
ture, to ensure that this infrastructure is well 
maintained and operating at peak perform-
ance. 

Findings by the Government Accountability 
Office and the National Research Council indi-
cate that, over a building’s full life cycle, oper-
ations and maintenance expenses account for 
60 to 85 percent of the total cost of a facility, 
compared to 10 percent for initial design and 
construction. These findings underscore the 
importance of optimizing the performance and 
care of building equipment and components 
which play a vital role in the energy efficiency 
of facilities. By establishing core competencies 
for building operations personnel, S. 3250 en-
hances the likelihood that this optimization oc-
curs. The bill has the support of the High-Per-
formance Building Congressional Caucus Coa-
lition, and over 40 building industry associa-
tions and professional societies. Moreover, 
this legislation helps support energy efficiency 
goals established for Federal buildings in the 
Energy Policy Act of 2005 and the Energy 
Independence and Security Act of 2007. 

On July 29, 2010, the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure met in open ses-
sion to consider the House version of this bill, 
H.R. 5112, and ordered the bill reported favor-
ably to the House by voice vote. 
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I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-

porting S. 3250. 
Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-

ida. I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
CARNAHAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, S. 3250. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

CONGRATULATING THE NATIONAL 
AIR TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIA-
TION ON ITS 70TH ANNIVERSARY 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and agree to 
the resolution (H. Res. 1669) congratu-
lating the National Air Transportation 
Association for celebrating its 70th an-
niversary, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1669 

Whereas the National Air Transportation 
Association (NATA) was founded 70 years 
ago on December 28, 1940, with 83 charter 
member companies who were instrumental 
in supporting the Civilian Pilot Training 
Program (CPTP); 

Whereas on December 27, 1938, the CPTP 
was formed by President Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt who approved a Civil Aeronautics Au-
thority plan to boost the private flying in-
dustry by annually teaching 20,000 college 
students to fly; 

Whereas the CPTP trained thousands of 
new pilots; 

Whereas in 1940, NATA was instrumental 
in working with Congress to support the 
CPTP; 

Whereas the current general aviation in-
dustry owes much to the foresight and resil-
iency of the founders of NATA, William A. 
Ong and Leslie H. Bowman, the association’s 
first two presidents, as well as George E. 
Haddaway, John L. Gaylord, and others who 
played a strong role in the organization’s 
formation; 

Whereas the general aviation industry ac-
counts for hundreds of thousands of Amer-
ican jobs and contributes approximately $90 
billion to the United States economy; 

Whereas today NATA represents over 2,000 
member companies that own, operate, or 
service aircraft and provide for the needs of 
the traveling public by offering services and 
products to aircraft operators and others 
such as fuel sales, aircraft maintenance, 
parts sales, storage, rental airline servicing, 
flight training, Part 135 on-demand air char-
ter, fractional aircraft program manage-
ment, and scheduled commuter operations 
for smaller aircraft; 

Whereas NATA continues to represent the 
legislative, regulatory, and business inter-
ests of general aviation businesses; 

Whereas NATA provides education, serv-
ices, and benefits to its members to ensure 
their long-term economic success; 

Whereas NATA is dedicated to establishing 
programs to improve general aviation safety; 
and 

Whereas NATA established the Air Charter 
Safety Foundation to continuously enhance 
the safety and security practices of charter 
and shared aircraft owners and operators in 
the United States and worldwide: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives— 

(1) congratulates the National Air Trans-
portation Association for celebrating its 70th 
anniversary; 

(2) applauds the National Air Transpor-
tation Association for creating programs and 
resources to enhance the safety of general 
aviation operators; and 

(3) commends the National Air Transpor-
tation Association for being instrumental in 
bolstering the general aviation industry dur-
ing a time of turmoil in the 1940s. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. CARNAHAN) and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CARNAHAN. I ask unanimous 

consent that all Members may have 5 
legislative days within which to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material on H. Res. 1669. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CARNAHAN. I yield myself such 

time as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 

H. Res. 1669, as amended, which con-
gratulates the National Air Transpor-
tation Association for celebrating its 
70th anniversary. 

As this resolution recognizes, NATA 
played an indispensable role in the de-
velopment of general aviation in the 
United States. Since its founding in 
1940, at a time when general aviation in 
the U.S. was at a crossroads, NATA has 
grown to represent more than 2,000 
companies that own, operate, or serv-
ice aircraft and provide services to gen-
eral aviation pilots and aircraft own-
ers. NATA serves as these companies’ 
advocate before Federal policymakers 
and lawmakers. 

The general aviation industry sup-
ports thousands of American jobs and 
is an essential contributor to the U.S. 
economy. Since its founding, the Na-
tional Air Transportation Association 
has played a major role in advocating 
for a vibrant and healthy general avia-
tion industry. 

H. Res. 1669 recognizes NATA’s his-
torical contributions to general avia-
tion and congratulates them for its 
70th anniversary. I urge my colleagues 
to join me in supporting this resolu-
tion. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. PETRI. Madam Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
author of the resolution before us, my 
colleague from Tennessee, JAMES DUN-
CAN. 

b 1710 
Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman from Wisconsin 
for yielding. 

I rise today in support of House Reso-
lution 1669, to congratulate and com-
pliment the National Air Transpor-
tation Association on its 70th anniver-
sary, and for its advocacy of general 
aviation in the United States of Amer-
ica. NATA is the leading organization 
representing aviation service busi-
nesses such as fixed base operators, 
charter providers, and aircraft manage-
ment companies. 

At the start of World War II, the Fed-
eral Government drafted plans to 
ground all private aviation for the du-
ration of the war. Such a ban would 
have crippled general aviation in this 
country for years to come. However, 83 
founding members started the NATA in 
1940 with the purpose of showing how 
private aviation could be an asset to 
our country and to its national secu-
rity, and certainly not a threat. In 
fact, the NATA helped save the Civil-
ian Pilot Training Program that was 
created by President Franklin Roo-
sevelt just a few years earlier. This 
program trained thousands of college 
students to fly, many of whom later 
contributed to the war effort. 

Today, NATA represents over 2,000 
member companies that own, operate, 
or service aircraft, and provide for the 
needs of the traveling public by offer-
ing services and products to aircraft 
operators and others such as fuel sales, 
aircraft maintenance, parts sales, stor-
age, rental airline services, flight 
training, Part 135 on demand air char-
ters, fractional aircraft program man-
agement, and scheduled commuter op-
erations from smaller aircraft. 

There are more than 230,000 general 
aviation aircraft in the United States, 
which use nearly 19,000 small and re-
gional airports. These airports help 
connect people and industries that do 
not always have easy access to our 
larger commercial airports. In addi-
tion, the general aviation industry rep-
resents millions of jobs, and contrib-
utes $150 billion to the U.S. economy. 
General aviation is a vital component 
of the transportation industry in the 
United States. 

Not only does the association rep-
resent aviation interests in Wash-
ington, it takes an active role in pro-
moting aviation in our communities. 
NATA provides grants to schools for 
the purpose of purchasing educational 
materials. The NATA also provides 
scholarships to young people who are 
interested in pursuing a career in avia-
tion. 

Madam Speaker, I served as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Aviation 
for 6 years. I personally witnessed the 
National Air Transportation Associa-
tion’s tireless efforts on behalf of pri-
vate aviation. 

Finally, I would like to mention that 
the president of this association is our 
former colleague, former Congressman 
Jim Coyne. While in Congress, Con-
gressman Coyne regularly flew to and 
from his congressional district in 
Pennsylvania. He has served in this po-
sition since 1994. And I would like to 
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say that the members of the NATA are 
very fortunate to have someone with 
his knowledge of the aviation commu-
nity to lead their association. 

I introduced this resolution to recog-
nize this association and its contribu-
tions to private aviation. I hope my 
colleagues will join me in support of 
this bill. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. PETRI. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
support of the resolution before us 
sponsored by my colleague from Ten-
nessee (Mr. DUNCAN), congratulating 
the National Air Transportation Asso-
ciation for celebrating the organiza-
tion’s 70th anniversary. The resolution 
also applauds the association’s efforts 
over the years to improve general avia-
tion safety and bolster the general 
aviation industry. 

NATA represents over 2,000 member 
companies that provide millions of jobs 
in the United States that support the 
general aviation industry. NATA mem-
ber companies provide for many of the 
behind the scenes support for general 
aviation, including fuel sales, aircraft 
maintenance, parts sales, storage, and 
flight training, just to name a few. 
These sectors of the general aviation 
industry support jobs for millions of 
Americans and contribute $150 billion 
to the United States economy. 

NATA played a big role in the resur-
gence of aviation after World War II 
and continues to play an important ad-
vocacy role for its member companies. 
Most importantly, the association 
plays an active role in improving safe-
ty for its member companies and the 
traveling public. 

I support the resolution, and urge my 
colleagues to adopt the resolution. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
support of H. Res. 1669, as amended, which 
congratulates the National Air Transportation 
Association (NATA) for celebrating its 70th an-
niversary. NATA was founded on December 
28, 1940, at a critical moment in the develop-
ment of general aviation in the United States. 
At its founding, NATA represented 83 aero-
space companies whose leaders unified to 
represent the interests of general aviation be-
fore Congress. 

Today, NATA represents more than 2,000 
member companies that own, operate, or 
service aircraft and provide for the needs of 
the traveling public by offering services and 
products to aircraft operators and others. Gen-
eral aviation stimulates local and regional 
economies and supports hundreds of thou-
sands of jobs. 

H. Res. 1669 recognizes NATA’s historical 
contributions to general aviation and congratu-
lates NATA for celebrating its 70th anniver-
sary. I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this resolution. 

Mr. PETRI. I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Madam Speaker, I 
want to thank the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) and his service 
on the Aviation Subcommittee. I ap-
preciate working with him, and for him 
bringing this to the floor. I have no 

further requests for time, I would just 
encourage the body to adopt this reso-
lution, and yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
CARNAHAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 1669, as amended. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

CONGRATULATING CINCINNATI 
REDS FIRST BASEMAN JOEY 
VOTTO 

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

Mrs. SCHMIDT. Madam Speaker, 
today I rise, along with all of Cin-
cinnati, to congratulate and celebrate 
the Cincinnati Reds’ first baseman 
Joey Votto being crowned the 2010 Na-
tional League Most Valuable Player. 

Cincinnati has a rich and proud tra-
dition of great baseball teams. It is the 
home of the first professional baseball 
club, which began in 1869. The Reds 
have won five World Series titles, four 
National League pennants, multiple 
Most Valuable Player trophies, and nu-
merous Golden Glove awards. And a 
number of players have risen to the 
status to be celebrated in the National 
Baseball Hall of Fame. The Cincinnati 
Reds are indeed proud to have the Most 
Valuable Player, Joey Votto, playing 
for them. 

A native of Toronto, Ontario, Can-
ada, Mr. Votto was drafted by the Reds 
just out of high school, in the second 
round of the amateur draft in 2002. He 
worked his way through the Reds’ 
minor league system and debuted in 
September of 2007. His defensive skills 
and offensive production consistently 
improved leading up to the 2010 season. 

Joey Votto helped lead the Cin-
cinnati Reds to their first National 
League Central Division Title since 
1995 with an impressive .324 batting av-
erage, including 37 home runs, and 113 
runs batted in. Mr. Votto led the Na-
tional League in on-base percentage, as 
well as slugging percentage, and re-
ceiving 31 of 32 first-place votes by the 
Baseball Writers Association of Amer-
ica to reward his hard work with one of 
the most coveted awards in baseball, 
the Most Valuable Player Trophy. He 
was named to the National League All 
Star Team, and won the 2010 National 
League Hank Aaron Award. 

Again I would like to join all of the 
Redlegs Nation in congratulating Mr. 
Votto on his achievement. I want to 
congratulate the owner of the Reds, 
Mr. Bob Castellini, and his ownership 
group for bringing a winning baseball 
team back to Cincinnati. Congratula-
tions, Joey, and go Reds. 

b 1720 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

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

f 

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

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

f 

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.) 

f 

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.) 

f 

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

(Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

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.) 

f 

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.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.) 

f 

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

(Mr. MORAN of Kansas addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

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

f 

PRIVILEGE AND HONOR OF A 
LIFETIME 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. KLEIN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Madam Speak-
er, I rise today to thank all of my col-
leagues here in the House and espe-
cially my constituents back home in 
south Florida. 

The opportunity to serve in this body 
has been the privilege and honor of a 
lifetime. I truly have been honored and 
feel honored to have been entrusted 
with the responsibility of fighting for 
families, businesses, seniors, and vet-
erans in our community every single 
day. 

And fight we did. When I came in 4 
years ago, we were challenged with a 
war; we were challenged with a lot of 
other things. And as those years have 
passed, there have been new challenges, 
economy and others. 

Together we fought to take on sky-
rocketing homeowners’ insurance costs 
in Florida and other places. We wrote a 
commonsense solution that makes in-
surance look and work like it was sup-
posed to. It wasn’t easy, but we 
brought together every single member 
of Florida’s delegation, Republican and 
Democrat alike, as well as allies from 
around the country and passed the 
Homeowners’ Defense Act in a very bi-
partisan way. I am very proud of that. 

We also fought to deliver on a cam-
paign promise in my first race to close 
the Medicare part D doughnut hole, 
something that is so significant to so 
many seniors in my community. Our 
seniors should never have to make the 
choice between food and medicine. And 
because we shall and will bring down 
the cost of prescription drugs, many in 
our community will no longer have to. 

We stood up for our Nation’s vet-
erans, something that is a prized re-
sponsibility that every American 
shares in, because I believe it is our re-
sponsibility to fight for those who have 
fought for us. We passed the biggest in-
crease in VA history to make sure that 
our servicemembers have access to ev-
erything that they need. And we turned 
local ideas from our Palm Beach and 
Broward County veterans advisory 
boards into the law of the land. 

But we didn’t stop there. We took on 
energy and the recognition that there 
is a national security threat of an en-
ergy policy that continues to support 
Middle East rogue countries, in par-
ticular Iran. I helped work with others 
in writing and passing the toughest 
sanctions in history, because we can-
not allow Iran to acquire a nuclear 
weapon, not on our watch and certainly 
not on our dime. 

We tackled health care and equal pay 
for women. We expended Pell Grants so 
that every child and every student has 
a right to go to college and help create 
a workforce that will compete world-
wide. We passed an innovative and for-
ward-looking energy plan to end our 
dependence on foreign oil. But most of 
all, many of us worked together to do 
what is best for our community. 

Some might disagree with any one 
policy; but I think at the end, each of 
us in this Chamber knows that we have 
a responsibility to our country, we be-
lieve in our country, and we try to do 
the right things. 

Madam Speaker, my colleagues and 
south Floridians who are watching 
today, I want to say thank you from 
the bottom of my heart for giving me 
this privilege. Choosing public service 
isn’t always easy. There are bad head-
lines and tough attacks and long weeks 
away from your family, and our fami-
lies truly make the greatest sacrifice. 
But it is worth every one of those sac-
rifices for the opportunity to make our 
country better for our children and our 
grandchildren than it was for us. 

This is the American Dream, and 
that is what I fought for and many of 
us fight for every single day at home at 
here and in town here. When I first 
came to this historic U.S. Capitol 
building, a very wise colleague said to 
me—and it stuck with me to this very 
moment—look up at the Capitol dome 
at nighttime. Look at it when we are 
working late. You see the light at the 
top and a beautiful dome. 

And I look up and I see that every 
time I am here in the evening, and I see 
that magnificent dome against the 
dark sky. And I think about the great 
figures that have passed through in 
time here. Most names we will never 
know, but every one of them was truly 
just passing through, whether here for 
2 years, or 10 years or 20 years. Every 
one had the same goal to make this 
country a little better place. 

My colleague said to me, if you look 
up at that dome at one point and you 
aren’t inspired, then it’s time to go 
home. Well, certainly I have been in-
spired every day I have been here and 
continue to be inspired, and he was 
right. The opportunity to serve our 
community in these hallowed Halls 
does inspire me, and I hope it continues 
to inspire every single other person and 
the next generation of leaders who 
come into this Chamber. 

So I want to thank all of you. Thank 
you for allowing us to be here. Thank 
you for the privilege of serving, and I 
look forward to being part of our com-
munity and continue to work on behalf 
of it. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN 
DIAZ-BALART) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida addressed the House. His re-
marks will appear hereafter in the Ex-
tensions of Remarks.) 

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

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

f 

DEDICATION OF LONG BEACH 
ROSIE THE RIVETER PARK AND 
INTERPRETIVE CENTER 

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

Ms. RICHARDSON. Madam Speaker, 
I rise today to support the dedication 
of the Long Beach Rosie the Riveter 
Park and Interpretive Center. This 
launch is going to be next Saturday on 
December 11, and it’s going to be a his-
toric occasion, not just for Long Beach, 
not just for California, but for the Na-
tion. Let me tell you why I would take 
5 minutes out of our time to talk about 
this. 

Back in World War II, from 1942 to 
1945, we had 6 million brave women, 
women who stepped forward, who 
helped us as a Nation to be able to help 
us to really move forward, to keep the 
economy going and to really begin to 
enter into a workforce that they had 
never been a part of before. 

In my own area, 175,000 women brave-
ly worked and led the way. They were 
really trail blazers, and they worked at 
the Douglas Aircraft Plant where now 
we build the very famous C–17. 

When you consider a lot of the Rosie 
Riveters, on average they are about 85 
years old. So it’s important for us now 
more than ever to really acknowledge 
them and to thank them for their serv-
ice. When we talk about the work that 
they did and how they supported the 
United States, they deserve our honor 
and our respect. 

This Long Beach site includes an 
interactive display of women, Air 
Force Service Pilots, who were known 
as WASPs at that time. These women 
transported the airplanes. They assem-
bled them. They actually flew them to 
the places where they were needed the 
most. Because of their efforts, they 
were able to produce—imagine, 
women—300,000 airports, 102,000 ar-
mored vehicles, 77,000 ships, 20 million 
small arms, 40 million bullets, and 6 
million tons of bombs. 

They were as much a part of our suc-
cess and freedom for people all over the 
world, the women, the Rosie the Riv-
eters, as were all of the veterans who 
also served. We will have in this area, 
not only a park and interactive center, 
but also a history and the names and 
telling of the work that these fine 
women did. There will be a rose-colored 
walking path, circles around that park 
area, etched with the timeline of all of 
the work that these ladies incredibly 
performed. 

Along the pathway, we will have 
stopping points where there will be 
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etched stars and colored tiles and rep-
licas of some of the many famous post-
ers that we see today. 

The park will also have the ‘‘compass 
rose’’ that was known to be very fa-
mous back at that time at the Roo-
sevelt naval base where they would fly 
from one section to another and that 
would be their focal point. Adjacent to 
the compass rose is a quiet garden, a 
memorial to the men and women who 
served in the military, noting the in-
scription: ‘‘All Gave Some, Some Gave 
All.’’ 

When we think of Rosie the Riveter, 
it’s also been an inspiration to many of 
us. I see our Speaker who is sitting 
here now tonight, and I think of some 
of the things we have had where we 
have really valued what those women 
did and how they have inspired us 
today. 

At this particular location, we will 
have three flags that will be flown. One 
will be a U.S. flag that is actually 
being flown today. We will have a Cali-
fornia flag and then a local flag as well. 

I call on my colleagues to take an op-
portunity to study and reflect and 
think about all the important stories 
that made this country so great. And 
we certainly couldn’t leave out the 
Rosie the Riveters in World War II who 
began for many of us and why we stand 
here today. 

f 

b 1730 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

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

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

f 

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

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

f 

AMPHIBIANS: CANARIES IN THE 
COAL MINE 

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Speaker, it 
wasn’t many years ago that coal min-
ers relied on a small bird, a canary, to 
signal that conditions were toxic. The 
canary in the coal mine would become 
sick before the miners, who would then 
have a chance to either escape or to 
put on protective respirators. 

Today, our ecosystems face dire 
threats. Toxic gases, chemicals and the 
exploitation of our natural resources 
have jeopardized our air, water, lands 
and the wildlife that inhabit our eco-
systems. The telltale sign? The frog, 
the ‘‘canary in the coal mine’’ of our 
natural environment, is sick. 

Today, nearly 33 percent of amphib-
ian species are threatened, and esti-
mates of species extinctions over the 
past several decades number in the 
hundreds. Losses of these species result 
from the usual suspects, land-use 
change, overexploitation and disease. 

Why all the emphasis on frogs? Aside 
from the fact that these animals regu-
late their local ecosystems and control 
populations of insects that spread dis-
ease, they are important to our human 
health as well. Findings point the way 
toward new drugs for fighting diseases 
such as cancer and HIV/AIDS. Sci-
entists have reportedly found chemi-
cals that are naturally produced in the 
skin of various frog species that can 
kill the HIV virus. 

But these medicinal tools are dis-
appearing at astronomical rates. That 
should tell us something. A frog’s skin 
is relatively thin and permeable to 
water, so frogs are directly exposed to 
pollutants such as coal ash and envi-
ronmental radiation. In addition, their 
eggs are laid in ponds and other bodies 
of water where they absorb chemicals. 

The frog, the canary in the coal mine 
of our natural environment, is first in 
line in an environmental pollution war, 
a war the frog is quickly losing. If we 
don’t heed this call, much like the min-
ers who relied on their singing canary, 
we are destined for illness and, ulti-
mately, shorter, unhealthier lives. 

Sadly, this degradation of human 
health and quality of life is already 
happening across the country. Colstrip, 
Montana, is home to the second-largest 
coal plant west of the Mississippi. One 
boxcar-full of coal is burned every 5 
minutes. The burning coal creates so-
dium, thallium, mercury, boron, alu-
minum and arsenic, which is pumped 
out of the factory and into the air. 

The chemicals that aren’t pumped 
into the air are caught in the factory 
scrubbers and then dumped with coal 
ash into giant settling ponds. These 
ponds are shallow artificial lakes of 
concentrated toxicity which leach this 
poison into wells and aquifers. The 
sludge flows into the surrounding 
towns and countryside, bubbling up 
against foundations and floorings, 
cracking the floor in Colstrip’s local 
grocery store. Ranchers in eastern 
Montana are now suing the plant for 
damages. Noxious water, they cite, is 
the only liquid that fills their wells 
and stock ponds. 

James Hansen, a renowned climate 
scientist, says Colstrip will cause the 
extinction of 400 species. But Colstrip 
burns on. Why? Because we have no na-
tional energy plan and because there 
are currently no federally enforceable 
regulations specific to coal ash. This 
lack of federally enforceable safeguards 

is exactly what led to the disaster in 
Tennessee, where a dam holding more 
than 1 billion of gallons of toxic coal 
ash failed, destroying 300 acres, dozens 
of homes, killed fish and other wildlife 
and poisoned the Emory and Clinch 
Rivers. 

From Tennessee to Colstrip and 
across the Nation, the story is the 
same. We have no national conserva-
tion plan, no national energy policy, no 
regulatory reinforcement powers. And 
the biggest environmental disaster the 
country has ever faced, the Horizon 
Deepwater oil spill, has not propelled 
us any further toward passing a cap- 
and-trade bill through both Chambers. 
Senator REID said they were 
sidestepping a cap-and-trade bill for oil 
response legislation, but we haven’t 
seen that either. 

Worse, as we mark 40 years of cleaner 
air under the Clean Air Act, it is heart-
breaking that we must now fight to 
protect this monument law from at-
tack. Some in Congress are considering 
weakening this landmark law, seeking 
to bail out polluters who continue to 
lobby for loopholes and giveaways that 
put Americans’ health and safety at 
risk. 

We are poisoning our ecosystems, our 
animals and, yes, our frogs. We are poi-
soning our families, our communities, 
our Nation and our entire world. If we 
do not heed this canary song, we will 
only have ourselves to blame. And by 
the time we take notice, it may be too 
late. 

f 

CHAIRMAN SKELTON BIDS 
FAREWELL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CARNAHAN). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 2009, the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON) is recognized for 30 minutes as the 
designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
this evening to express my gratitude 
for the honor of serving in the House of 
Representatives and to share a few 
thoughts as I prepare to leave this dis-
tinguished body. About this time 34 
years ago, my wife, our three boys, and 
I were surrounded by scores of well- 
wishers organized by my friend, Bob 
Welling, as we boarded a train at 
Warrensburg, Missouri, to travel to 
Washington, D.C. Shortly thereafter, I 
was sworn into Congress. I arrived 
eager to tackle the problems of the day 
and represent the people of the Fourth 
Congressional District. It was a polit-
ical highlight for me. 

The Roman orator Cicero said that 
‘‘gratitude is the greatest of all vir-
tues,’’ and I’m grateful to so many peo-
ple. First, I’m extremely grateful and 
appreciative to the residents of Mis-
souri’s Fourth Congressional District 
whose votes allowed me to serve as 
their Representative in this House for 
34 years. Representing the fourth dis-
trict has been a tremendous privilege. 

I also want to thank my family 
whose support made it possible for me 
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to serve in Washington, Susie, my late 
wife, my three wonderful sons and my 
lovely, understanding and supportive 
wife, Patty. 

I want to thank my friends and men-
tors in Congress. I can’t name them all, 
but I want to particularly single out 
the great Missouri legislators, Con-
gressman Dick Bolling, who helped me 
land a seat on the Armed Services 
Committee, Congressman Dick Gep-
hardt and Congressman Bill Emerson 
who were my carpool partners and my 
great friends. I leave with enormous re-
spect for all those Members who 
worked their hearts out to help people 
at home and to help steer our country’s 
path while performing their constitu-
tional duty. 

A special thanks to our Speaker 
PELOSI for her kindness and thought-
fulness through the years. 

My colleagues from Missouri have 
been fantastic. 

Finally, I want to thank my dedi-
cated staff, past and present. The tal-
ented people who have worked in my 
Missouri offices, my Washington, D.C. 
office, on my Small Business Sub-
committee staff and on the staff of the 
House Armed Services Committee, are 
the unsung heroes who get the business 
of government done. I can’t thank 
them enough for being part of my staff 
and serving the American people so 
very well. 

I have led a charmed life in many 
ways; but as a youngster, I learned 
that a person’s life can change forever 
in an instant. After contracting polio, I 
was fortunate to receive treatment at 
the Warm Springs Foundation in Geor-
gia. Polio affects each person dif-
ferently; but at Warm Springs, patients 
learned valuable lessons about life— 
never let illness define you, never be 
limited by the expectations of others, 
never give up, and never stop working. 
By applying the belief that nothing is 
impossible if you work hard, thousands 
of Warm Springs alumni, including my-
self, have led happy and productive 
lives. 

And it is no coincidence that three 
patients between 1947 and 1950 at Warm 
Springs became Members of this body— 
Jim Schuer of New York, Bo Ginn of 
Georgia and myself. 

Growing up I was inspired by my fa-
ther’s runs for statewide office and for 
Congress, and also by his service as La-
fayette County prosecuting attorney. I 
had just completed my own term as La-
fayette County prosecutor and was 
practicing law when President Harry 
Truman called to ask me to consider 
running for Congress in 1962. In 1976, I 
decided to run for Missouri’s Fourth 
Congressional District seat. I have 
been on the ride of my life ever since. 

b 1740 

It is a great honor to serve in the 
U.S. House. This House is filled with 
principled public servants who work 
hard to give voice to the needs of vot-
ers back home. Members of Congress 
bring the theory of representative de-

mocracy to life every time they par-
ticipate in House business, and every 
time they listen to the hard-wrought 
concerns of their neighbors. 

As a member of the House Armed 
Services Committee, I aspired to be-
come chairman one day. Serving as 
chairman is undoubtedly the high 
point of my political career. The HASC 
family of Members and staff is very 
special. Members of Congress lucky 
enough to serve on this committee 
have traditionally worked in a far less 
partisan atmosphere than on other 
committees. Article 1, section 8 of the 
Constitution grants Congress the obli-
gation to raise and support armies and 
to provide and maintain a Navy. All 
Members approach this important 
work very seriously, with the goals of 
protecting our Nation’s security and 
also doing what is right for our men 
and women in uniform and their fami-
lies. 

American politics through the ages 
have frequently been rough and tum-
ble, and at times some might even say 
mean. But to my mind, national secu-
rity transcends politics. In the realm of 
national security, we must make the 
effort to work together in a bipartisan 
way, to stand before our allies and the 
world as a united front, to strengthen 
our Nation’s defenses under the banner 
of consensus. 

As chairman, I have always sought to 
maintain this bipartisan atmosphere, 
and I hope that culture instilled by 
many HASC chairs who served before 
will carry on under the able leadership 
of the new chair in the incoming Con-
gress, Congressman BUCK MCKEON. I 
am confident it will. 

Throughout our country’s history, 
the Nation has experienced many chal-
lenges. We have had economic crises, 
agricultural hardships, military en-
gagements, and Members of this body 
responded to each one as it came along. 
I am proud to have been a Member of 
the House of Representatives, and I 
will always cherish my service here. 

I leave with some anxiety for the fu-
ture, however. In the past, this body 
has worked best after great debates, 
when men and women of strong prin-
ciples have met and compromised on 
those difficult issues, which at the 
time could render us asunder. But 
through meeting in the center and 
solving the problems of the day, our 
country benefited. It was able to 
progress. 

As a result of the last election, the 
center has been holed out, and more 
Members will represent extreme points 
of view, which is likely to make mean-
ingful compromise difficult, if not im-
possible. Once again, our system of 
government and our citizenry will be 
tested, and the outcome will deter-
mine, borrowing the eloquent words of 
President Lincoln’s Gettysburg Ad-
dress, ‘‘whether that nation or any na-
tion so conceived and so dedicated can 
long endure.’’ 

When returning Members and new 
Members arrive in the Capitol for the 

new Congress in January, they will 
confront enormous challenges as they 
work to chart the course of our coun-
try in the days ahead. These challenges 
include the economy and jobs, health 
care, education, to name a few. But I 
implore our citizens and our leaders 
not to forget that we are a Nation at 
war. Unless our government protects 
our national security, none of these 
other important issues can receive the 
attention they deserve. 

National security must be our num-
ber one priority. I believe all Ameri-
cans’ good intentions support the 
troops and their families. But those in-
tentions must be reflected in action, 
and Congress bears the Constitutional 
responsibility to fulfill this sacred 
duty. 

My greatest concern is that a chasm 
will develop between those who protect 
our freedoms and those who are being 
protected. I have often talked about 
what I perceive to be a civil-military 
gap, a lack of understanding between 
civilians and the military that has 
grown in the era of an all-volunteer 
force. For those not in uniform or con-
nected to the military in some way, it 
is easy not to relate to our service-
members’ difficulties as they deal with 
the trials of war and combat, multiple 
deployments, family separations, 
missed birthdays, and other sacrifices 
too numerous to mention. 

As a Nation, we must strive to nar-
row that gap and bring our citizens to-
gether. United we stand, divided we 
fall. The men and women in uniform 
who form the backbone of our security 
cannot devote their all to protect us if 
we fail to provide what they need to 
perform their missions, stay safe in the 
field, and take good care of themselves 
and their families at home. Keeping 
America safe demands a national com-
mitment to maintain military readi-
ness. During my time in Congress, the 
United States has been involved in 12 
conflicts, some large and some small. If 
the future is anything like the past, 
conflicts, natural disasters, and other 
crises will frequently pop up without 
warning. Preparedness is essential. 

Today’s forces are the latest in a 
long line of sentinels of freedom. Our 
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines 
must have no doubt about the high 
value we place on their service. Our 
commitment to our servicemembers 
and their families will also help the 
next generation understand that these 
patriotic volunteers are critical to the 
survival of our Nation. To protect 
America’s future, we must inspire the 
next generation to join the noble serv-
ice of these ranks. 

I have always considered each young 
man and woman in uniform as a son or 
daughter. They are national treasures 
and their sacrifices cannot be taken for 
granted. They are not chess pieces to 
be moved about on a board. Each and 
every one is irreplaceable. Issues of na-
tional security and war and peace are 
too important to lose sight of the real 
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men and women who answer our Na-
tion’s call and do the bidding of our 
Commander in Chief. 

You can’t do the job as a Member of 
Congress for so many years unless you 
love it, and I do. It is a labor of love. 
And to paraphrase my fellow Missou-
rian, Harry Truman, I have done my 
damndest every single day. I will for-
ever be grateful for the trust Missou-
rians have placed in me through the 
years and for the opportunity to serve 
Missouri’s Fourth Congressional Dis-
trict, the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, and the United States of Amer-
ica. 

As I leave this House, these lines 
from Alfred Lord Tennyson’s poem 
‘‘Ulysses’’ express my feelings very 
well: 

Much I have seen and known; cities 
of men 

And manners, climates, councils, 
governments . . . 

And drunk delight of battle with my 
peers . . . 

Some work of noble note, may yet be 
done . . . 

Come, my friends, 
Tis not too late to seek a newer 

world. 
Mr. Speaker, thank you for this time. 

f 

HONORING CONGRESSMAN IKE 
SKELTON 

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

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
sing the praises of a great man, Chair-
man IKE SKELTON. We all heard his 
beautiful address to us, and in it he 
started where his heart is, with his 
family, expressing his love for his fam-
ily, his appreciation for his staff, his 
respect for his colleagues, his admira-
tion for our great country. 

I am so pleased that we have been 
joined by Senator CLAIRE MCCASKILL, 
coming over from the Senate side to 
make the respect for Mr. SKELTON bi-
cameral, and that we are joined by 
Congresswoman JO ANN EMERSON, 
making that support bipartisan, as 
well as being joined by so many Mem-
bers of the Missouri delegation, and 
that you, Mr. CARNAHAN, are in the 
chair for Mr. SKELTON’s presentation. I 
know we will be hearing from our dis-
tinguished majority leader Mr. HOYER, 
but I think it is important to note that 
EMANUEL CLEAVER of Missouri is here, 
LACY CLAY of Missouri is here, and 
other Members, Chairman MILLER, 
chairs, colleagues, new Members, sen-
ior Members—that is how Mr. SKELTON 
is regarded and respected in the Con-
gress of the United States. 

b 1750 
He made his speech the way he served 

in Congress, surrounded by friends, ad-
mired by all, on both sides of the aisle, 
on both sides of the Capitol. He began 
by talking about his family, and he 
ended by talking about our men and 
women in uniform, which are like sons 
and daughters to him. 

He has always taught us that, as 
President Kennedy said, We’ll pay any 
price, bear any burden. Mr. SKELTON 
said to us over and over again, as he 
did this evening, that protecting the 
American people is our first responsi-
bility. Our young men and women in 
uniform make us the home of the free 
and the land of the brave, and we can 
never forget that. They have no greater 
champion in the Congress than the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. 

I know I speak for every person in 
this Chamber when I say, Mr. SKELTON, 
thank you for your leadership for our 
country. It is an honor to call you col-
league. Thank you, Mr. SKELTON. 

f 

HONORING CONGRESSMAN IKE 
SKELTON 

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

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
would be remiss if I didn’t try to tell a 
little bit more of the story that our be-
loved friend and colleague IKE SKELTON 
started. It kind of started all back 
about in 1980 for my family with IKE 
when my late husband, Bill, and he 
drove in to work every single day, and 
the stories that I learned both from 
Bill and IKE, because I used to then 
take IKE in after Bill, and every Thurs-
day now that we come in with prayer 
breakfast has been, for me, a remark-
able experience because of what I have 
learned from our colleague IKE SKEL-
TON, both from history and also an un-
derstanding of the great love that he 
has for our wonderful State of Mis-
souri. 

His commitment and his dedication 
have been extraordinary, and he has 
been, for me, not only a real hero but 
also someone whom I have tried very 
hard to learn from. You have set an ex-
ample, IKE, that is impossible for any-
body else to meet; but certainly you 
have been a role model for me and so 
many others before me, and I just want 
you to know how important you are 
not only to me, to how important you 
were to Bill, to Tori and Katharine and 
to Ron and Sam and the rest of the 
kids, IKE. But more importantly than 
that, you have been special for our 
country. 

You are what every Member of Con-
gress should want to be, and that is a 
man of great courage, a man of great 
fairness. You have shown me and oth-
ers how important it is for us to be 
civil to one another, how we should 
talk to one another, and I hope that 
the example that you have set will con-
tinue on in this great body. You will be 
sorely missed, and we really love you. 

f 

HONORING CONGRESSMAN IKE 
SKELTON 

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, IKE SKEL-
TON is my brother. He and I are both 

Sigma Chi’s. There’s a lot of misin-
formation and misapprehension about 
fraternities and sororities. Sigma Chi 
was founded by seven individuals, one 
of whom was a gentleman named Jor-
dan, and the Jordan standard requires 
of those who pledge that fraternity to 
live by certain standards. Those stand-
ards are what we would expect of all of 
us and hope for all of us. 

I have been a member of that frater-
nity for over half a century. No Sigma 
Chi that I have met has been more 
faithful to meeting the standards of 
conduct and character and courage and 
fidelity to purpose than my brother IKE 
SKELTON. 

IKE SKELTON is the father of a Sigma 
Chi and the son of a Sigma Chi and the 
grandfather of a Sigma Chi. Is that cor-
rect, IKE? I think I have it in order. 
But IKE SKELTON has been a colleague 
in this Congress. IKE SKELTON, as Mrs. 
EMERSON said and as Speaker PELOSI 
said, and as others will say, is the quin-
tessential example of what the Amer-
ican public would hope all of us would 
be. He’s thoughtful, a great intellect, 
faithful, patriotic, and he teared, of 
course, as he mentioned the troops, the 
men and women who serve this country 
in uniform, the men and women who 
have had no greater advocate than IKE 
SKELTON of Missouri, the men and 
women of our Armed Forces who have 
had no greater advocate in terms of not 
only the quality of their lives, their 
housing, their health care, their bene-
fits, but also the assurance that they 
had the best technology that was avail-
able to make them not only as effec-
tive but, as importantly, as secure and 
safe as they could possibly be. 

IKE SKELTON is a good and decent 
man who has served his country ex-
traordinarily well. He quoted the Ten-
nyson poem, ‘‘Ulysses.’’ What a won-
derful poem. He didn’t quote the end of 
it, which is essentially that Ulysses, 
then old, Telemachus, the king, left to 
his son the duties of being king and 
brought his band of brothers together 
to go forth to strive, to seek, to find, 
and not to yield. 

There is no doubt in my mind, Mr. 
Speaker, that IKE SKELTON will con-
tinue to be an extraordinarily faithful 
citizen of this country, an unswerving 
supporter of those in uniform, of our 
Armed Forces, and of our national se-
curity, and one who will uphold the 
highest standards that this institution 
would hope all of its Members main-
tain, and he will continue to strive to 
seek to find and we know he will not 
yield. But in not yielding on principle, 
he will be faithfully courteous and re-
spectful of others, as he has been every 
day on this floor, in his committee, and 
in the hallways of our offices. 

His late wife was named Susan. My 
oldest daughter is named Susan. Susan 
Skelton, in the spring of 1981, came to 
Bowie, Maryland, and knocked on 
doors, and the doors opened and she 
said, I would like you to vote for STENY 
HOYER for Congress. I loved Susan. We 
lost Susan a few years ago. She was 
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like her husband—a beautiful, beau-
tiful person. 

It is a sad day that IKE SKELTON 
leaves this Chamber. It will not be 
today but in a few weeks, but it is a 
wonderful day for all of us to count 
ourselves blessed by being part of the 
life of this extraordinary, good, and de-
cent man, IKE SKELTON of Missouri. IKE 
SKELTON, patriot. IKE SKELTON, a won-
derful, great American. 

Thank you, IKE SKELTON. 
f 

HONORING CONGRESSMAN IKE 
SKELTON 

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

Mr. CLEAVER. Mr. Speaker, in 2003 I 
was teaching at the Bloch School of 
Business at the University of Missouri 
in Kansas City, serving as a talk radio 
show host on NPR and pastoring a con-
gregation. 

b 1800 

I received a phone call from Con-
gressman IKE SKELTON, who began the 
request for me to give up my peaceful 
and loving life to run for Congress as 
my predecessor, Karen McCarthy, had 
decided not to seek reelection. I chose, 
in large part, to pursue this office at 
the request of Congressman IKE SKEL-
TON. 

Mr. Chairman, I have three sisters 
whom I love dearly. From the age of 
about 3 to about 7, I made requests re-
peatedly to my parents for a brother. 
I’m not even sure I knew how that 
brother could come into existence, but 
I made the request nonetheless. That 
never happened, but I can say here in 
this Chamber, Mr. Speaker, that, if I 
had had a brother, I would have liked 
for his name to have been Ike. If I had 
had a brother, I would have liked for 
him to have had the patience, the in-
tellect, and the spirit of IKE SKELTON. 

There is very little secret around our 
home as to who is the favorite Con-
gressman for my 7-year-old grandson, 
Isaac Cleaver. One of the great delights 
of his life—and probably the older he 
gets the more significant it will be—is 
already having been introduced to Con-
gressman IKE SKELTON at an event at 
Royals Stadium. In that introduction, 
he said that IKE SKELTON was named 
after him. So, in our household, from 
my wife, Dianne, all the way to Little 
Ike, we all have great admiration and 
love for IKE SKELTON and his family. 

It will be difficult to roam these 
Halls and not see IKE SKELTON or to 
come into this hallowed room and not 
look at the seat where he usually sat 
and where the Missouri delegation 
would, from time to time, gather 
around him. I have said to him and to 
others in his presence that this man 
has the ability to walk with kings and 
Presidents and not to lose the common 
touch. 

As chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee, IKE SKELTON was one of 

the most influential human beings, not 
only in this country but in the world— 
the most revered Member of Congress 
by the military of the United States of 
America. Yet any Member of Congress, 
frankly, from either side of the aisle, 
could stop IKE SKELTON and hold a con-
versation. He never lost the common 
touch. 

It will be difficult for me not to see 
him in this place. I speak of the man 
IKE SKELTON from Lexington, Missouri; 
and I speak of a man whose career in 
this body will be recorded by historians 
as a majestic moment for the military 
of the United States of America. 

I yield back the balance of my time, 
Mr. Speaker, because I think IKE SKEL-
TON deserves far more eloquence than I 
can present. Hopefully, a combination 
of everything we say will match, in 
some small way, the elegance with 
which he served this Congress. 

f 

HONORING CONGRESSMAN IKE 
SKELTON 

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

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to honor a fellow col-
league and a person I have grown to 
love—our distinguished colleague from 
the Show Me State. 

I was blessed when coming into this 
Congress that the first committee I 
was appointed to serve on was the 
Armed Services Committee and to be 
there under the guidance and tutelage 
of IKE SKELTON. I was the last person 
appointed to the committee that year. 

In fact, my mother would often say 
to me, How come I never see you on C– 
SPAN? That was because I was sitting 
behind the camera so they couldn’t ac-
tually see me on C–SPAN. 

But IKE SKELTON, as he does with ev-
eryone, treated the lowest member on 
the committee, who was me, with the 
same kind of dignity and respect and 
solid advice as he does with every 
Member of this Chamber. 

IKE SKELTON, as has been said by so 
many speakers with great eloquence, 
cares so deeply for his home State, for 
his community, for his great family, 
and legacy. Imagine, in this Chamber, 
sitting and serving with a direct de-
scendent of Daniel Boone and knowing 
how proud he was of that legacy and 
how proud, growing up in his great 
State, he was of his dad, whom I 
learned about in so many conversa-
tions with him, and about Harry Tru-
man and the great history of Missouri. 

When you would go there to Lex-
ington, when you would travel and stay 
at his home—and as STENY men-
tioned—with his wonderful wife, Susie, 
who was such a kind, generous and kin-
dred soul mate of IKE’s, you would 
walk around that district and see the 
respect and the reverence that the peo-
ple held for IKE SKELTON. 

I think I was there to talk about eth-
anol, but I’ve got to be honest with 

you. Joanne Morrison probably knows 
a lot about it, but I didn’t know a great 
deal about ethanol. By golly, by the 
time I was through, you would have 
thought I was an expert at it. 

To travel with this man abroad, you 
see the respect at our war colleges, 
amongst our military leaders, amongst 
heads of state, but most important to 
him are the men and women who wear 
the uniform of this country. 

He carries his legacy, his great fam-
ily name, his State, his community, 
and his country. He wears that well on 
his face. He shoulders it well, but he 
carries in his heart a love and devotion 
for the men and women who serve this 
great country of ours, and everything 
he has done on this great floor has been 
on their behalf. 

All men and women who serve in our 
Armed Forces owe such a great debt of 
gratitude to this humble, passionate 
servant of our country and the proud 
standard-bearer of his great State of 
Missouri in the way that he has held 
forth on behalf of the citizens he has 
sworn to serve and the men and women 
who have represented this great coun-
try of ours and who have given the full 
measure of their devotion. 

b 1810 

Like so many here, I love IKE SKEL-
TON. He is a man of the House, a man 
for the ages because he led with that 
big heart of his and cared so deeply 
about people who serve this Nation. 

God bless you, IKE SKELTON. We are 
all better for having served with you. 

f 

A TRIBUTE TO IKE SKELTON 

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

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, let me first 
say that I, too, am here to thank IKE 
SKELTON for his friendship, for his serv-
ice to this country, and especially for 
his friendship to me. 

My relationship with IKE SKELTON 
goes back more than 30 years. I was a 
teenager when I first met him because 
he served with my father—both rep-
resented the State of Missouri—and I 
can remember the day he arrived here. 
I went on through college and hap-
pened to wind up serving in the State 
legislature for 17 years in his district, 
in Jefferson City, so our paths would 
cross on occasion. 

But ladies and gentlemen, this coun-
try will never witness an individual 
like IKE SKELTON. There will never be 
another one like him to cast a shadow 
on this floor. You have served this 
country and your State well, and you 
have also given me a great apprecia-
tion for our armed services, the men 
and women who some make the ulti-
mate sacrifice for this country. 

As Rev. CLEAVER and others have 
said, I have also visited Lafayette and 
have been to IKE’s home, but I have 
also been to the military bases with 
IKE, to Whiteman Air Force Base where 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:05 Jun 10, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00077 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD10\RECFILES\H01DE0.REC H01DE0bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7836 December 1, 2010 
they house the B–1. And he has been 
my compass in this House on military 
issues. 

He has also been, as Rev. CLEAVER 
said, a brother to me. I had two sisters, 
too, IKE. I never had a brother, but if I 
could ever identify somebody as a 
brother, it would be you. I know I will 
miss you. I will miss your guidance, I 
will miss your mentoring. 

We have truly witnessed a legislative 
giant in our midst. You have done your 
job, you have done it quite well. I know 
this won’t be the last time that we see 
each other and I know that you will 
frequently visit us, but for the Mis-
souri delegation, you were there for all 
of us. 

He was the senior member of the Mis-
souri delegation and never hesitated to 
call us together. We have so much co-
hesion as a State because of his leader-
ship. I appreciate that, IKE. I appre-
ciate how you have taken me under 
your wing and given me guidance here, 
and I will love you for it for the rest of 
my life. As the saying goes, ‘‘Old sol-
diers never die, they just fade away.’’ 
But you won’t be fading too far. 

I love you, IKE SKELTON. God bless 
you, and God bless the United States. 

f 

A TRIBUTE TO IKE SKELTON 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. REYES) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
privilege and an honor to be here this 
evening to honor a great American. I 
have had the privilege of traveling 
throughout the world with IKE SKEL-
TON. One of my first trips was with IKE 
SKELTON. We went to the Far East. We 
had Thanksgiving with our troops at 
the DMZ in South Korea. Subsequent 
to that, we also took a trip to Bosnia 
several times, spent one Easter with 
the troops. So many memories of trips 
to visit the troops and their families to 
look at the facilities, to make sure 
they had all the equipment they needed 
to have, all the support that we could 
possibly have been able to give them on 
the committee. 

I have had the privilege and honor of 
visiting IKE’s district in Missouri, and I 
invited Chairman SKELTON to come to 
El Paso. I grew up in a little town right 
outside of El Paso by the name of 
Canutillo. The main street of this little 
town was Doniphan Drive. Never did I 
dream that I had grown up in this envi-
ronment with a direct connection to 
Missouri, because when IKE SKELTON 
came to my district, he immediately 
recognized the connection. He said, 
This street was named after Colonel 
Alexander Doniphan, who was a Mis-
sourian and came to Texas to save 
Texas. Immediately a connection 
there. 

Chairman IKE SKELTON is, in my 
eyes, a professor of history, a professor 
of, particularly, military history. We 
all famously have a list of rec-
ommended readings from IKE SKELTON. 

I have to confess I haven’t read all 
those books yet, but I am working on 
it. It gives you a better understanding; 
but for me, it gives me a unique per-
spective on who the man, IKE SKELTON, 
is. 

I couldn’t agree more with my col-
leagues here this evening in paying 
tribute to a great American, a giant 
that has served this institution with 
dignity, with honor, with great pas-
sion, and with great love and care for 
our military men and women and for 
their families. 

IKE, it has been a tremendous honor 
to serve with you. I have learned so 
much from you that I think, by any 
measure, if there is a new Member 
coming here, my recommendation 
would be to emulate the great Chair-
man IKE SKELTON. 

Thank you. And thanks to the people 
of Missouri for sharing you for over 
three decades of great public service to 
this great country. For me, an honor; 
for this country, an American legend. 
Thank you, IKE. 

God bless you, and God bless this 
country. 

f 

A TRIBUTE TO IKE SKELTON 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CLEAVER). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. CARNAHAN) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to just add my voice to these remarks 
this evening about our friend and col-
league, IKE SKELTON of Missouri. 

He first came to this Congress in 1976 
with my predecessor, Congressman 
Dick Gephardt. That was the first year 
I voted, 1976. I was a senior in high 
school that year. And to watch him 
grow in leadership to become what I 
believe is really a national treasure— 
his voice advocating for American 
troops and their families, his leader-
ship on national readiness for current 
conflicts and future conflicts that we 
may face—has really been unparal-
leled. 

b 1820 

We respect his leadership and what 
he has done for the strength of this 
country. In Missouri, he has been a 
leader. He has been the dean of our del-
egation. 

I had the honor to work with him. I 
also had the honor to travel with him 
to visit our troops in Kosovo and else-
where. And we’ve seen what he’s done 
to transform two vital military facili-
ties in Missouri—Whiteman Air Force 
Base and Fort Leonard Wood—to be-
come what they are today. 

He’s not only a student of history, 
but he has been a great teacher and a 
great mentor. He’s been a family 
friend. It has been an honor and a 
privilege to serve with him, to call him 
‘‘colleague,’’ but also to see his exam-
ple for public service. He has been a 
model for what public service is all 
about. 

I know that he has several chapters 
left to write for what he does to give 
back to this country and our great 
State, and we look forward to seeing 
those for years and years to come. 

Best wishes to you, my friend. 
f 

HONORING IKE SKELTON 

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

Mrs. DAVIS of California. I rise 
today to say thank you, thank you to 
IKE for being such a great mentor, for 
taking me under your wing, for telling 
me a little bit about what it was like 
for you when you chaired the Per-
sonnel Committee a number of years 
ago. And I think you told me that 
early on, when I came onto the Armed 
Services Committee, but it was a few 
years later when I actually had the 
great honor of chairing that sub-
committee. And then I felt such an in-
credible burden because I thought, you 
know, IKE has done this before, and 
how could I live up to who he had been 
and the way he had cared for the troops 
and their families and kind of got 
through some of the really tough 
times, because when you deal with 
those issues, you know that you’re 
going to be looking, wanting to do ev-
erything in the world when you can’t, 
when there are limits to what you can 
do. 

And I just really remember you tell-
ing me about that and letting me 
know, get in there, but you better do a 
good job, he said. I want you to do a 
good job. I don’t want you to screw it 
up. And so I certainly had that burden. 

But more than anything else, IKE, 
you are such a splendid gentleman, and 
we use the word kind of loosely here. 
Sometimes I think we often say ‘‘to 
the gentleman from’’ whatever State 
that might be. You are the gentleman. 
You are the epitome of what we all be-
lieve to be someone who serves in this 
body and who cares so deeply and who 
has such strong principles and who 
teaches us all. And I think we all want 
to live up to that standard you set. It’s 
not easy, and you made it really hard 
for everybody to do that, but I think 
we all strive for that the best we can. 

I know that I didn’t have an oppor-
tunity to be in your district, but you 
came to my district. And you and your 
late wife, Susie, were there, and we had 
just the most marvelous evening. 

I remember I was then at an event 
that you spoke at, and I remember 
looking around the room and every-
body was just, you know, transfixed, 
really, on your words. You were telling 
one of those stories and it went on for-
ever, but that didn’t seem to bother 
anybody. They were just delighted to 
be in your company and to hear you 
speak and to hear the way you 
interacted with all the people in the 
room, but telling those stories. Presi-
dent Truman, of course, came into that 
story and your father. 
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I have just enjoyed serving with you. 

I can’t tell you how much I’m going to 
miss you. It’s going to be a lot. I know 
you’re going to miss everybody here as 
well. But we are all so much better for 
having served with you. 

Thank you. 
f 

HONORING IKE SKELTON 

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

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, what does an Irish Penn-
sylvania boy have to do with IKE SKEL-
TON standing up here and talking? Ac-
tually, I have roots in Missouri. In 
Farmington, my ancestor, Sarah Bar-
ton Murphy, started the first Saturday 
school west of the Mississippi in Mis-
souri. And that was a little story I told 
IKE. I don’t know if he remembers it. 

But it comes from times that IKE and 
I traveled together on congressional 
delegation trips. He had asked me to 
travel with him to Afghanistan and 
Iraq at Thanksgiving—we did that 
twice—giving up time with our families 
by traveling out there to be with the 
soldiers. Small codels as they were, but 
I think they meant a lot certainly to 
the soldiers that were sacrificing so 
much for our country. And I thought it 
pretty amazing that here was this gen-
tleman, in the truest sense of the word, 
being willing to giving up his holidays 
with family to be over there, and I was 
certainly pleased and honored to go 
with him. 

And we had some interesting times. 
A meeting with General Petraeus, a 
meeting with General McChrystal, see-
ing the ins and outs of what takes 
place in a war zone, talking to soldiers 
in the most candid ways about the 
stress that they face. And I know, for 
me, I learned a great deal from them, 
but I also learned a great deal from my 
friend, Congressman SKELTON, about 
the ins and outs of what takes place in 
the military through his chairmanship 
and ranking membership of what he’s 
learned from the House Armed Services 
Committee. 

But there’s also things you learn 
about a person under times of stress. 

IKE and I have the dubious distinc-
tion of being the only two Members of 
Congress ever injured in Iraq, and it 
happened on a dark night. We were 
traveling, after having met, I believe, 
with General Casey, on a road back to 
the Baghdad Airport when this up-ar-
mored minibus we were traveling in— 
referred to affectionately as an ice 
cream truck—suddenly hit something. 
We heard a boom. We’re up in the air, 
bounced, rolled over the side, and both 
of us slid inside the interior. I was in-
jured a bit. That doesn’t matter. IKE 
had his own symptoms. And a lot of 
chaos occurred at that moment. And 
we learned what happens on a military 
site when there’s an injury that occurs, 
that soldiers are swarming around se-
curing the perimeter, ambulances ar-

riving trying to take care of both IKE 
and me at that moment. An incredible 
dedication and skill of these soldiers. 
We had intended to visit a hospital but 
not in a horizontal position. 

What occurred afterwards, taking us 
in an ambulance, and we’re both in 
some pain—nothing compared to what 
our soldiers face. But an interesting 
little thing happened with one of the 
staffers at that point. Erin reached in 
and patted my toe and said, ‘‘I’ll pray 
for you.’’ And the ambulance door 
closed. And IKE, always a man of good 
humor, said, What am I? Chopped liver? 
What’s wrong here? No one’s going to 
pray for me? He had issues, too. 

We went to a hospital then in Bagh-
dad. Some difficult moments. Hearing 
the cries of a young boy whose room 
was near ours who, we understand, his 
parents had just been killed, and he 
was hurt, too. 

And then traveling over to Balad 
where our soldiers who were wounded 
pretty severely were all being prepped 
to take to Landstuhl Hospital in Ger-
many, and to see what takes place as 
people with some pretty severe injuries 
were prepared, sometimes on basically 
a traveling intensive care unit with 
doctors and nurses around them. 

And IKE and I are both on our heli-
copter trip over there. And having 
those moments when you’re lying on 
this litter on this same helicopter that 
carries so many of our wounded sol-
diers, it gives you something to think 
about. And of course traveling over to 
Landstuhl on this big C–17 for several 
hours’ flight. 

But now and then I would hear this 
voice coming from either above me or 
below me, wherever we happened to be 
on that particular flight, there’s the 
voice of IKE saying, Well, what do you 
think about this? Well, we’re learning 
something here. Always just that little 
bit of humor and putting that little bit 
of perspective on an otherwise pretty 
stressful situation—not only of what 
was happening to us but being around 
all of these wounded and all of these 
doctors and nurses doing so much. 

I’m sure IKE has lots of variations on 
the stories he tells, but what is impor-
tant to hear is, after we came back, he 
had of course made sure that that one 
staffer who tapped my toe and said 
‘‘I’ll pray for you’’ understood that he 
wanted prayers, too. And it was some 
time after that, I believe, IKE, that 
what you received was a note that a 
mass was being said for you by the 
Pope. So you certainly outranked me 
on what was happening there. 

b 1830 

But it’s his humor, it’s his knowl-
edge, it’s his incredible class. A lot of 
times Americans may hear criticisms 
of Members of Congress. And you may 
hear the bipartisan attacks on each 
other, which is hardly bipartisan. That 
makes the evening news. When people 
call each other names, when they in-
sult each other, when they play polit-
ical games, that’s going to make the 

front page. What you don’t hear about 
is the genuine friendships and respect 
we have for each other. 

And let me tell you, IKE, I can’t 
think of anybody in this House that I 
have more friendship and respect for 
than what you have taught me. The 
people of Missouri ought to be real 
proud that you served them for so long. 
I know they are. And I am mighty 
proud to have had the honor to serve 
with you, and a man that I can always 
call my friend. God bless you and 
thank you. 

f 

HONORING CONGRESSMAN IKE 
SKELTON 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New Hampshire (Ms. 
SHEA-PORTER) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. There is a but-
ton from an old Presidential campaign 
that says, ‘‘I Like IKE.’’ In this case, I 
love IKE. We will have to have a new 
button to talk about IKE SKELTON. I ar-
rived in the House 4 years ago on the 
Armed Services Committee, met IKE 
SKELTON, and recognized immediately 
that he wasn’t just a friend of the gen-
erals and a friend of the powerful; he 
was a friend to everybody. And I had 
the great pleasure of traveling with 
him. And I saw the way he treated the 
very, very young soldiers. 

And having been married to a young 
soldier at one time in my life, I recog-
nized how overwhelming it was when 
anybody above the rank of sergeant 
spoke to young men and women. And 
here was the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee of the United 
States of America bending over to get 
some words of advice from the young 
men and women of this country who 
serve us. And that has stuck with me, 
IKE. 

It’s true that you are an incredible 
scholar, a historian. If IKE says it’s so, 
it is so. And he often told us what was 
so. And he gave us lists to read and 
things that we should do and things 
that we should know. And he was al-
ways right about that. And when I 
traveled with him abroad, the respect 
that we all received because we were 
with IKE SKELTON was absolutely im-
pressive and overwhelming. 

And so to say good-bye is extremely 
painful, but I think what we really 
need to do is celebrate the great gift 
that you gave this country, the gift 
that your family gave this country, the 
gift of you, your time, your knowledge, 
your experience, your wisdom. And the 
way the rest of the world views you is 
the way we view you, with tremendous 
respect, and admiration, and love. 
Thank you very much for your service. 

f 

HONORING CONGRESSMAN IKE 
SKELTON 

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

fornia. Mr. Speaker, I thank my fellow 
colleague, Mr. GARAMENDI, for being so 
generous with this hour. To our chair-
man, IKE SKELTON, thank you. Thank 
you very much. 

What I have learned, sitting for 14 
years, my full time here in the Con-
gress on this committee, has been in-
valuable. And you were actually the 
first to ask me to go on a congressional 
delegation, the first to take me before 
some of the world leaders, the first to 
tell me about what it was to be in the 
military. And all the information you 
gave me, ‘‘Learn the ranks, LORETTA. 
Learn what a star means. Learn what 
two stars mean.’’ Just all the very be-
ginning information 14 years ago when 
I got to the committee, I cannot say 
enough, IKE. I really can’t. 

Aside from being somebody who has 
loved the troops, and you have, and I 
have seen that just as my colleague, 
Mrs. DAVIS, and I sitting on the Per-
sonnel Subcommittee have seen that 
from you, aside from really being the 
champion for the troops, and that’s 
how I will always remember you, you 
are really a Congressperson’s 
Congressperson. You are somebody 
that we model ourselves after. 

And, IKE, from the bottom of my 
heart, we will miss you. Thank you. 
Thank you for all the memories, for all 
the learning, and in particular for tak-
ing some of the women on the com-
mittee under your arm and showing us 
what it is to serve proudly on the 
House Armed Services Committee. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

f 

HONORING CONGRESSMAN IKE 
SKELTON 

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

Mr. TAYLOR. Number one, I want to 
thank Mr. AKIN for allowing us to go 
into your time a little bit. As a fellow 
Missourian, it’s obviously time well 
spent. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a Vietnamese 
American friend who has a limited use 
of the English language. He is also very 
devout. I once saw him at his boatyard 
hit his thumb with a 5-pound maul. 
And having a limited use of the English 
language and also being very devout, 
he did not use the kinds of words I 
would use in that situation. He just 
shouted over and over as he was shak-
ing his thumb, ‘‘No joy.’’ This is a ‘‘no 
joy’’ moment. 

For those of us who have had the 
privilege of working with IKE, we want 
to say thank you. If you are the moth-
er or father of a troop, a marine, a 
coastie, a sailor, you should know 
about IKE SKELTON. You should know 
his name. In our line of work, if you do 
something stupid, you are a headline. 
If you do the right thing, people don’t 
know your name. 

But if your child has been saved be-
cause of a mine-resistant vehicle, you 

should know IKE SKELTON’s name. If 
you are a military retiree who is enjoy-
ing the benefits of TRICARE for life, 
you should know IKE SKELTON’s name. 
If you are a guardsman or Reservist 
who is now eligible for TRICARE, you 
should know IKE SKELTON’s name. 

What he won’t ever tell you, out of 
concern for his kids, and I won’t tell 
you the branch, but he has two sons 
who are officers in the United States 
military. But what every mom and dad 
should know is that there was one 
more parent out there looking out for 
their kids, and that was IKE SKELTON. 

So, IKE, for all of those things and for 
your great humility, I got to tell the 
story. IKE visited a Coast Guard buoy 
tender on the Missouri River. And 
given his nature, obviously he paid his 
respects to the captain, engineering of-
ficer. But then he sought out the low-
est-ranked person on that boat, a sea-
man apprentice. Went back to him and 
said, Hi, how are you doing? I am IKE 
SKELTON. I am a Congressman from 
Missouri. How do you like the Coast 
Guard? I do. He said, Have you ever had 
a Congressman on your buoy tender be-
fore? And the kid said, No, and I hope 
to hell we never do again. They have 
been working my butt off for the past 
2 weeks scraping and painting, getting 
this boat ready for you, sir. 

Now, only IKE SKELTON would tell 
that story about himself. So now the 
rest of America knows. And I hope that 
seaman apprentice is listening tonight, 
and I hope he made chief one day. 

But, IKE, you have been an incredible 
role model. Someone who put together 
a $600 billion bill that involved the 
lives of airmen, marines, sailors, and to 
some extent coasties, certainly the 
troops in the field, and it passed out of 
your committee unanimously. That is 
an incredible feat. And all of us are 
grateful for your service. God bless 
you. 

f 

HONORING CONGRESSMAN IKE 
SKELTON 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. It was 13 months 
ago that I was given the great privilege 
of becoming a Member of the Congress. 
And it was 7 months ago that I was 
given another privilege of becoming a 
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. For the last hour and 10 min-
utes, we have heard from Chairman 
SKELTON and from his colleagues that 
have expressed their appreciation 
based upon their knowledge and their 
experiences of working with an ex-
traordinary man. 

I feel cheated that I don’t have all of 
those years that my other colleagues 
have had to learn and to share time 
with Chairman SKELTON. My 7 months 
have been just too short; but in those 7 
months, I have found the opportunity 
for friendship, brotherhood, and the op-

portunity to work and to be mentored 
by an incredible individual. 

b 1840 

What you have seen here tonight is 
the outpouring of emotion and respect 
for a gentleman that has served this 
Nation and the armed services for 34 
years in the capacity of a Member of 
Congress. That’s an incredible record. 
Seven months of that I have had a per-
sonal experience of, and I value those 
moments intensely. 

I have had my hours on the floor 
talking about policy. I have not had 
such an important hour as this hour 
listening to the Members of this Con-
gress speak of one of their colleagues. 
It has been a very good hour. 

Chairman SKELTON, you are loved, 
beloved, for a very good reason. You 
are a unique individual. 

f 

HONORING IKE SKELTON 

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

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, I also wanted 
to add my note to the already numer-
ous congratulations and praises for 
Chairman SKELTON. I have served my 
10 years in Congress on the Armed 
Services Committee. I told him the 
night before last at a reception that I 
thought that IKE was like my big 
brother down here. 

You know, sometimes as we go on 
CODELs in the field, and we can talk 
to different level officers, sometimes 
it’s a sergeant, sometimes it’s a gen-
eral, sometimes it’s in between, how we 
get different answers, and sometimes a 
well-placed question to the right per-
son is very helpful. I am a Republican, 
and sometimes a well-placed question 
to a Democrat is a very smart thing to 
do. 

I will ask IKE, I say, I think I have 
got a bright idea, IKE, but what do you 
think of it? And he will tell me some-
times, TODD, that’s the dumbest thing 
I ever heard. And sometimes he says 
that would be a good thing if you can 
get that done. Because IKE is like a big 
brother. He is a big brother to every-
body down here. 

IKE runs a committee the way I un-
derstand it used to be done, where the 
objective is to deal with the security of 
our country, and that is the business of 
the committee. 

So I thank you very much for your 
great work down here. We are going to 
miss you a lot, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ma-
rine, and my big brother. 

God bless you and Godspeed. 
f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
SENATE AMENDMENT TO H.R. 
4853, MIDDLE CLASS TAX RELIEF 
ACT OF 2010, AND PROVIDING 
FOR CONSIDERATION OF MO-
TIONS TO SUSPEND THE RULES 

Mr. POLIS, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
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(Rept. No. 111–671) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 1745) providing for consideration 
of the Senate amendment to the bill 
(H.R. 4853) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the funding 
and expenditure authority of the Air-
port and Airway Trust Fund, to amend 
title 49, United States Code, to extend 
authorizations for the airport improve-
ment program, and for other purposes, 
and providing for consideration of mo-
tions to suspend the rules, which was 
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed. 

f 

HONORING IKE SKELTON 
(Mr. POLIS asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to honor my departing colleague, 
Representative IKE SKELTON. I did not 
get to work closely with Representa-
tive SKELTON, but I want to say it’s the 
small things that make a difference. 
There was one day my sister, who had 
been working for the Pentagon at the 
time, was part of the Quadrennial De-
fense Review team, the QDR team. 
When they had that hearing, the chair-
man invited me right up to the podium 
with the committee members to be 
there during that presentation, and 
that was a great honor. 

I would like to say that despite his 
political views in other areas, I never 
sensed that he treated me any dif-
ferently because of my sexual orienta-
tion, and I think he fully respected me 
as a Member of this body. 

It was really those small things and 
the courtesies that he showed me that 
made him stand out in my mind as an 
inspirational leader of this body who 
will be sorely missed. It will only be a 
short period of time, no doubt, until 
his name appears on a battleship or 
aircraft carrier, and I look forward to 
visiting that one day. 

f 

CONDITION OF OUR ECONOMY AND 
WORLD ECONOMY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
TITUS). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 6, 2009, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. AKIN) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes as the designee 
of the minority leader. 

Mr. AKIN. Madam Speaker, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to join you and 
my colleagues tonight in a discussion 
that has been very much in the atten-
tion of people now for a number of 
years and something that because it is 
so important it has maintained the at-
tention politically for many, many 
months, and that is the condition of 
our economy, indeed, the condition of 
the world economy as well. 

This might seem like kind of an eso-
teric topic, but it affects Americans all 
across this great land, and the main ef-
fect is that people don’t have jobs. 
When you don’t have jobs, things don’t 
go so well. 

The American Nation was founded by 
many, many courageous people over a 

period of hundreds of years, and they 
came to this land with dreams in their 
hearts, an idea to try something out, 
idea to test their abilities, to make 
something that had not been made be-
fore, do something that had not been 
done before. 

And so they came. Initially I talked 
a couple of weeks ago about that brave 
band of mothers and fathers and kids 
that we call the Pilgrims. They came 
to this land with a dream of starting a 
new Nation. 

In the first few months half of them 
almost died, just slightly under half. 
And yet when the Mayflower left Plym-
outh Harbor, those people that had 
that dream in their heart stayed be-
cause they believed that this could be a 
special and a unique Nation. And they 
saw themselves, as Governor Bradford 
wrote, as stepping stones to others who 
were coming to found a new nation. 

Starting with that little group and 
with others even before them at James-
town, you have people like Thomas 
Edison. He had the idea that he would 
make a light bulb. So he made a 100 dif-
ferent lightbulbs, all of them failures, 
and his attitude was, well now I know 
100 ways not to make a light bulb. 

So it was that America, with all of 
these courageous people that had that 
perseverance and that grit, one person 
at a time started building this Nation, 
one dream at a time. It became such a 
common thing, we gave it a name: We 
called it the American dream. The 
dream was to be able to come here with 
barely the shirt on your back and end 
up in much better condition than when 
you started. And so the condition we 
find ourselves in with unemployment 
high, and the economic conditions dif-
ficult, is something that we should 
view is not very consistent with our 
past or what we expect from this coun-
try or the standards that we would 
hold up. 

The condition of the economy is one 
of those things that if you look at it 
from a mathematical point of view, 
there are basic principles in economics 
that govern how things work. If you 
violate those principles, there are bad 
results. But if you keep to the prin-
ciples, you do pretty well. 

Unfortunately, over the last number 
of years, and with both Republican and 
Democrat sometimes at the helm, we 
have violated some basic principles, 
and now we are starting to see the fruit 
of that in a high level of unemploy-
ment. 

Now, I have here a little cartoon. 
This is the President, and he is want-
ing to know, how come you are not hir-
ing people? You have coming into the 
china shop, triple bulls here, the health 
care reform and the cap-and-trade or 
cap-and-tax bill, and the war tax. And 
this poor guy that has got the china 
shop is looking a little bit worried. 
This is a nice cartoon. 

But the point of the matter is that 
there are things that we can do which 
are going to make it very hard to cre-
ate jobs. Now if you were to try to cat-

egorize those things, and I have had a 
chance to go to my district in the St. 
Louis and St. Charles area in Missouri 
and talk to many small businessmen, 
medium-size businessmen, but people 
from across the Nation too up here in 
Washington D.C., and if you ask them 
this question, people who are in the 
business world, what are the ways that 
you can make sure you are going to 
kill jobs? 

Maybe this is a reverse way of look-
ing at it. I apologize for that, but there 
is a reason for why I am approaching it 
this way. 

b 1850 

One of the things to do if you want to 
make sure that there’s not going to be 
jobs for people, well, I think about the 
first thing usually, and I don’t know 
that these are necessarily exactly in 
the right order, but certainly this first 
one is the one that comes to the mind 
of most people if you ask them, ‘‘What 
are you going to do if you want to kill 
jobs?’’ and the first thing they think of 
is excessive taxation. 

Now, that might seem kind of theo-
retical, but it really shouldn’t be any 
surprise to us. If you picture yourself 
with a lemonade stand or making some 
other kind of product and you figure 
out how much it costs you to buy your 
raw materials—you have, maybe it’s a 
lemonade machine, so you have to put 
the lemons in it. You have sugar that 
you have to buy. You have to have 
some good water. You have to have an 
ice maker. So you put that all together 
and figure out what it’s going to cost 
you to make some lemonade, and you 
look at the cost of the ingredients. 
People come and buy. It’s a hot day, 
and so they are buying the lemonade 
you’re making. There’s a difference be-
tween what it costs you and what you 
can sell it for, and you make a profit. 
And that is basically the lemonade 
stand idea. It’s not complicated. 

But if the government comes along 
and taxes every glass of lemonade that 
goes out, it makes it a little harder to 
try and make a living. What happens if 
the government raises the tax too 
much on your lemonade? Well, nobody 
will buy it, and now you’re out of busi-
ness. 

So this isn’t a very complicated idea, 
that if you do too much taxation on a 
business, either the business sort of hi-
bernates and tries to weather the 
storm, or they actually just plain go 
out of business and you kill the poten-
tial for creating any new jobs as well 
as getting rid of old ones. So excessive 
taxation is usually at the top of a lot 
of businesspeople’s things if you want 
to kill jobs. 

Another one, and this sounds like a 
big thing, insufficient liquidity. What 
that is saying is that businessmen need 
to borrow money at various times, and 
they have to get the loans from banks. 
And if the bank policy is such that the 
businessman has trouble getting a 
loan, then it makes it harder for him 
or her to expand the business. 
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In the current conditions, what we’re 

dealing with, you find that a lot of 
Federal regulators are all over the 
banks and telling the banks to be very, 
very careful about any loans they 
make, and they have to have a tremen-
dous amount of security to make sure 
that they can even have that loan on 
their books. And so depending particu-
larly on Federal regulations toward 
banks, the liquidity is a big deal in our 
time right now. That liquidity is very 
tight. 

The subject of our talk tonight is 
taxation. What should we do about the 
largest tax increase in history that’s 
coming down the pike the beginning of 
next year? That’s the question. But I 
want to put it in the context of jobs, 
because tax increases may sound theo-
retical. But having a place to work, 
being able to pay your mortgage and 
being able to put food on the table for 
your kids are very real things for 
Americans. The stress of being a good 
citizen, wanting to take care of your 
family and not being able to do that 
just puts a horrible stress on families 
and on Americans all over. And it’s not 
the right thing, and it’s because we in 
Congress have not done the right 
things. 

So these are some job killers: exces-
sive taxation, liquidity, and the eco-
nomic uncertainty. That might not 
seem to people, right off the bat, is 
that really such a big deal? Well, it 
really is. If you own a business, every 
day, every week, every year you’re in 
business, there are two degrees of gam-
ble. You are gambling that you can 
keep your cost of making a product 
lower than what you can sell it for. But 
what happens if you’re not quite sure 
what’s going on with the economy? 
You’re not quite sure about what’s 
going on with the economy. You’re not 
sure whether anybody wants to buy 
your product at all next month, and 
you have a whole lot of costs coming 
along. How do you figure that out? 

Well, each businessman has to live in 
that area of taking risks. But you’re 
not going to take many risks if it 
seems like every time you turn around 
there’s something you weren’t expect-
ing that’s coming and whacking you 
upside the head, something that’s af-
fecting your business and making it 
harder for you to operate. And so if 
there’s uncertainty, that’s one of the 
things that’s going to guarantee that a 
business owner is going to hunker 
down and wait for better times. So eco-
nomic uncertainty is a very big factor 
in employment or unemployment. 

The other one here is, I guess, pretty 
self-evident, and that is government 
red tape and government mandates. 
Obviously, you have a lemonade stand 
and you’ve got your equipment and un-
derstand what the taxes are going to 
be, but all of a sudden somebody comes 
up and says, Are those glasses you’re 
using clean enough? Have they been 
government certified? And you say, 
Well, we put them in a dishwasher. 

That’s not good enough. You have to 
turn in this, this, and this report. And, 

by the way, have you done this? Have 
you done that? 

And all of these things may not af-
fect your product at all, but it sure af-
fects the cost of doing business, be-
cause you have to hire an accountant 
to keep up with all the red tape that 
the government lays on you. And so red 
tape, regulations and mandates is par-
ticularly difficult for small businesses 
because they don’t have lots of employ-
ees, so they can just designate one per-
son to cover it. It takes a whole lot of 
the owner of the business’ time. 

So all of these things are job killers. 
And, unfortunately—I have left one off 
the list—unfortunately, in every one of 
these areas, the last number of years 
we have been doing exactly these 
things. We’ve been killing jobs. We’ve 
been doing all of these things in spades. 
The last one is excessive government 
spending. 

You put that package of five to-
gether, and I don’t care what the chair-
man of the Fed does or what people 
want to say about the razzmatazz of 
Wall Street. The facts of the matter 
are, you do these five things and you 
do them aggressively and you will see 
jobs being scarce and actually going 
away. 

Currently, supposedly, the unemploy-
ment rate is 10 percent. Is it really 10 
percent? No. It’s worse than that be-
cause, if you haven’t had a job for a 
certain number of months, they just 
take you off the list. They say, Oh, you 
don’t count anymore. But there are a 
lot of people who haven’t had a job in 
a long time. They’re not considered un-
employed, and so they are not consid-
ered part of that 10 percent unemploy-
ment number. So the real number is 
even higher than what the government 
publishes. 

All of those things, though, are large-
ly the result of policies made by Con-
gress, made by our President, that are 
job killers. And we have to turn this 
around if we really want to see the 
economy turn back and return to some 
version of normal and for the American 
Dream to work. 

Now, obviously, in the political world 
there are different theories about what 
you should do in government and what 
would work, and during the days of 
FDR there was a theory that became 
quite popular. It was proposed by Lit-
tle Lord Keynes, but also another per-
son who was very much involved in 
that was Henry Morgenthau. And the 
theory was that if the economy were 
not doing well, if the government 
would just spend a whole lot of money, 
the money that the government spends 
would buy stuff, get people buying 
things and get the economy going, and 
therefore, by the government spending 
money, you could solve the problem of 
a recession. It was sort of the siren call 
to people in politics because it sounded 
like a good deal. You just take and 
spend a whole lot of money, which 
makes you popular because you get to 
spend money on all kinds of pet 
projects, and presto zingo, the economy 

is going to turn around and you’re 
going to do better. That was the the-
ory. 

The problem is that the theory never 
worked. It never did work, and it’s 
never going to work in the future be-
cause it defies the basic laws of eco-
nomics. 

Now, in my State, we talk a little 
about common sense. And the people in 
Missouri I don’t think would buy this 
theory that the way to get out of eco-
nomic trouble is to spend a whole lot of 
money. In fact, I think they would look 
at it a little bit like you grab your 
bootstraps and lift up and try and fly 
around the room. If you were the head 
of a family and you came home to your 
family and said one night, ‘‘Hey, we 
have all kinds of credit card bills. 
We’ve overspent the budget and things 
are not looking good. I don’t have a job 
anymore. What are we going to do for 
the family budget?’’ and somebody pro-
poses, ‘‘Well, hey, let’s go spend a 
whole lot of money,’’ people would 
think you were nuts. They’d probably 
put you in a funny little white jacket 
there if you did that. 

Well, this is what Henry Morgenthau, 
who was FDR’s Treasury Secretary, 
did. And so they tried this little 
scheme. And then at the end of about 8 
or 9 years, before the Ways and Means 
Committee, this was as late as 1939, 
Henry Morgenthau said, We have tried 
spending money. We’re spending more 
than we’ve ever spent before, and it 
does not work. 

Now, we just passed that supposed 
stimulus bill, and we were told it was 
going to work. We knew it wasn’t going 
to work because we knew Henry Mor-
genthau knew it wouldn’t work. It’s 
never worked in the past. But we had 
to try it again. And we tried that last 
year. And guess what? It just does not 
work. And then he says, They say after 
8 years of the administration, we have 
just as much unemployment as when 
we started and an enormous debt to 
boot. 

What they had also done, which he 
does not mention, they had taxed busi-
nesses to the point that the businesses 
closed. And it takes time to open a new 
business, start a new business and get 
it going. So we were able to turn a re-
cession into the Great Depression. 

We should learn from the people that 
went before us. And particularly, I be-
lieve the Democrats should pay atten-
tion to this Democrat Secretary of the 
Treasury that worked for FDR, because 
he told us in 1939 it would not work. 

b 1900 

And what are we doing, we are spend-
ing money at the Federal level at a 
rate unlike anything we have seen be-
fore. The budget this year is about the 
same in terms of deficit as last year. 
People said of President Bush that he 
spent too much money. Well, perhaps 
he did. When he was President and 
Speaker PELOSI was Speaker, he had 
his worst year of spending, about $450 
billion of deficit. That is not good. But 
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the deficit in 2009 was $1.3 trillion, and 
it looks like it is very close to $1.3 tril-
lion for 2010. That is three times worse 
than the Bush years. We should be 
learning, it just does not work. We 
can’t continue to spend money and 
think that we are going to deal with 
the problems of unemployment. In fact, 
we are making it worse. 

Now, one of the things that the Bush 
administration did that was smart and 
that was right, they learned from pre-
vious Presidents. They learned that 
when you are in a recession that what 
you need to do is get off of taxation. 
You want to reduce taxation. They 
learned that not only from Ronald 
Reagan; they learned it from JFK. 
JFK, of course, was a Democrat. I wish 
the Democrats learned from JFK. He 
understood, cut taxes when you have a 
recession going on. 

We had a recession when I first came 
to Congress in 2001. It started in 2000; 
2001–2002, the economy was not good. 
President Bush understood that you 
needed to cut taxes. He told people 
that, and we were able to cut taxes. 
And so in 2003 particularly we cut three 
taxes that were very, very important. 
We are going to take a look at the re-
sult of that in just a minute. He under-
stood that. 

When we cut the taxes, what hap-
pened was the economy sprung around, 
and we had a number of good years in 
the economy until we turned back 
around and started getting into more 
taxes again. The taxes that we cut, 
those tax cuts are going to expire next 
year. A lot of people are talking about 
what are we going to do with this huge 
tax increase that is coming on top of us 
at the beginning of next year. Are we 
going to make the Bush tax cuts per-
manent? Are we going to extend the 
Bush tax cuts, or are we going to talk 
about it and do nothing? What is going 
to happen here? 

Well, ordinary income, these are the 
top rate increases, moves from 35 per-
cent to almost 40 percent. Capital gains 
goes from 15 to 20. Qualified dividends, 
15 to almost 40 percent. And particu-
larly the death tax, probably one of the 
most insidious, one of the most unfair 
and one of the most ridiculous of our 
taxes goes from zero percent to 55 per-
cent. That is a killer of a lot of small 
businesses that have not protected 
themselves against these tax increases 
that are coming up. There are some 
other different ancillary tax increases 
that will be coming. The bottom line is 
the biggest tax increase in the history 
of the country. And when is it coming, 
when the economy is weak, when un-
employment is high. This is a formula 
for disaster. We are going to talk about 
why that is so bad and why we must do 
something, and the thing we have to do 
is to make those Bush tax cuts perma-
nent unless we want an even worse 
level of unemployment. 

I am joined by my good friend, Con-
gressman SCALISE, and I would yield. 

Mr. SCALISE. I thank my friend 
from Missouri for hosting this hour and 

for focusing on this important issue. At 
a time when we are just weeks away 
from facing what would be the largest 
tax increase in the history of our coun-
try, we have been pushing to make the 
current tax rates permanent, to pre-
vent, to stave off what would be that 
large, massive, job killing tax increase 
that is pending on January 1 if no ac-
tion is taken. Unfortunately, the lib-
eral leadership that is running this 
Congress right now will not address 
this issue in a proper way that ends 
that uncertainty. 

You know, when you look out there 
throughout the country, when we talk 
to small businesses in our districts and 
all throughout the country, so many 
companies would like to hire, would 
like to make investment, even in these 
tough economic times; but because of 
the uncertainty created by the threat 
of these massive tax increases, it is 
holding back the economy. It is hold-
ing back the ability for these compa-
nies to make that investment and to 
create those good jobs. It is so unfortu-
nate because we are at a point where 
there should be, and there is, I think, 
bipartisan agreement that, especially 
now in tough economic times, you 
shouldn’t raise taxes on anybody, espe-
cially those small business owners who 
create the bulk of our jobs in this 
country, and yet that is exactly what 
they are facing and it is exactly what 
we are hearing from the people who say 
that they can’t make decisions, they 
can’t make those investments because 
they are looking out and they are see-
ing if Congress takes no action, or tries 
to play class warfare, which would be 
even worse, to try and pick winners 
and losers and say some people are 
going to see a tax increase and some 
aren’t, what a bad message that sends 
to those people who are trying to get 
the economy back on track. 

What is so sad about all of this is 
that history tells us, history tells us, 
whether you go back to John F. Ken-
nedy, Ronald Reagan, you can go to 
President Bush, when taxes were cut, 
especially when you did aggressive tax 
cuts, not only did you see job growth, 
but you also saw a tremendous amount 
of money, billions of dollars more com-
ing into the Federal Government, 
which goes against this myth that is 
out there, the President and others 
say, we can’t afford to cut taxes. 

Well, I think we can’t afford not to 
keep the current tax rates. We surely 
can’t afford to have a tax increase; but 
history tells us, any administration 
you look at, you can go to 1920, you can 
go to the sixties, the eighties, and 2003, 
when taxes are cut, job creation fol-
lows and more money follows and flows 
into the Federal Government. The rea-
son we get deficits is because Con-
gresses, both Republican and Demo-
crat, have spent too much money. The 
deficits come because we spend too 
much money. 

So the formula that has always been 
proven to be successful and the formula 
we should be following right now is cut 

taxes, make sure nobody’s taxes go up 
and control spending at the same time. 
That way you not only stop getting 
more deficit spending, but you can ac-
tually get on a path to balancing the 
Federal Government budget, which is 
what we really need to do. 

Mr. AKIN. I am delighted you made 
those points. And I have some charts 
here that have been kicking around my 
office for 4 or 5 years on the very 
points you are making because you are 
so absolutely correct. It seems to me 
that somehow President Obama and 
the other leadership here in Congress 
have forgotten some amazingly simple 
things, but we make life too com-
plicated sometimes. 

One thing is the American Dream 
was not to make rich people poor. The 
American Dream was about making 
people who didn’t have much money to 
be richer. Sometimes richer economi-
cally, sometimes because they come 
here without a high school education 
and watch their kids pick up a college 
diploma. There are a lot of ways that 
American Dream works, but it was 
never to tear people down. It was al-
ways to build people up. That seems 
like kind of a basic idea, but it seems 
like the focus is we are so worried 
about somebody being rich that we are 
willing to melt the economy down just 
to try to get them. And the funny 
thing is that people who are very rich 
have ways of hiding their money, and 
all you do is hurt a lot of innocent peo-
ple. 

The other thing that seems so simple 
to me is if you are really honestly wor-
ried about unemployment and jobs, it 
seems like the obvious thing is jobs 
come from employers. And if you de-
stroy employers, how are you going to 
have jobs? That is not a complicated 
formula. In Missouri we would say that 
is kind of a no-brainer; and yet some-
how here in Washington, D.C. we make 
it too complicated. We have a tremen-
dous level of Federal spending, bury 
people in red tape, mess with their li-
quidity, create uncertainty in the mar-
kets, spend money like mad, and tax 
all of these businesses, create uncer-
tainty, and then wonder why there 
aren’t any jobs. It doesn’t seem like it 
is that complicated an issue. 

Getting back to what you said, my 
good friend, right here, and this is May 
2003, there were a series of tax cuts 
that happened right here in May 2003. 
The tax cuts was capital gains, divi-
dends, and the death tax. Those are not 
really popular taxes. When the Repub-
licans passed them, we were criticized, 
you are trying to do special deals for 
rich people and blah, blah, blah. The 
question is when we cut these taxes, 
the liberals were saying you’ve spend 
all of this money because if you cut the 
taxes, you won’t get this revenue that 
comes in. 

b 1910 
And that was their reasoning because 

their mindset is the government owns 
everything and we’re going to let the 
people who work keep a little bit of it. 
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Well, we did this tax cut, even 

though it wasn’t popular, in May of 
2003, and this talks about job creation. 
I started on the subject of jobs. This is 
the job creation before and after taxes, 
and anything that’s going down means 
we lost jobs. Any line that goes up says 
we gained jobs. Well, here’s the tax cut 
here, and look at this. Look at this 
graph of the job creation. Now, that 
says that something is going on at this 
point. Now, why would that be the tax 
cut made jobs? Well, simply because 
you let the businessman keep more of 
what he owns. So, in terms of job cre-
ation, these taxes had a very beneficial 
effect. 

What happens if we reverse this? 
What happens if we go from here? Now, 
right here, we have a lot of unemploy-
ment. What happens in a time of unem-
ployment if we reverse this effect? 
What we’re going to do is it’s going to 
be the same process but backwards. 
We’re going to take jobs that existed 
and destroy them. Are we in a position 
with 10 percent or more unemployment 
to turn around and destroy more jobs? 
That seems like a definition of an in-
sanity. 

And these are month by month, year 
by year. This is what happens after this 
tax cut and this is the job effect, and I 
will allow you to comment on it if you 
want. I’ve also got two other kinds of 
interesting charts here, not just jobs 
but gross domestic product, and your 
last point, which was government reve-
nues, quite interestingly. I yield. 

Mr. SCALISE. I thank the gentleman 
again for yielding. 

The chart that you just showed real-
ly lays out in a very good graphical 
form what really does happen when you 
cut taxes, and unfortunately you don’t 
hear this on the mainstream media. 
It’s something that a lot of the pundits 
try to ignore. It’s unfortunately some-
thing that the President I think has 
tried to cloud over and, in fact, speaks 
in contradiction to what really did 
happen when taxes were cut. You 
know, and the President is going 
around saying that he can’t afford to 
keep the tax rates where they are and 
he needs to raise taxes on certain peo-
ple, otherwise the government will lose 
money. 

The problem with that is, it flies in 
the face of history. It flies in the face 
of facts; and in fact, your chart shows 
just what really did happen when taxes 
were cut for 48 consecutive months 
after those 2003 tax cuts. For 48 con-
secutive months our country had job 
growth. Every single month for 48 
months, more American people were 
working than the month before, and 
during that same period of time of un-
precedented job growth, 8 million new 
jobs were created, and your chart 
shows it very clearly. Not only were 
those 8 million jobs created, but the 
Federal Government took in over $750 
billion more money. 

Of course when I say that, somebody 
listening might say, well, hold on a 
second, the President just said, if you 

cut taxes, it costs money. If you main-
tain these current rates, rather than 
raising taxes, you have got to raise the 
taxes because it’s going to cost the 
Federal Government money. The oppo-
site happened, anytime in history, not 
just in 2003. 

As I said in the 1980s when taxes were 
cut under President Reagan, tremen-
dous job growth and tremendous 
growth in revenue to the Federal Gov-
ernment. Now, yes, we had deficits, be-
cause even though the Federal Govern-
ment was taking in more money, they 
still spent even more money than all of 
that coming in, which gave you a def-
icit. But if they’d controlled spending, 
if they would have just frozen levels 
and had normal cost of living in-
creases, just normal growth, you would 
have actually had surpluses because 
more money was coming into the Fed-
eral Government, and the same thing 
happened in the 1960s when President 
Kennedy cut taxes. 

So this isn’t a partisan issue, but this 
is history. Let’s follow history. Instead 
of people making things up and saying 
things that are just flat out untrue, if 
we go back and use history as our 
guide, when we cut taxes in this coun-
try, job creators go out and create jobs, 
and the facts prove it. 

I used the President’s own Web site 
when I pulled the numbers to find out 
what really happened in terms of job 
growth which we confirmed on the 
President’s own Web site and in terms 
of more money coming into the Fed-
eral Government. So when they say 
that they can’t afford to keep the cur-
rent tax rates the way they are, they 
think they need to raise taxes in order 
to bring in more money, just the oppo-
site is true. 

Mr. AKIN. They’re exactly wrong. 
They’ve got it upside down, just as 
they have it upside down the American 
Dream is to make people that are poor-
er richer, not richer people make them 
poorer. They’ve got it exactly reversed. 

If you want jobs, you don’t have an 
employer. It’s kind of a basic thing. I 
very much appreciate your perspective; 
and what you’re saying is, absolutely, 
you can prove it by taking a look at 
the economics. 

But when I first heard that, I was 
kind of scratching my head. I’m not a 
wizard at economics but I’m an engi-
neer, and I was trying to say, now, wait 
a minute, you’re telling me that if the 
Federal Government reduces taxes, 
they’re going to take in more money? 
That sounds like making water run up-
hill, you know. And so I started to 
think about it, and actually it makes a 
whole lot of sense. 

But here’s the way it seems to work 
to me. Let’s say that Congressman 
SCALISE is king for the year, and your 
job is to raise revenue for your govern-
ment and the only thing you can do is 
tax bread. And so you start rolling this 
around in your mind, and you say I 
could put a penny tax on a loaf of 
bread, or I could put $10 on a loaf of 
bread. You think, a penny, nobody’d 

notice it, but I’d have to sell a lot of 
bread in order to make very much 
money; but if I did $10 a loaf, wow, 
wouldn’t take too many loaves. I’d get 
a lot of money. Well, on the other 
hand, nobody would buy the bread. So 
your common sense says probably 
somewhere between $10 tax on a loaf of 
bread and a penny tax, there’s some 
number that’s an optimum; and if you 
raised it, you get less government rev-
enue, and if you lowered it, you get less 
government revenue. 

And what this effect is showing is 
that we’re overtaxing; and by over-
taxing, we’re actually losing Federal 
revenue. So what you’re saying is ex-
actly right. It’s been proven by history. 
We cannot afford to not cut the taxes. 
Certainly we cannot afford to allow a 
massive tax increase when the econ-
omy is on its knees and unemployment 
is running at 10 percent. 

Let’s take a look at what the num-
bers were. I think people might be curi-
ous about this. Here we’ve got job cre-
ation. Here’s the tax. This is capital 
gains, dividends, death tax. That’s 
what the tax cuts were. This is what 
happened to job creation. Let’s take a 
look at another number here. 

Let’s look at the gross domestic 
product of our country. This is kind of 
a neck snapper of a chart, it seems like 
to me. If you can get into these funny 
economic charts, this, though, is a re-
flection of what our future could or 
could not be. This was the gross domes-
tic product here before the tax cut. 
Here, again, is the tax cut right here, 
and take a look at the national GDP, 
even have a couple of times when we’re 
actually losing GDP in a couple of 
months when the recession is bad, 2001. 
You see it coming up a little bit up 
here to sort of a sluggish two, but you 
see it’s spotty; it’s up and down. 

And then we put these tax cuts in 
place. Not only did employment change 
but take a look at gross domestic prod-
uct. Kabaam. You know, we’re talking, 
we had one quarter where we had 7.5 
percent GDP growth. That’s a pretty 
decent level, but you can see quite an 
improvement after this tax cut went 
into place. 

Now, as you would expect if you got 
GDP going along the right direction, 
employment going the right direction, 
here’s the other thing, and this was 
your point. My respected colleague, 
take a look at Federal revenues. If the 
example of the loaf of bread and the 
tax line up seems a little bit odd, here’s 
the evidence. Here’s the tax cut. This is 
Federal revenues. Federal revenues are 
tanking because the economy is in 
trouble. 

We do the tax cuts in 2003, just as we 
did with JFK, with Ronald Reagan. All 
of a sudden, you see Federal revenues 
coming up. Now, this is totally oppo-
site to everything the President and 
the liberals are saying. They cannot 
explain this. This completely puts the 
lie to what they’re saying. 

If you do not cut the taxes, what’s 
going to happen is we’re going to con-
tinue in this death spiral that we’ve 
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created, and we’ve created it out of 
stupidity because the facts are here. 
After that tax cut, four straight years 
of increases in Federal revenue, and so 
there you have the effect. 

We are overtaxing. We have stalled 
the economy. It’s a little bit like 
you’re in that little World War I, World 
War II biplane, whatever it is, and 
you’re in that spiral headed to the 
ground and you grab the stick and you 
pull the stick up and you pull the stick 
up and the plane just keeps spiraling 
and the ground gets bigger and bigger 
as you’re losing altitude; and you pull 
the stick up and you say, oh, my good-
ness, everybody has gotten in a grave-
yard spiral and almost died and then 
one guy came along and said I’m going 
to do something that’s a little counter-
intuitive. 

b 1920 

What I’m going to do is I’m going to 
push the stick forward. It’s going to 
allow the plane to stabilize even 
though it’s going down, and when it 
gets stable, then I’ll pull the stick back 
up. 

In a way, that’s what we did. We have 
got the economy in a spiral where we 
are taxing people and where we are red- 
taping them to death. Liquidity is a 
problem; there is uncertainty, and we 
are spending money like a bunch of 
fools. What we are going to have to do 
is use some sense from the past, from 
the people who came before us. 

I would be happy to yield to my good 
friend from Louisiana. 

Mr. SCALISE. You know, when you 
look at these charts, all it really is, 
you know, is a reflection of what really 
happened historically. They say, If you 
don’t learn from the mistakes of his-
tory, you are doomed to repeat them. 
You can flip that around and say, Go 
look at what has always been proven to 
work. There are things that have been 
good and bad throughout history. You 
can go into the 2000’s and look at 2003 
when taxes were cut. There were some 
good things and some bad things that 
came out of that. 

The good thing was, when the taxes 
were cut in 2003, you had, as your chart 
shows very clearly, a tremendous in-
crease in Federal revenue, and you had 
a tremendous increase in job creation. 
Eight million jobs were created. The 
bad thing that happened was that you 
had deficits, but it wasn’t because of 
the tax cuts. It was because more 
money came into the Federal Govern-
ment, but Congress spent even more 
than that. When Congress spends more 
money than that which comes in, you 
end up with a deficit. 

You can control that not by raising 
taxes, because if you raise taxes— 
again, use history as a guide. When 
taxes are increased, one of two things 
happens. In some cases, you’ll get a 
flat line—you’ll get a flat revenue in-
take—but in many cases, you’ll actu-
ally get a decrease. Even though you’re 
raising taxes—and it might seem intu-
itive to some liberals—what happens is 

it’s the cost of doing business. If a com-
pany is looking to hire people and now 
it costs more money in America to cre-
ate that job or to manufacture that 
product, then it explains why so many 
of our manufacturing jobs have been 
leaving this country and going to other 
countries. 

The tax increase that President 
Obama is creating might be good for 
economies, but it’s good for foreign 
economies because it’s pushing more 
and more investment out of this coun-
try. So the jobs that will be created 
will be created in countries like India 
and China and other places where they 
don’t punish somebody for manufac-
turing. In our country, unfortunately, 
there is this mentality, and there are 
some in this leadership who continue 
to try to play this class warfare game 
and pit one American against another. 

What we ought to be doing here in 
Congress and at the White House is 
working together to put policies in 
place that will help everybody, that 
will not just help the job creators but 
will help the people who are struggling 
at the bottom, the people who want to 
find jobs. There are millions of Ameri-
cans out there who want to find jobs. 

You know, in my State of Louisiana, 
we are seeing the negative repercus-
sions of these policies coming from 
President Obama: how it’s costing us 
jobs with this permitorium, as we call 
it now, on drilling, and how the Presi-
dent bragged about lifting the morato-
rium on drilling but now has replaced 
it with a policy where they’re just not 
issuing permits. 

Then today, just today, the President 
and Secretary of the Interior came out 
and said they were going to shut off 
more areas around the country that 
were getting ready to be opened for the 
exploration of energy. They’re shutting 
those off. So now they’re not issuing 
permits in the Gulf of Mexico, which, 
according to the White House, has al-
ready led to about 12,000 more Ameri-
cans losing their jobs. This is not be-
cause of a downturn in the economy. 
Because of the policies of President 
Obama, 12,000 more people have lost 
their jobs, and billions of dollars have 
left the Federal Government and are 
going to foreign countries. Our energy 
security in our country has decreased, 
and we are now more dependent on for-
eign oil because of the policies of this 
President. 

So, on one hand, he is trying to raise 
taxes on our small businesses, which, 
as your chart shows, is going to dev-
astate the economy and is not going to 
bring in more money to the Federal 
Government. On the other hand, he has 
got policies, like the permitorium and 
the lack of open areas for the explo-
ration of drilling for natural resources, 
which are taking away what would 
have been thousands of more new jobs, 
and now he is shipping those jobs to 
other countries, like Brazil and Egypt, 
which is where some of these rigs are 
going. 

You know, it’s sad to think, but it’s 
true. It’s a sad day in America when 

it’s a better business climate to do 
business in Egypt, which is where some 
of these rigs are going, than in the 
United States of America because of 
the President’s own policies. This is re-
ality. This is what is really happening, 
and that’s why we have got the job cre-
ation problems. That’s why we have 
got the lack of jobs we have today. It 
is because of the policies of this admin-
istration. 

Mr. AKIN. You know, you’re giving a 
very concrete example, and maybe I 
was being too general. 

My point was, if you punish the busi-
ness, you shouldn’t be surprised if 
there are no jobs there. The business is 
the one that hires people. It’s not that 
complicated. There is a direct connec-
tion between employer and employee. 
What you have just given an example 
of is: When you shut the company 
down, then you can’t say, ‘‘Well, I’m so 
surprised that there is unemploy-
ment.’’ You created the unemployment 
by the policy. It’s crazy. It’s really 
crazy. 

I understand that the President did 
support some drilling, but it was off of 
a foreign coast, and it was with Amer-
ican tax dollars. We are encouraging 
them to drill, but we can’t drill on any 
of the American sites. That just 
doesn’t make any sense. I think that’s 
what the voters were concerned with in 
this last election. I think they are con-
cerned with that. They see that there 
are ways that we should be going as a 
country, things that we can learn from 
history, and if there is one thing we 
should be dealing with immediately, 
right now, it’s making those Bush tax 
cuts permanent because the economics 
of that thing works both ways. 

If you cut the taxes, you saw what 
happened to the gross domestic prod-
uct. It goes up. Unemployment goes 
down. If we create jobs, we create more 
revenue for the government. If you do 
the opposite, then the result is going to 
be the opposite. You’re going to have 
more unemployment. You’re going to 
have less revenue, and you’re putting 
us farther into this downward spiral. 
Our country can’t take a whole lot 
more hits like that, especially with the 
incredibly aggressive spending sched-
ule. 

I don’t recall specifically, gentleman, 
whether you were there with Dr. Laffer 
today as he was visiting us. 

Mr. SCALISE. Yes, I was. 
Mr. AKIN. He has some very simple 

and easy-to-understand ways even 
though he’s one of these Ph.D.-type 
economists and all. 

In fact, what we’re talking about 
here was named after him, the ‘‘Laffer 
curve,’’ showing that when you cut 
taxes—and he has proven that—that 
you’re going to actually get more Fed-
eral revenue—if you do the right kind 
of taxes, that is. What he was saying 
today sort of captured my attention. 

He said, Look at it from a simple 
point of view. If you’re a business, are 
you going to hire somebody? 

Well, what you’re going to say if 
you’re a businessman is, ‘‘It’s going to 
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cost me this much money to hire this 
guy, and if I do hire him, he is going to 
make this much.’’ 

So you take a look at that. If he is 
going to make more for you than what 
it costs you to employ him, then you’re 
going to hire him because that’s the 
way businesses work. You hire people 
in order to make a profit, to make your 
business grow. 

Now, what happens in this equation if 
the Federal Government says to the 
businessman, ‘‘Okay. Now, before you 
hire that guy, just remember this, that 
we’re going to tax you. We’re going to 
put these additional costs into what 
you’re going to have to pay if you hire 
this guy’’? 

Well, you don’t have to be a rocket 
scientist to say, Oh, my goodness. If 
the government starts adding things 
that the businessman has to pay, it’s 
going to make it harder and harder for 
him to find the economic ease to hire 
somebody. 

That’s another way of saying what 
we have done by these policies is we 
have essentially driven that unemploy-
ment number. We have actually cre-
ated that by the foolish policies down 
here, by forgetting the simple fact 
that, if you destroy an employer, then 
you’re not going to have employees. 

The simple fact is that America 
wasn’t based on class warfare, on 
uncovetousness, saying, ‘‘Don’t you 
hate that rich guy? Look at how much 
fun he’s having. Are you having as 
much fun as that rich guy?’’ That 
wasn’t what made America great. What 
made America great is we’re all on the 
same team, that everybody wants to 
see everybody else prosper, everybody 
working together, being honest with 
each other, each following the dream 
that God put in their own hearts. 
That’s the America that our Founders 
built. That’s the America that most 
Americans want to see us returning to. 
They want to see a win-win scenario, 
and they want to see us do the policies 
that are right here. We know we don’t 
create any jobs here in Washington, 
D.C. Any time we create a government 
job, it takes two jobs out of the econ-
omy. We don’t create jobs, but we do 
affect the playing field that jobs are 
on. 

Why do we want to send our jobs to 
foreign countries? I can’t see why we 
should be doing that. 

Mr. SCALISE. You know, the gen-
tleman referred to the meeting that we 
were both at today with Art Laffer, the 
brilliant economist who worked for 
President Reagan in the White House, 
who helped create a lot of those tax 
policies that gave us that unbridled 
economic growth. He goes into detail 
and talks about the decisions that 
went into that and what works and 
what doesn’t work. 

b 1930 

And there are things that don’t work, 
but there are things that have been 
proven again historically throughout 
time. 

Going back to the 1920s, you can go 
before that, things that you can do 
that have always worked in terms of 
cutting tax rates. And there are levels 
where you get above certain levels, and 
in the 20s is where you are starting to 
get into dangerous territory. Right 
now the President is trying to bring 
the highest rate up to 39.6 percent 
taxes, plus he’s going to try to con-
tinue to allow this death tax to go to 55 
percent. It’s at zero today. If someone 
were to die today and have a family 
business that they built up over their 
lifetime, they could pass that onto 
their family, and there is a zero per-
cent tax on their passing away, a trag-
ic event that shouldn’t be made even 
more tragic by government coming in 
and confiscating 55 percent of their 
business to the point where the chil-
dren’s decision, more of their grief is 
dealing not with the loss of their loved 
one but now the fact that they have to 
dismantle the company that their fa-
ther built for his entire lifetime just to 
pay the taxes to the Federal Govern-
ment. And that will happen. Starting 
January 1, that death tax goes up to 55 
percent. It’s one of the most onerous, 
obnoxious, and evil taxes, because 
you’re talking about people who have 
already paid taxes to create that 
wealth. 

I think one of the other things Art 
Laffer talked about today is if that 
person, instead of building up that 
company, creating that wealth and cre-
ating all those jobs that went along 
with it, if he would have just gone out 
and blown the money, he wouldn’t have 
been taxed on that. There’s no tax on 
just going out and spending the money 
and blowing it. But if he built his busi-
ness and created hundreds of jobs and 
then wanted to pass that on to his chil-
dren, the government is going to come 
in—starting January 1 if Congress 
doesn’t take action—and tax that busi-
ness 55 percent just by the virtue that 
that business owner passed away, to 
the point where now the family has to 
sell and dismantle the entire business 
and maybe have to lay off all those em-
ployees just to pay the taxes. That’s 
not what America is all about, that’s 
not what made America great, and yet 
that is tax policy that President 
Obama wants to put in place starting 
January 1. 

Mr. AKIN. You know, the thing that 
was amazing, the way he explained it 
was really a contrast. You have a per-
son, and say he’s a couple of years 
away from dying and he has this busi-
ness and this business is worth millions 
of dollars. Now there are two courses 
he can take. The first is he goes and 
drinks like mad, does drugs, chases 
women, gambles it all away, and in 
every way wastes the money. Does he 
pay any tax on it? He has already paid 
the taxes. No. So the government lets 
him off scot-free for that. So we en-
courage that behavior. But what hap-
pens if he says, hey, I have a son, I 
would like to pass the business on to 
my son. And he has some employees 

and they want to buy part of the busi-
ness, so I’m going to not squander my 
money, but I’m going to save it. So he 
waits 5 years, saves his money, dies, 
and now what do we do? We tax the 
family 55 percent. 

Now how many people have a busi-
ness—picture if it’s a farm or a manu-
facturing business—where you’ve got 
to take more than half of it, liquidate 
it to sell it in order to pay the tax on 
it. It’s going to destroy the business. 
And so we have a policy that rewards 
people for being totally irresponsible 
and punishes people for doing the right 
thing. As Dr. Laffer said, that’s just so 
contrary to common sense. 

And what are we going to do? We’re 
going to let that death tax go from 
zero to 55 percent. That is just nuts. 
And what it’s going to do of course is, 
guess what? It’s going to destroy jobs, 
it’s going to reduce Federal revenues, 
and it’s going to hurt the GDP. And yet 
here we go because we figure we’ve 
taxed them every which way, but we 
haven’t gotten them one last clip when 
they die. And why we would even have 
a death tax, it just seems so abhorrent 
that we would possibly let that go on. 

Mr. SCALISE. It is such a sad state 
of affairs that in the greatest country 
in the history of the world—and you 
and I both know we’ve got really seri-
ous challenges, we’ve got real big prob-
lems in this country that we’re facing, 
but with all of those problems this is 
still the greatest country in the his-
tory of the world. But what that light 
of freedom, the Statue of Freedom at 
the roof of this building right here, the 
Capitol dome, what that statue stands 
for, and when you pass through Ellis Is-
land and you see the Statue of Liberty, 
it represents a freedom that exists no-
where else in the world. All of that is 
at risk if these kinds of policies con-
tinue. I know that’s a dramatic state-
ment, but I think most people across 
the country have recognized that when 
you take into account the radical level 
of spending, the unsustainable level of 
spending going on here in Wash-
ington—trillion-dollar-plus deficits as 
far as the eye can see, the first trillion- 
dollar deficit in the history of our 
country was last year, only surpassed 
now by this year’s, and next year looks 
to be just the same—everybody knows 
we can’t sustain this level of spending. 
And then you look, and the President 
and Speaker PELOSI’s plan for taxes is 
to raise taxes on American families 
and small businesses. And the Amer-
ican people get it. They know what 
that means to job creation. They know 
it’s going to stifle job creation. It’s 
going to make it harder for businesses 
to compete globally. And for many of 
them, it’s going to make it harder for 
them to even keep their doors open. 
And yet those are policies that are con-
tinuing to be put in place by this ad-
ministration. 

But people know, I think—what’s 
more than all of that, to a small busi-
ness, if they don’t make as much 
money as they did last year—you want 
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everybody to be able to be profitable so 
that they can continue to create jobs. 
But I think to most people what is the 
most concerning is not maybe this year 
they’re making less than last year, 
that’s bad, but what I think is con-
cerning most people is that the one 
great tradition of this country, from 
the day George Washington took that 
oath of office until this day today, 
every generation has had better oppor-
tunity than the one that came before 
them. Every single generation in the 
history of our country has had better 
opportunity than the one that came be-
fore them. And I think we all know if 
we stay on this unsustainable path of 
spending and taxing, with unemploy-
ment like it is, the next generation is 
not going to have that same oppor-
tunity, and we cannot let that happen. 
I don’t think the American people are 
going to let that happen. And I think 
that’s why in November, in that his-
toric election that was just held a few 
weeks ago, people said they’re not sit-
ting on the sidelines anymore because 
they know what’s at stake. They know 
we can’t keep going down this road. 
And if we want to keep the light lit on 
that Statue of Freedom, if we want to 
make sure that the promise that’s en-
visioned and represented in the Statue 
of Liberty, if we want to keep that 
torch lit for the next generation, we 
have to make serious changes right 
now starting today. 

Mr. AKIN. I think you’re absolutely 
right. I think that’s what the American 
public is seeing and sensing. I might 
put it in slightly different words, and 
maybe just because I’m a little older 
than you are, but my sense is we had a 
tradition that the government was to 
be the servant of the people. It seems 
to many of us as though that has start-
ed to tilt, and the government is now a 
fearful master. I think the public is 
saying we have had way too much gov-
ernment, we’re taking a look. The 
problem isn’t the outside, the problem 
is the government, and the government 
has to be reduced back to its servant 
status, back to the basic principles of 
economics, back to honoring the tradi-
tions of our Founders and the dream of 
allowing people to use their imagina-
tion and their ingenuity, and to suc-
ceed or to fail. If we didn’t let Thomas 
Edison fail hundreds and hundreds of 
times, we wouldn’t have any 
lightbulbs. You have to allow freedom 
to work. I think that’s where we have 
to go as a country; we have to go back 
to the traditional paths that have al-
ways worked for us. 

We are a very unique Nation in so 
many different ways. People around 
the world, when there’s an earthquake 
or when there’s a problem, the Ameri-
cans are there. After World War II, we 
defeated our enemies and we taxed our-
selves to rebuild our enemies. We es-
tablished no empires. We built no king-
doms. We are absolutely unique in the 
history of mankind, and it’s because we 
have high standards, high traditions, 
and we believe in freedom and the 

American way. This is the way to turn 
things around. 

My good friend, Congressman 
SCALISE, I thank you so much for join-
ing us tonight. I know our time is 
starting to get a little bit short here. 

I would once again encourage Ameri-
cans—we know the solution to move 
forward, but we are not going to be 
moving forward if we allow the largest 
tax increase in the history of our coun-
try to settle in on January 1. It will 
have the same negative effect as its 
positive effect when it first went into 
place. We do not want that. We have to 
keep those tax cuts in place, and we 
have to make that decision and move 
forward for the good of all of America. 

Mr. Speaker, thank you so much. 
f 

b 1940 

MODERN DAY SLAVERY 
REPARATIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
TITUS). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 6, 2009, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, 
it’s my privilege to be recognized here 
on the floor of the House of Represent-
atives in this great deliberative body 
that we are. And it is a blessing and a 
gift to the American people that we 
can have our debates and our discourse 
that rages back and forth here on the 
floor of the House. And sometimes 
we’re not so polite to each other. I re-
gret that. But the passions arise here 
rather than have them arise in the 
streets of America. 

So in a way, we take a lid off the 
pressure cooker here in the House. And 
we vent these issues, and we find a way 
to at least sort out the policy that can 
be accepted or accommodated by the 
other side. And often we’re able to 
come to a good product that’s good and 
right for the American people. 

Madam Speaker, I come to you to-
night with a number of things on my 
mind and the primary issue that con-
cerns me is what took place here in the 
House yesterday with the debate on the 
rule and on the bill and subsequently 
the vote spent another $4.6 billion, 
unbudgeted, unauthorized, unaccept-
able—and not just 41 cents out of every 
dollar borrowed, a lot of it from the 
Chinese and the Saudis—but all of this 
money, all of this unbudgeted funding 
is a hundred percent borrowed money 
because it goes above that level. It was 
unnecessary money to be spent. So 
every bit of it was borrowed money. 

And by a vote of 256–152, this lame 
duck Congress, this invalidated Con-
gress, this reputed Congress, this re-
jected Congress, has gone down the 
path over and over again of spending 
money that we don’t have for causes 
that don’t have the support of the 
American people spent by a Congress 
that’s no longer the valid representa-
tives of the people. That’s why it’s 
called a lame duck. We should have 

shot this lame duck a long time ago. It 
still limps along and it still flares up, 
and it still steps in and goes against 
the will of the American people. 

Now, I would submit, Madam Speak-
er, if this Congress had reflected the 
will of the American people, the gavels 
would not be changing hands come 
January 4 of 2011. They’d stay essen-
tially in the same hands with a smaller 
switch in seats. 

But we can see this happen over the 
last 4 years as the San Francisco agen-
da began to manifest itself here on the 
floor of the House of Representatives. 
And it didn’t really get enough trac-
tion that the American people really 
understood what was going on until 
such time as President Obama was 
elected and his agenda matched up so 
closely with that of the Speaker’s 
agenda here—that San Francisco agen-
da—that the American people could see 
clearly. By the way, coupled with that 
of the gentleman from Nevada from 
down through across the rotunda on 
the Senate side, the three of them, 
HARRY REID, NANCY PELOSI and Presi-
dent Obama. I said this more than 2 
years ago, 21⁄2 years ago, If you elect 
this ruling troika, they will be able to 
go into a phone booth and do what they 
will to America, and they won’t be ac-
countable to anybody. And I should 
have said, Until the subsequent elec-
tion. 

Well, the American people did elect 
Barack Obama, and they sent NANCY 
PELOSI back here in a position to be-
come the Speaker, which she was, and 
HARRY REID maintained his position as 
the majority leader in the United 
States Senate. And they did to the best 
of their extent what they could to 
America. 

There’s a whole list of things that ag-
grieve me and very much that must be 
undone. Some things that passed the 
House that didn’t make it through the 
Senate were painful votes for some of 
the Members that will be going home. 
And I regret some of the friends that I 
have made on the other side of the 
aisle that I’m saying goodbye to this 
week and the next week and the next 
week. There are some good Americans 
that have served this country well that 
were voted out of office because of the 
anchor that was attached to them by 
the San Francisco agenda. 

But there’s this agenda, this agenda 
that I’ve called modern-day slavery 
reparations. And some think that 
might be a rhetorical stretch. But, 
Madam Speaker, I’ll point out not only 
did JOHN CONYERS, as the chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee, hold im-
peachment hearings for President Bush 
and Vice President Cheney—he said 
they weren’t impeachment hearings 
but they were, in fact, impeachment 
hearings, the basis of it I still don’t 
know but I sat in on them—not only 
did he hold those, he held hearings on 
a whole number of things including 
hearings on slavery reparations. 

And I made the argument that you 
cannot fix something that happened a 
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century and a half ago. You can’t go 
back and put the blood back in people’s 
veins when they’ve paid in blood to put 
an end to slavery. And you can’t hold 
the generations, six and seven genera-
tions hence, responsible for the sins of 
the great great great great great great 
grandfathers. 

And the chairman, Mr. CONYERS, a re-
spectable individual whom I count as a 
friend and have always had a good per-
sonal relationship with, told me, 
That’s why we’re having these hearings 
to find out. You think we can’t fix 
these problems by providing repara-
tions, and we’re holding hearings and 
we’re going to see if we can figure it 
out. 

Well, that’s the mindset. I mean, if 
we’re actually having a discussion 
about whether you can compensate 
people for labor that they did while 
they were slaves in the first half of the 
19th century and earlier to those de-
scendents, how do you sort out who’s 
descended from slaves and who’s not? 
They don’t know how to answer that 
question. They just think somehow 
there should be a redistribution of 
wealth. 

Well, this redistribution of wealth is 
something that also comes out of the 
mouth of our President. It was very 
clear when he made the statement to 
Joe the Plumber when he said, Share 
the wealth. And it’s been very clear as 
he’s played the class envy card time 
after time after time and divided 
Americans against each other for a 
whole series of reasons—and a lot of it 
that has to do with how much money 
each of us make, forgetting that it is 
the American Dream to become a mil-
lionaire, to pile another million on top 
of that, the second million is easier 
since the first. How long has it been 
since we’ve heard that? It might be 
harder than the first because this 
President wants to punish that first 
million and the second million and the 
third million. Hopefully, that gets re-
solved this week. We’ve reached a bit of 
an impasse on it. But the redistribu-
tion of wealth goes on. 

The hard-core leftist agenda is still 
driven. The leaders and many of the 
Members of this lame duck 111th Con-
gress, if they got the message, their 
message back to us is a spiteful mes-
sage against the American people, 
which is, So you didn’t like debt and 
deficit and you’d like to have jobs and 
a better growing economy. Well, on our 
way out the door—you’ve thrown a lot 
of us out of office—on our way out the 
door, we’re going to give you a little 
more of what you didn’t like. They’re 
saying to the American people, Oh, you 
didn’t like what we gave you in the 
111th Congress or the 110th Congress, 
you didn’t like what we gave you under 
President Obama. Well, if you didn’t 
like it, here’s some more. That’s what’s 
going on in this lame duck Congress. 

If the American people don’t like 
what’s been served to them by NANCY 
PELOSI and President Obama and 
HARRY REID, they’re saying, Madam 

Speaker, to the American people, 
here’s some more. 

Well, here’s some more that came at 
us yesterday: the Pigford Farms issue 
tied together with the Cobell issue that 
has to do with how resources were 
managed for certain Native American 
tribes. And I’m not an expert on the 
Cobell issue. I have been drawn into 
the Pigford issue. 

But, Madam Speaker, Pigford Farms 
is this: it is the largest class action 
suit in the history of the United 
States. And the single largest recipient 
of that, her name is Shirley Sherrod. 
You remember Shirley Sherrod. She’s 
the lady that announced on July 22 of 
2009 that she would be the largest re-
cipient in the largest civil rights case 
in history, which turns out now to be 
$2.3 billion to compensate for discrimi-
nation—an amount that—I agree there 
was discrimination and I agree we 
should compensate people who were 
discriminated against. It’s a very dif-
ficult task to quantify, however. 

But Shirley Sherrod received the 
news of the award of $13 million to her 
and whoever the people she might de-
cide to distribute it to. We don’t have 
access to those records. These cases are 
apparently sealed. 

On 22 July, 2009, Tom Vilsack, Sec-
retary of Agriculture, hired her 25 July 
2009. Because she’s the largest civil 
rights recipient in the largest case in 
the history of America, and the case is 
Pigford versus Vilsack—the Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

Timothy Pigford filed the suit and 
the class action lawsuit and so his 
name, the first plaintiff’s name, is list-
ed as the name of the suit versus the 
Secretary of Agriculture, which was 
Glickman, and it became then the suc-
cessor Secretaries until it became Tom 
Vilsack. But it was Tom Vilsack that 
was named then in the suit as suc-
cessor, Pigford v. Vilsack, and the larg-
est recipient was Shirley Sherrod. And 
what does he do 3 days after the $13 
million was announced that she would 
receive? Hires her. 

I can’t fathom hiring somebody who 
had sued me, who had pushed for a set-
tlement that turns out to be $13 mil-
lion. The next piece is, what do they 
need the job for, and why would I re-
ward them with a job? What else was 
going on in the mind of the Secretary 
and Shirley Sherrod that he would put 
her on the payroll and make her the di-
rector of USDA rural development in 
the State of Georgia? 

b 1950 

This all came to light because there 
was a YouTube clip of Shirley 
Sherrod’s speech before the NAACP 
that in its edited version appeared to 
make some racist statements. And I 
saw the speech in the totality enough 
that I accept the overall message on 
what she learned from that. And so I 
am not taking issue with the totality 
of her speech. But she was fired appar-
ently for the clip that was out. And the 
clip I think is a clip that was available 

to the Web site that posted it, what 
was available at the time. 

But in any case, $13 million recipient 
in the largest civil rights case in the 
history hired by the people she sued 3 
days after the settlement announce-
ment came down. And that’s just a 
piece of Pigford Farms. Pigford Farms 
has been dragging on for years. And 
what happened was Dan Glickman, 
then Secretary of Agriculture under 
Bill Clinton as President, stepped up 
and announced that they had discov-
ered that there was discrimination tak-
ing place by U.S. Department of Agri-
culture employees against black farm-
ers primarily in the South, because 
that’s where they lived. And when that 
happened, it opened up the class ac-
tion. The lawyers went to work and 
they produced what’s now Pigford I, 
the first settlement consent decree. 

It was approved by Judge Paul Fried-
man. I brought his opinion, Madam 
Speaker, with me to the floor tonight. 
And if those might think when I say 
this is a modern day version of slavery 
reparations, I would point out that in 
the case the first words in the opinion 
of Judge Paul Friedman are this: 
‘‘Forty acres and a mule.’’ Forty acres 
and a mule. 

Madam Speaker, he goes on to la-
ment that he can’t fix all of the wrongs 
that come out of slavery and the seg-
regation in one civil rights suit. One 
can read between the lines that he is 
sorry that he can’t fix it all. One can 
read between the lines that he may 
well be glad to hear a Pigford II pro-
posal come before him so that he could 
ratify it once Congress has appro-
priated an additional $1.15 billion. 

Here is what Judge Friedman wrote 
about the Pigford settlements, these 
$50,000 settlements that were paid out 
to black farmers for—they had to meet 
four criteria: had to be African Amer-
ican. They had to have farmed or want-
ed to farm. They had to have believed 
they were discriminated against. And 
they had to attest that they filed a 
complaint, that could have been verbal, 
to a USDA employee, a Member of Con-
gress, a couple other categories. That’s 
four criteria. Actually, the fifth one 
was then that someone, not a close 
family member, had to sign an affi-
davit that attested that they had not 
only believed they were discriminated 
against, but they had complained 
about it, not necessarily in writing, 
but it could have been verbally to any 
USDA employee under any cir-
cumstances. It didn’t have to be a pub-
lic meeting with witnesses. 

It could have simply been walking 
down the street and you meet someone 
who might be the director of your 
county FSA, and you say, I don’t think 
your people treated me right. I should 
have had a loan. That would be all it 
would take. If you didn’t get the loan, 
you wouldn’t even have had to apply. 
You just maybe had to think you 
weren’t going to be treated right and 
failed to apply for the loan. That’s 
enough. You don’t have to prove dis-
crimination. You just have to allege it 
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and get a friend to sign the affidavit. 
That’s all that’s required under Pigford 
I. 

And then according to Judge Paul 
Friedman, he writes this: ‘‘The consent 
decree accomplishes its purpose pri-
marily through a two-track dispute 
resolution mechanism that provides 
those class members with little or no 
documentary evidence with,’’ and I am 
quoting from this opinion, Madam 
Speaker, ‘‘a virtually automatic cash 
payment of $50,000 and forgiveness of 
debt owed to the USDA.’’ And anybody 
who believes that that’s not enough, 
they can actually sue on their own and 
prove it by the preponderance of the 
evidence. 

But there is no proof required to re-
ceive the $50,000 virtually automatic 
cash payment except to get a friend to 
sign the affidavit that says that you 
complained about it and you believed 
you were discriminated against. And 
then all it had to be was to allege that 
you were turned down for a loan or a 
farm program of some type or another. 

Madam Speaker, $1.05 billion was dis-
tributed under no basis beyond that, no 
requirement or proof for discrimina-
tion. And a very, very low level of even 
asking them if they actually ever com-
plained or filed a complaint. And no 
verification required that they ever 
farmed or ever applied for a USDA loan 
or program. You didn’t have to farm. 
You just had to say I am black, I want-
ed to farm, and I believe they discrimi-
nated against me, and I complained 
about it, and I have got a friend that 
will sign the document. That’s it, 
Madam Speaker. 

And $1.05 billion was distributed on 
that basis. And virtually automatic 
payments, much of it debt forgiveness 
included. And if anyone actually was a 
farmer and actually did have debt with 
the USDA, all of their debt was for-
given also. And Judge Paul Friedman 
said a virtually automatic payment if 
you didn’t want to go through track 
two and get a bigger check than the 
$50,000 and the debt forgiveness, which 
Judge Friedman calculates that the av-
erage settlement would be $187,500. 

Now, we don’t have an accounting 
from the USDA on how large the aver-
age settlements are. We don’t have the 
spreadsheet of the 22,500 applicants 
that poured in after the direction of 
this opinion by Judge Friedman and 
the consent decree that accompanies it 
directed that there be town hall meet-
ings across the South, that the attor-
neys on this case, in order to earn their 
contingency fees, needed to go out and 
promote this. And they needed to put 
newspaper ads in and radio ads in. I be-
lieve there was also television. I can’t 
verify that for sure. And hold meetings 
and call people to them. 

And we have reports from throughout 
the South that there were meetings 
that were held in churches, in town 
hall meetings, and they were told this 
is your 40 acres and a mule. You need 
to come and sign up for this. And this 
is what you have to attest to in order 

to get the $50,000 check. And if you 
have any debt, it will be forgiven. 

Now, if you present that, if you have 
attorneys working on contingency fees, 
you have the perfect mechanism for 
fraud. And so as we look across the 
South, I can’t believe that all of the 
counties discriminated against their 
African American population equally. I 
would have to believe that if discrimi-
nation took place—and I believe it 
did—that it took place sometimes in a 
county there would be none, because 
the culture of that office in that coun-
ty would be such that everybody gets 
treated equally, with respect and 
promptly, with all the help that they 
can give with the staff that they have. 
I believe that takes place in at least 
some of the counties in the South. And 
I believe it has for a generation or 
more. 

I suspect—and I don’t have reason to 
believe, but I suspect—there were coun-
ties on the other side of that spectrum 
where they as a matter of practice dis-
criminated against African Americans. 
And these are the cases that I believe 
needed to be compensated. But I can’t 
believe that it was the same level of 
discrimination across all of these coun-
ties. 

And when I see applications, and I 
have a stack of these applications, 
most of which were paid out, and they 
name the same USDA employee as the 
one they complained to, and they give 
the location and the date, and that 
USDA employee was not at that loca-
tion, could not have been at locations 
as far apart as they were claimed, as 
many dates as were claimed. And why 
would it be that one USDA employee 
had all of these complaints and yet 
nothing was done about the discrimina-
tion? It’s this, that they offered the 
name over and over again. 

It’s kind of like if you see an individ-
ual’s name, and when you look through 
all these applications, and I have 
looked through stacks of them, when I 
look through them and I see often the 
same name of the USDA employee, I 
see the same handwriting on applica-
tion after application, I can see the 
narrative has been changed just slight-
ly from application to application. If 
they were numbered chronologically, I 
can just about tell you what’s going on. 
There is an attorney’s staff that is sit-
ting there filling out these applica-
tions. They may actually be inter-
viewing the individuals. The individ-
uals had to sign because they were 
going to get the check. And the attor-
ney’s going to get a contingency fee 
out of that. And we don’t know how 
much that is. And that’s not in this 
opinion. It’s not in the consent decree. 
But what is in there is that the IRS 
gets paid also as a matter of settle-
ment. 

b 2000 
So if it’s a $50,000 virtually auto-

matic payment, as Judge Friedman 
says, there is also a $12,500 check that 
accompanies that that gets mailed off 
to the IRS. 

And so now it becomes $62,500. Judge 
Friedman estimated the average debt 
would be $100,000. And so the debt for-
giveness at $100,000 would automati-
cally send the check to the IRS for 
$25,000 to pay the tax liability that 
comes from the debt forgiveness that 
would become a tax liability for those 
individuals. 

Those things went on. His estimate, 
$187,500 per settlement, believing that 
the applicants, or at least presuming to 
believe that the applicants for the 
Pigford settlement were applicants 
that actually were engaged in pro-
grams within the USDA. Now I can tell 
you whether we can get a decent in-
sight into whether there are actual 
farming participants that are predomi-
nantly part of these Pigford settle-
ments, the 14,500 that have received 
their first payments under the first 
version of Pigford I. 

If we can go back and look at all the 
data, check their name, address, con-
tact information, the amount of the 
check that they got, how much got 
sent to the IRS, how much debt for-
giveness there was, how much got sent 
to the IRS. And we can look down 
through there, and we can see what 
percentage of them had debt with the 
USDA that was written off. 

And then we can take a look at the 
addresses and see—some of those who 
have analyzed this more deeply than I 
would tell me that if you take out a 
map of the United States and start 
down through these applications and 
start sticking pins in the map at the 
addresses of the applications, you will 
find that many of these pins go di-
rectly into the inner cities and into the 
urban areas of America. 

It’s true that people can move from 
the farm to the city. They have been 
doing that for a long time. But the pre-
ponderance of the pins tell a story that 
doesn’t appear to be consistent with 
the allegations of the depth and the 
level of fraud that they say are there. 

I sat down with USDA employees. I 
have had these applications handed to 
me. I have had them come back sick at 
heart that they had to administer 
these settlements in Pigford farms and 
tell me that they believe that the min-
imum fraud level in the applications 
that they were required to provide a 
virtually automatic payment for, a 
minimum fraud being at 75 percent. I 
hear numbers from USDA employees 
that dealt with more application of 
this that go into the upper 90th per-
centile. 

I want to look at these numbers and 
see. It’s amazing to me that we can 
have 22,000 applicants, 14,500 settle-
ments, payments that are made, and 
throughout all that time not have a 
single USDA employee that has been 
fired or disciplined or even identified 
as a perpetrator of discrimination. If 
we really care about ending discrimi-
nation in America—and we may have 
actually cleaned up the USDA, I don’t 
allege that’s the case today. In fact, I 
would argue that it wasn’t nearly as 
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bad as they would like to have us be-
lieve. 

And so if a discrimination took place, 
we should have been able to identify 
the perpetrators, and they should have 
been punished. And I think that it’s ir-
responsible on the part of the secre-
taries of Agriculture, who have sup-
ported this Pigford settlement, to also 
say I can find not just 22,000 people 
that will apply; now we have applica-
tions and an additional 70,000 or so. 

Now we are looking at applications 
in Pigford II of as many as 94,000 alto-
gether, an additional 70,000 or so, 72,000 
added to the 22,000 original claimants. 
And we end up with a total number of 
claimants of 94,000 who say that they 
were discriminated against. That’s a 
really effective and efficient marketing 
result on the part of the attorneys that 
have been set up on these contingency 
fees and who are charged by the con-
sent decree, the original consent de-
cree, of holding these town hall meet-
ings and getting the word out to Afri-
can American farmers so they know if 
they have been discriminated against 
they can apply. 

Again, no proof required that they 
were discriminated against. Early on 
they were required to prove that they 
were denied benefits compared to a 
similarly situated white farmer, and 
they complained that that was too 
hard. So they waived that similarly 
situated, and it turned out then there 
is no proof required that they ever 
farmed or applied for a program; they 
just have to say they wanted to farm, 
and that they believe they were or 
would have been discriminated against, 
and that they complained about it, and 
have their friends sign their affidavit. 

That’s what up: 94,000 applications 
all together. Perhaps a few less, but 
these are the estimates I am working 
with: 94,000 applications. John Boyd, 
President of the National Black Farm-
ers Organization that has pushed on 
this and actually was formed for the 
purpose of bringing forth the Pigford 
Farms issue, testified before the Judi-
ciary Committee that there are 18,000 
black farmers in America, 18,000. 

Now, granted there were more a gen-
eration earlier. There were more farm-
ers a generation earlier. A lot of my 
neighbors went broke. I burned and 
buried a lot of farm sites across west-
ern Iowa in those years as the farm cri-
sis went into its downward spiral, and 
there were people there that carried 
debt. There were people that were out 
of debt that took on debt in order to 
stay in business. 

And as the downward spiral came, 
the value of their land went down, 
their machinery went down. The com-
modities prices weren’t there for their 
crops, and bank after bank closed. And, 
in fact, my bank closed April 26, Friday 
afternoon, 3 o’clock, 1985. I will never 
forget that day. 

I had a company to run, I had cus-
tomers, most of whom were also cus-
tomers of the bank that was closed— 
two branches shut down—a payroll to 

meet. I had 2 pennies in my pocket, lit-
erally 2 pennies to rub together, just 
almost a symbol of how hard it was. 
Rub those two pennies together and 
hope and wish and work and pray to 
figure out how I could meet payroll 
with my employees, keep the business 
running, find some customers that 
could pay because I had my customers, 
all their accounts were frozen like 
mine was frozen. 

We found a way to get through. It 
was difficult. But I watched that crisis 
hit, not just the bank closing in my 
neighborhood, all across the Midwest, 
especially. I watched it crush people. I 
watched family farms move off and 
load their things and move to the city. 

So some of those pins that get stuck 
in the city are pins of people that were 
on the land that had to move off in the 
farm crisis here. But my point is this: 
That thousands of farmers went broke 
during the farm crisis years of the 
1980s. The entire decade of the 1980s— 
actually starting in 1979 and flowing 
through, were farm crisis years. 

These are the primary years where 
they alleged discrimination against 
black farmers. And where it took place, 
it’s hard to quantify because its laid 
over the top of the disaster of the farm 
crisis years of the entire decade of the 
1980s. Many people went broke. Many 
people were denied farm program bene-
fits and loan programs. There were 
many that were not viable, and the 
USDA concluded that they couldn’t 
work with them because they were 
going to go under. 

They were already upside down. And 
to put good money after bad was not a 
good decision, not when things were 
spiraling downwards. 

I saw banks close, new owners come 
in. I saw them interview the people 
that would come in with their loan ap-
plication form, their financial state-
ments. And I saw them go down 
through the financial statements. I 
mean I was a part of this, and I en-
gaged with my neighbors that were 
going through this as I was. 

As they would look at the assets and 
they would say, let’s see. You have got 
this nice new combine here. Well, you 
are going to sell it. And you have a 
pretty nice pickup that’s 2 years old, 
we are going to sell it. And by the way 
all the livestock that’s here, you know, 
it could die or get sick, but it’s very 
liquid. It can go to the sale barn this 
week. We will sell all of that. 

And you won’t need that feed so you 
can auction off all that hay you have 
got there for the cattle that are in the 
feedlot, you can sell them. And you 
don’t need the horse, and you don’t 
need your best tractor. We can get you 
down to a small tractor, and you can 
hire somebody to come in and custom 
combine, and you can borrow your 
neighbor’s planter, and we will keep 
you on some of this land. We will take 
the mortgage on it. We will take a first 
and a second mortgage on it, and we 
will keep you operating for a little 
while, but you are going to work for 
the bank. 

Now I am not picking on the bank; 
that’s what they had to do to keep 
some of these people alive and keep 
them functioning. That’s part of the 
farm program, or that is part of the 
crisis. The farm program did come in, 
and it was helpful in 1983. It gave us an-
other boost in 1985. It got us through 
that decade, and now we are relatively 
prosperous compared to those years. 

But whatever color you were, if you 
were farming in the 1980s, you were 
having trouble. And a lot of people 
went under, there was farm sale after 
farm sale. I remember the bills hanging 
up, the sale bills hanging up in the gas 
stations around, in the sale barn, 
where there would be farm auctions. 

You could go to farm auctions, sev-
eral of them a weekend every weekend, 
and we did that for a long time, and it 
hurt a lot. And I saw tears run down 
people’s cheeks because they were 
standing on the land that had been 
homesteaded by their ancestors, and 
they were losing it. And it was their 
identity. It’s who they were. 

So I know, I know from personal ex-
perience how painful this is to go 
through those years. And to com-
pletely discount that component of the 
economy and argue that a lot of Afri-
can American farmers that went under 
in the 1980s would still be farming 
today if it hadn’t been for the discrimi-
nation in the USDA offices, it denies 
the starkest facts of the economy alto-
gether. But they can’t be untangled; 
they are tangled together. It’s impos-
sible to quantify. 

b 2010 

And so the leftists in the country 
have decided they’re just going to pay 
everybody that applies. That’s what 
Pigford I was. And there was a dead-
line. It was filed on April 14, 1999. So 
you get 6 months for everybody to sign 
up and go out and have all these meet-
ings, do your fish fries, meet in the 
churches, advertise on the radio, in the 
newspaper, wherever you can, and hold 
all these town hall meetings. And they 
held them—42 of them in Alabama 
alone, 42 meetings. And people signed 
up. When the deadline came 6 months 
after that April 14 date, then they 
found they had things so ginned up 
there were a lot of other applicants. 

So even though $1.05 billion was paid 
out under this Pigford discrimination 
claim, there were Members of the 
House and the Senate that introduced 
legislation to open up a second one, 
Pigford II. And they tried to do it, but 
they didn’t get it done. This Congress 
wouldn’t buy it. We had already seen 
the level of fraud in Pigford I, and to 
open it up again and extend the closing 
deadline for the consent decree so that 
all of these other applicants could 
come pouring in, this roughly 70,000, at 
least 66,000 that had accumulated, 
wasn’t bought by this House and Sen-
ate in the same form. It bounced back 
and forth. It passed in a couple of 
versions on one side or the other, but 
this Congress never got together on 
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that, never got together on the author-
ization to extend the date. 

We did get together on one thing, Mr. 
Speaker. We got together on the 2008 
farm bill to address Pigford in a way 
that the House and the Senate agreed, 
and the President signed it. It was 
brought forward here on the floor, 
right over there from that microphone, 
by the chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee, COLLIN PETERSON, a late 
amendment of language that came into 
the bill, into the farm bill that we 
worked on for a long time. And it’s a 
hard job to bring a farm bill through 
this Congress. And I’m sure that the 
weight of that weighed a little on the 
chairman and weighed on all of us, 
more on him than on anybody else. It 
had to have. But I argued with him at 
the time, the language in the farm bill 
authorizes $100 million to close the 
Pigford issue so that if there were any 
remaining claims that had not been re-
solved, they would be put underneath 
the $100 million amount, and they 
would all be resolved. 

I argued, Mr. Chairman, you are 
opening up Pigford for an additional 
$1.3 billion in liabilities. And it’s full of 
fraud. And I sat way into the night in 
a markup on the farm bill with a rep-
resentative of the USDA who had lived 
this and went down through anecdote 
after anecdote, circumstance after cir-
cumstance, and convinced me com-
pletely that there’s a very, very high 
level of fraud that was taking place. 
But yet the structure of this settle-
ment was such that they couldn’t look 
into the fraud because you didn’t have 
to meet the standard of being discrimi-
nated against; you just had to say you 
believe you were discriminated 
against. 

So we had our debate, Chairman PE-
TERSON and I, outside the record of this 
Congress actually. I said it’s $1.3 bil-
lion; this is a placeholder and a marker 
that opens up the door for $1.3 billion. 
He said, no, $100 million puts an end to 
it. And that’s what we’re doing. We’re 
cleaning it up, and we’re putting an 
end to Pigford. And I said, I don’t 
think so. We went around on that dia-
logue which ended with him walking 
away. I don’t know if I blame him for 
that. 

But here is what’s in the bill. He says 
the maximum amount, farm bill 2008, 
H.R. 2419, the total amount of pay-
ments and debt relief pursuant to ac-
tions commenced under subsection B 
shall not exceed $100 million. That’s 
what the chairman said. And here is 
the intent, intent of Congress as to the 
remedial nature of the section. It is the 
intent of Congress that this section be 
liberally construed so as to effectuate 
its remedial purpose of giving a full de-
termination on the merits for each 
Pigford claim previously denied that 
determination. 

In other words, if there are 66 or 
70,000 applicants out there that didn’t 
get in before Pigford closed in October 
of 1999, if those Johnny-come-latelies 
wanted to pour their applications into 

this, this Congress said, here is $100 
million, that’s it, it’s going to take 
care of all the claims and no more; this 
is the end by law. This is the section 
that’s cited by the current Secretary of 
Agriculture that he says gave him the 
authority at the direction of Congress, 
actually, acting at the direction of 
Congress to open up and create a 
Pigford II settlement where he, Sec-
retary Vilsack and Attorney General 
Eric Holder sat down with John Boyd, 
the head of the black farmers organiza-
tion, and they cooked up Pigford II, 
not authorized by the House and the 
Senate and the President as would be 
required if he’s going to act in the fash-
ion that he told me, in fact, not au-
thorized at all, $100 million cap put on 
this Pigford I to put an end to it. By 
the way, I disagreed with $100 million. 
I thought we went too far with the first 
$1.05 billion. 

But in any case, there exists no au-
thorization that came from Congress 
and no legislation that was passed by 
the Congress and signed by the Presi-
dent that gave the authority to the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the At-
torney General to sit down with the 
head of the black farmers organization 
and arrive at an agreement early last 
year in February that would tap the 
taxpayers for an additional $1.15 bil-
lion. But that’s what they agreed to. 
They went on their own and had these 
negotiations. 

Now, where would this inspiration 
have come from? If Congress said it’s 
capped at $100 million, how would Cabi-
net members, full Cabinet members, 
come to a conclusion that they needed 
to go sit down with John Boyd and tap 
the taxpayers for an additional $1.15 
billion? Where would this come from? 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I will tell you 
where I think it may come from, and 
that would be from the President of the 
United States who, as a United States 
Senator, introduced the Pigford II lan-
guage that opened up the filings for a 
second round of Pigford claims as the 
United States Senator, led by Barack 
Obama, and over on this side led by 
ARTUR DAVIS of Alabama and BOBBY 
SCOTT of Virginia. 

They pushed that. They tried to push 
it through the Judiciary Committee. It 
didn’t go. They slipped it into the farm 
bill at $100 million. They got their 
placeholder. Now I ask you, Mr. Speak-
er, who was right? Who was right? Was 
it Steve King or Tom Vilsack or was it 
Collin Peterson? Because we are here 
today lamenting what happened on the 
House floor yesterday, which was a 
vote to send $1.15 billion additional 
into this Pigford II settlement that I 
will tell you even though they have put 
some provisions in here still result in— 
still result in a virtually automatic 
payment to those claimants that will 
come. That’s what will happen, Mr. 
Speaker. 

And so the chairman of the Agri-
culture Committee that said this is the 
end of it at $100 million, who would he 
disagree with? Tom Vilsack or Steve 

King? I’m sure he remembers the con-
versation. I’m sure he remembers that 
I said it’s 1.13 billion, and this is just a 
placeholder that opens it up, this $100 
million is a placeholder that opens it 
up. We disagreed we had that conversa-
tion. One of us is going to be right. 

Did he know when he brought the 
language to this floor that $100 million 
was going to turn out to be a 
placeholder for $1.25 billion? That’s $100 
million plus the $1.15 billion. Did he 
know that? Or was the chairman of the 
Agriculture Committee apparently was 
he misinformed by someone else? Did 
the President of the United States di-
rect his Cabinet members to go nego-
tiate and reach an agreement for an ad-
ditional payout under Pigford II of 
$1.15 billion? Where would it come 
from? Would the Secretary of Agri-
culture take it upon himself if he could 
have ended this to open it up again? I 
don’t think so. Would the Attorney 
General take it upon himself to open 
this up if it was ended by the farm bill 
of 2008? I don’t think so. 

I think the American people, Mr. 
Speaker, will suspect, as I do, that 
since the President was the initiator of 
this Pigford II legislation as a United 
States Senator, it was the President of 
the United States more likely to order 
his Cabinet members to go sit down 
and negotiate with the president of the 
black farmers organization and then 
try to figure out how to get Congress 
to fund it. Because the deal, the settle-
ment proposal, and it’s not a consent 
decree, a judge hasn’t ruled upon it, a 
settlement proposal was something 
that was agreed to be contingent upon, 
conditional to Congress appropriating 
the funds to pay. 

Well, last night Congress did that by 
a vote of 256–152. Now, if I were com-
pletely wrong on this—remember, this 
is a repudiated Congress. This is the 
lame duck Congress. This is the Con-
gress that the American people have 
said enough already, shut it off. Take 
the shovel out of the President’s hand; 
he’s dug a deep enough hole. Stop your 
spending. We’re going to send people to 
the Congress that will do the battle for 
fiscal responsibility and stop spending. 

b 2020 

Those folks have not arrived yet, 
those 87 new freshmen Republicans who 
will be here taking the oath of office on 
this floor on January 4, 2011. They are 
not here yet, so we have the old troika 
ruling. We have the old troika ruling, 
and still, still we produced 152 ‘‘no’’ 
votes on this Pigford funding of $1.15 
billion that came through here yester-
day. 

Mr. Speaker, I will tell you that I be-
lieve that all 152 who voted ‘‘no’’ on 
that either deeply suspect or are con-
vinced that there was a significant 
amount of fraud in Pigford I, and that 
the fraud in Pigford II will be substan-
tially greater than it was in Pigford I 
because those, at least in theory, who 
were most discriminated against are 
the ones most likely to have filed the 
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application in Pigford I in a timely 
fashion. Those who got the news late, 
once the inertia of the recruitment 
went on across the South, they are the 
ones who lined up a little later. It is 
kind of a chain letter effect. 

There were 152 who voted ‘‘no.’’ It 
was a bipartisan objection to the fund-
ing of Pigford. It wasn’t all Repub-
licans this time. By Speaker PELOSI’s 
definition, it would be clearly bipar-
tisan. There were three Democrats who 
voted ‘‘no.’’ Those Democrats, I pre-
sume, were making a statement that 
they believed either that those who 
had been discriminated against had 
been compensated or were making a 
statement against the fraud that they 
must believe exists. I have not talked 
to them so I can’t take a position as to 
what they believed and why they voted 
‘‘no.’’ 

But it is curious to me that two of 
the three Democrats who voted ‘‘no’’ 
on Pigford were two that were defeated 
in the last election. So one can pre-
sume that they are votes of conscience 
that they put up on their way home 
from this Congress. I thank them for 
their service to this country. We have 
one that won his election who is seated 
from the South who also voted ‘‘no.’’ I 
would like to hear from him. He hap-
pens to be a Rhodes Scholar, a man 
with a brain and a conscience that 
voted ‘‘no.’’ 

So now it is up to us here in this up-
coming Congress to take a look at 
these records, to go down and compile 
the spreadsheet and analyze the data 
and interview the people that were in-
volved in administering this to get a 
real picture of what was going on. I am 
very well aware there are good, solid 
people who are responsible constitu-
tional conservatives who don’t want to 
touch this. I am very well aware of 
that, Mr. Speaker, but we have an obli-
gation to the American people to shine 
a light on this. And I intend to move 
forward to do that within the limita-
tion of the time and the resources and 
the cooperation I am able to get in the 
112th Congress. 

There has been a massive amount of 
fraud defined to me in the interviews I 
have done with USDA employees. To 
the extent, as I said, that African 
American employees of the Farm Serv-
ice Administration who worked within 
the offices, presumably if they worked 
there, they would not allow themselves 
to be discriminated against. And if 
they never farmed and never filed an 
application but received a check any-
way, it is pretty clear that there is lev-
els of fraud that need to be exposed. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, there is much 
to be said about Pigford II. It is not a 
consent decree. There is only an agree-
ment that has been negotiated between 
Tom Vilsack and Eric Holder and John 
Boyd. They have negotiated that agree-
ment. They have negotiated the 
amount. They have succeeded in get-
ting it past the Senate after the Senate 
reached a point of exhaustion in fight-
ing it. That is my reports from some of 

the Senators over there. They did pass 
it through the House after vociferous 
objections, 256 to 152, but with bipar-
tisan objection; southern Democrats 
voting ‘‘no,’’ not urban but southern 
Democrats voting ‘‘no.’’ 

It is on its way and we are pretty 
sure the President will sign it because, 
after all, it has been his baby since he 
was in the United States Senate. It is 
really odd that a man from Chicago 
would take such an interest in an issue 
that he can’t have personal experience 
with, not having personal experience 
that we know of in the rural areas. 

And here we are, Mr. Speaker, antici-
pating the President will sign it. When 
he does, if and when he does, then I be-
lieve they will take it before the same 
judge that started out the Pigford I 
opinion with these words, ‘‘40 acres and 
a mule,’’ and laments that he can’t fix 
all of the problems of slavery and seg-
regation in one class action suit. Well, 
he has got a second one now. It is like-
ly to come to him. I am pretty sure 
Judge Friedman will approve this. And 
I am really confident that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, and if you can 
get the Attorney General to speak, will 
say that they put all kinds of safe-
guards in here, safeguards like lawyers 
have to sign off. Yeah, well, they had 
to sign off on the first one, too, and 
that didn’t really resolve this issue. It 
is just to the best of their knowledge 
they think it is true. That is not a very 
strong statement. There is no require-
ment for evidence. They did put some 
language in there that allows the ad-
ministrators, if they think there is 
fraud, to ask more questions and re-
quire more documentation. Okay. But 
if they are instructed not to think 
there is fraud, they will not find fraud. 

This administration does not think 
there is fraud or they would be looking 
for it. It is amazing to me—18,000 black 
farmers, 94,000 claims. Even if you pre-
sume that 100 percent of the black 
farmers were discriminated against, we 
still have four and a half claims for 
every black farmer. How does this 
work? It should be fraud. It can’t be de-
scribed any other way. 

And the percentages of these claims, 
there is no question that comes out of 
this administration, out of the White 
House or the Department of Agri-
culture or the Attorney General’s of-
fice. They are not saying we are look-
ing into the fraud. They are saying, if 
it exists, it is so low it is really not an 
issue. But we are going to satisfy your 
concerns by having an IG report come 
out in 6 months. The money is gone. 
You won’t be able to get it back. 

If you want to learn something about 
how to protect against fraud in Pigford 
II, let’s look at Pigford I. We already 
have the data. Let’s dig into it. So 
what I think we have to do is dig into 
both. And we owe it to the American 
people not to be paying out 40 acres 
and a mule. You cannot right wrongs 
from a century and a half ago. But if 
they were righted, Abraham Lincoln 
told us how: For every drop of blood 

that was drawn by the lash be paid by 
a drop drawn by the sword. That’s 
done. That is behind us. We have an 
American future. We can’t be paying 
modern-day slavery reparations think-
ing we compensate what took place in 
the past. We have the future to worry 
about. Let’s make sure everybody has 
equal opportunity and let’s build for 
the future. 

I see my friend, the gentleman from 
Texas, Judge GOHMERT has arrived. 
And when Judge GOHMERT comes to the 
floor, I know that there is some real 
important input that the American 
people need to know, and so I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. GOHMERT. My dear friend from 
Iowa has made some really important 
points. But it seems to be part of a pat-
tern, what we have seen for the last 4 
years, of the majority here in the 
House dividing America, playing class 
envy, trying to just really take—it is 
not Robin Hood, because Robin Hood 
took money back from people that 
stole it to give it back to the people 
who had actually generated the money. 
So I know there are some friends on 
the other side of the aisle who think 
that they are being a bit of Robin 
Hood, but they need to understand 
Robin Hood better. He didn’t take from 
people who earned the money; he took 
from people who basically stole it and 
gave it back to people that generated 
it. And yet that is the kind of stuff we 
see going on. 

There is so much fraud in Medicare 
and there is so much fraud, waste, and 
abuse in the government itself. And yet 
still we hear this class envy being 
trumpeted. I know my friend from Iowa 
agrees 100 percent with me, if anybody 
in America makes more money, they 
should pay more income tax. If you had 
a flat income tax, that would be the 
case. You do have people like the re-
nowned Warren Buffett who says he 
should pay more taxes. Many people 
like him pay less money in income tax 
than somebody making $30,000, $40,000 
because they have all kinds of great 
ways of getting around having to pay 
taxes. 

But I just am so deeply grieved to my 
soul that this class envy that is being 
played up by people across the aisle to 
avoid helping the economy by giving 
some certainty to people who are won-
dering whether they will be able to af-
ford to hire people right now when it 
comes January 1 because they know 
the capital gains rates are going up, 
every marginal rate is going up. 

b 2030 

It is outrageous that we have played 
games for 2 years now—4 years under 
this majority—and we have done noth-
ing to give certainty to employers so 
that people will not have to file suit to 
try to get a job. There will be jobs cre-
ated because there is certainty out 
there. 

Most people who know about job cre-
ation know the old saying: ‘‘Capital is 
a coward. Capital goes to where it feels 
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safest.’’ But to feel safe, investment 
money has to be placed where there is 
some certainty under the law. It is why 
it’s not pouring into Mexico, because 
they don’t know who is going to be in 
charge, who is going to be killed, who 
is going to be corrupted. 

So all that the community is needing 
to know is: Is there going to be some 
certainty? Are our taxes going to go 
through the roof come January 1 as 
they are currently scheduled to do? 

The fact that this majority would 
play this kind of gamesmanship and 
class warfare when people are out of 
work—they need jobs, and they want to 
have a Merry Christmas. There would 
be no better Christmas than to have a 
job for Christmas, but we’ve got this 
tremendously high rate of unemploy-
ment, particularly when you figure 
those who are underemployed. Yet this 
majority, even now in December, is 
still not willing to just say across the 
board that we’re going to not create 
tax cuts—that’s not even out there— 
but just extend the current tax rate 
and say we’re not going to play class 
warfare. Of course the people who 
make more money should pay more 
money in taxes. That’s why their rate 
is 35 percent instead of 15 percent or 10 
percent at the lowest rate. 

So it just grieves me. I know people 
who are out of work, and I know there 
are businesspeople I’ve talked to who 
say, I’ve got to find out what my taxes 
are going to be, what the tax rate will 
be for next year, because if it’s going 
up, I can’t hire anybody. If it’s going to 
stay where it is, I can hire some people. 

Now, that’s a Merry Christmas when 
you give people a job. You limit all the 
bogus class warfare going on in this 
body, and just say, Forget the games. 
This is too serious. We are playing with 
people’s lives. We are tired with the 
gamesmanship about how we can 
squeeze more money out of the Federal 
Government. Forget the Federal Gov-
ernment. Just get out of the way so 
that we can create jobs in America and 
put people back to work. 

Still, unless my friend from Iowa 
knows differently, as far as I know, 
we’re not taking it up, as we didn’t on 
Monday. We congratulated some peo-
ple. We, I think, named a post office, 
and we did a bunch of stuff yesterday— 
nothing, you know, breathtaking. With 
the Child Nutrition Act, we’re going to 
run up the Federal Government costs. 

Why not give these people an oppor-
tunity to have a job so they can pay for 
their own nutrition? 

As far as I know, the tax extension, 
at the current rate across the board, is 
not coming up tomorrow. It may not 
come up Friday. We don’t know when 
it’s coming up. 

So, anyway, I have been grieved to 
my soul as I think about the people I 
know who don’t have jobs and about 
the people I know who would hire peo-
ple if they knew that the tax rates 
were not going up. I just had to point 
it out one more time to our friends 
across the aisle. Please don’t leave an-

other day leaving the tax rates in 
limbo. Give some certainty. Allow jobs 
to be created that are not government 
jobs. 

Perhaps you know when this is going 
to come up. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my 
time and thanking the gentleman from 
Texas, also my friend, I appreciate the 
subject matter that you brought here 
to the floor tonight. 

I would add to this: not only do we 
need to continue the tax rates that we 
have today, but I would make them 
permanent so there is certainty, so 
that people can do the investments 
that Mr. GOHMERT talked about and 
will be able to plan their businesses 
and create the jobs and plan for the fu-
ture. 

But there is another one that hangs 
over the head of many families in 
America today, and that is the estate 
tax. That one is the most ominous of 
them all. If we aren’t able to reach an 
agreement on these tax brackets by the 
end of this lame duck session and if we 
are just in the condition that we are in 
today in that there is no certainty and 
where the $1 trillion or $2 trillion of 
capital that is sitting on the sidelines 
doesn’t get released and invested into 
our economy, that’s bad. We’ve already 
seen a lot of months of it, so another 
month of it doesn’t devastate us com-
pletely, although it would be a great 
Christmas present. 

I know people would be sitting 
around the family shop, figuring out, 
We can add onto this production line. 
Let’s hire this person here. Let’s make 
this part of our operation go. Let’s 
open up a new business over here. 

These things would be going on. That 
would all happen if we could get these 
tax brackets made permanent between 
now and the end of this wounded, crip-
pled lame duck session that we have of 
this repudiated Congress that has been 
renounced by the American people. 

Another month of it isn’t as bad as 
what happens if we go another month 
with the estate tax hanging over our 
heads the way it is, because I will tell 
you that what will happen is there will 
be thousands of Americans who are 
lying on their death beds—some in hos-
pices around the country, some in hos-
pital beds, some of them lying at 
home—and there will be decisions 
made by them and their families. 

Somebody who is lying there, who 
has got some years on him and a lot of 
life behind him, knowing he doesn’t 
have much ahead of him, will say, 
Don’t put me on life support. Don’t 
give me any life-saving treatment. Let 
me pass away in 2010 because, if that 
happens, then you’ll get the full inher-
itance of my life’s work. 

That’s what he will say. He’ll make 
that decision. 

He’ll tell his loved ones, Don’t extend 
my life. Don’t give me extra ways to 
feed me. Don’t give me IVs. Let me lie 
here. Put me in hospice now, and let 
me slowly die. 

That’s what will be said over and 
over again. 

There will be those who will go fur-
ther. There will be those who will de-
cide they want to end their lives so 
that their children don’t have to pay 
an onerous estate tax that will have, as 
of midnight on December 31, a $1 mil-
lion exemption. After that, there will 
be an up to 55 percent tax on the bal-
ance. 

I can tell you, Mr. Speaker, how that 
works in the neighborhood where I live. 
Let’s just say there is somebody there 
who is 90 years old, and he went out 
and bought some land early on in life, 
and he leveraged it and bought another 
piece of land. He slowly paid for that, 
and ended up with a couple sections of 
land paid for. That’s 2 square miles. 
That’s 640 acres times two. That’s 1,280 
acres paid for. That’s the nest egg that 
he worked all his life for. Maybe he 
worked 70 or more years to put that to-
gether. He paid the tax on the income, 
and retired the principal and paid the 
interest, and there it sits for his chil-
dren. Maybe he has got five children 
there around that death bed. 

If he passes away in the first second 
of 2011—by the way, there will be death 
certificates that are backdated, too. 
They’ll be back-timed, probably not 
backdated. They’ll be back-timed past 
midnight so the estate tax won’t apply. 
But let’s just say there are two sec-
tions of land, five kids. He passes away 
in the first second of 2011, and the 
death certificate says so. Here is what 
happens to those two sections of land: 

The $1 million exemption doesn’t 
really touch the value of those two 
good valuable sections of land, so you 
can take one section out of there. 
There’s the 55 percent tax to pay the 
taxman, to pay the death tax. It takes 
one whole section of land, 1 square 
mile, to pay the Federal Government. 
The second component of that is the 
section of land that is split up five 
ways because of the five kids. 

So what they have is actually two 
sections of land—one that is essen-
tially debt free because the other one 
has gone to pay the taxes, and it gets 
split five ways. Everyone has got 20 
percent equity. They can’t buy that 
land back and keep it in tact. It takes 
a long time to put a unit together, to 
put the building site together, to get 
the storage that’s there for the grain 
and the livestock and all the pieces to 
work. It doesn’t just work to go out 
there and say, Well, here’s another 
piece of land that’s the same or you 
can operate an operation that’s half 
the size with only 20 percent equity. So 
it wipes out both sections of land. They 
sell out the whole legacy. A century of 
work or more goes out the window be-
cause we have a death tax that comes. 
The bell tolls on the death tax at mid-
night, December 31. 

It is cruel, unconscionable and, I 
think, a sin for this Congress not to ad-
dress that before that time. 

So, Mr. Speaker, being very well 
aware of the clock and the duties that 
we all have here, I want to thank my 
friend from Texas for coming to the 
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floor and for volunteering that valu-
able input that we have. 

I appreciate your indulgence here 
this evening and the privilege to ad-
dress you on the floor of the House of 
Representatives. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 
Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS (at the re-

quest of Mr. BOEHNER) for today and 
the balance of the week on account of 
the birth of her baby girl born Decem-
ber 1 at 12:21 a.m. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CARNAHAN) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. YARMUTH, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KLEIN of Florida, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. RICHARDSON, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GRAYSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mrs. SCHMIDT) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes, De-
cember 8. 

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, December 
8. 

(The following Members (at their own 
request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:) 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, for 5 
minutes, today. 

Mr. CLAY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. REYES, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CARNAHAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GARAMENDI, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. DAVIS of California, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Ms. SHEA-PORTER, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania, for 

5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CLEAVER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California, 

for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. TAYLOR, for 5 minutes, today. 

f 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 
Bills of the Senate of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 3386. An act to protect consumers from 
certain aggressive sales tactics on the Inter-
net, to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

S. 3987. An act to amend the Fair Credit 
Reporting Act with respect to the applica-
bility of identity theft guidelines to credi-
tors to the Committee on Financial Services. 

f 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the 

House, reported and found truly en-
rolled bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the speaker: 

H.R. 6162. An act to provide research and 
development authority for alternative coin-
age materials to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, increase congressional oversight over 
coin production, and ensure the continuity 
of certain numismatic items. 

H.R. 6166. An act to authorize the produc-
tion of palladium bullion coins to provide af-
fordable opportunities for investments in 
precious metals, and for other purposes. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 8 o’clock and 39 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, December 2, 2010, at 
10 a.m. 

h 
BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF PAYGO LEGISLATION 

Pursuant to Public Law 111–139, Mr. SPRATT hereby submits, prior to the vote on passage, the attached estimate of 
the costs of H.R. 6184, To amend the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 to extend and modify the program allowing 
the Secretary of the Army to accept and expend funds contributed by non-Federal public entities to expedite the evalua-
tion of permits, for other purposes, as amended, for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

CBO ESTIMATE OF THE STATUTORY PAY-AS-YOU-GO EFFECTS FOR H.R. 6184, A BILL TO AMEND THE WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 2000 TO EXTEND AND MODIFY THE 
PROGRAM ALLOWING THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY TO ACCEPT AND EXPEND FUNDS CONTRIBUTED BY NON-FEDEAL PUBLIC ENTITIES TO EXPEDITE THE EVALUATION OF PER-
MITS, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES, AS TRANSMITTED WITH AN AMENDMENT TO CBO ON NOVEMBER 9, 2010 

By fiscal year, in millions of dollars— 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2011– 
2015 

2011– 
2020 

NET INCREASE OR DECREASE (¥) IN THE DEFICIT 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Impact ................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

H.R. 6184, as amended, would extend through 2016 the authority of the Corps to collect and spend funds contributed by private firms to expedite the evaluation of permit applications. Because the legislation would affect direct spend-
ing, pay-as-you-go procedures apply. However, based on information from the Corps, CBO estimates that amounts collected and spent for such purposes would total less than $500,000 annually and that the net budgetary impact would 
be negligible. 

h 
EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 

ETC. 
Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 

communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

10530. A letter from the Chair, Election As-
sistance Commission, transmitting a letter 
in response to a report by the Government 
Accountability Office regarding the 
Antideficiency Act; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations. 

10531. A letter from the Under Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting author-
ization of Brigader General Byron C. Hep-
burn, United States Air Force, to wear the 
authorized insignia of the grade of major 
general; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

10532. A letter from the Under Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting author-
ization of Captian Scott P. Moore, United 
States Navy, to wear the authorized insignia 

of the grade of rear Admiral (lower half); to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

10533. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Safety of 
Facilities, Infrastructure, and Equipment for 
Military Operations (DFARS Case 2009-D029) 
(RIN: 0750-AG73) received October 25, 2010, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

10534. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement (DFARS); 
Continuation of Essential Contractor Serv-
ices (DFARS Case 2009-D017) (RIN: 0750-AG52) 
received October 28, 2010, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

10535. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Continu-
ation of Current Contracts-Deletion of Re-
dundant Text (DFARS Case 2010-D016) re-
ceived October 28, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

10536. A letter from the Chairman, Con-
gressional Oversight Panel, transmitting the 
Panel’s monthly report pursuant to Section 
125(b)(1) of the Emergency Economic Sta-
bilization Act of 2008, Pub. L. 110-343; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

10537. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Final 
Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket ID: 
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FEMA-2010-0003] received October 25, 2010, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

10538. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Final 
Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket ID: 
FEMA-2010-0003] received October 27, 2010, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

10539. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Final 
Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket ID 
FEMA-2010-0003] received October 25, 2010, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

10540. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Suspen-
sion of Community Eligibility [Docket ID: 
FEMA-2010-0003] [Internal Agency Docket 
No.: FEMA-8151] received October 25, 2010, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

10541. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Final 
Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket ID 
FEMA-2010-0003] received October 25, 2010, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

10542. A letter from the Legal Information 
Assistant, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Definitions for Regulations Affecting All 
Savings Associations; Money Market Deposit 
Accounts [Docket ID: OTS-2010-0011] (RIN: 
1550-AC40) received October 26, 2010, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

10543. A letter from the President and 
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, transmitting a report on trans-
actions involving U.S. exports to the Repub-
lic of Columbia pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of 
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as 
amended; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

10544. A letter from the President and 
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, transmitting a report on trans-
actions involving U.S. exports to Switzer-
land pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the Ex-
port-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended; to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

10545. A letter from the President and 
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, transmitting a report on trans-
actions involving U.S. exports to Spain pur-
suant to Section 2(b)(3) of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

10546. A letter from the President and 
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, transmitting a report on trans-
actions involving U.S. exports to South Afri-
ca pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the Export- 
Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

10547. A letter from the Secretary, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rule — Indexed Annu-
ities [Release No.: 33-9152; File No. S7-14-08] 
(RIN: 3235-AK16) received October 25, 2010, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

10548. A letter from the Special Inspector 
General For The Troubled Asset Relief Pro-
gram, transmitting the Office’s quarterly re-
port on the actions undertaken by the De-
partment of the Treasury under the Troubled 
Asset Relief Program, the activities of 
SIGTARP, and SIGTARP’S recommenda-
tions with respect to operations of TARP, for 
the period ending September 30, 2010; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

10549. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the annual 

report of the National Advisory Committee 
on Institutional Quality and Integrity for 
Fiscal Year 2010, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 
1145(e); to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

10550. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s report entitled, 
‘‘Report to Congress on the Impact and Ef-
fectiveness of Administration for Native 
Americans (ANA) Projects for Fiscal Year 
2009’’; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

10551. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s Report to Con-
gress on Fiscal Year 2006 Community Serv-
ices Block Grant Discretionary Activities: 
Community Economic Development and 
Rural Community Facilities Community De-
velopment, pursuant to Section 680(c) of the 
Community Services Block Grant Act of 1981 
as amended; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

10552. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Regulations Policy and Management Staff, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Investigational New Drug Safety Reporting 
Requirements for Human Drug and Biologi-
cal Products and Safety Reporting Require-
ments for Bioavailability and Bioequivalence 
Studies in Humans [Docket No.: FDA-2000-N- 
0108] (formerly Docket No.: 00N-1484) (RIN: 
0910-AG13) received October 25, 2010, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

10553. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Regulations Policy and Management Staff, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Use of Ozone-Depleting Substances; Removal 
of Essential-Use Designation (Flunisolide, 
etc.); Correction [Docket No.: FDA-2006-N- 
0304] (formerly Docket No.: 2006N-0262) (RIN: 
0910-AF93) received October 25, 2010, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

10554. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — ‘‘Guidance on the Planning 
and Use of Special Accounts Funds’’ received 
October 27, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

10555. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — 1-Propene, 2,3,3,3- 
tetrafluoro-; Significant New Use Rule [EPA- 
HQ-OPPT-2008-0918; FRL-8846-8] (RIN: 2070- 
AB27) received October 27, 2010, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

10556. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s final rule — 
Promoting a Competitive Market for Capac-
ity Reassignment [Docket No. RM10-22-000; 
Order No. 739] received October 25, 2010, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

10557. A letter from the Regulations Coor-
dinator, Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule 
— Health Insurance Issuers Implementing 
Medical Loss Ratio (MLR) Requirements 
under the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act (RIN: 0950-AA06) received November 
22, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

10558. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting letter of 
certification, pursuant to Public Law 105-261, 
section 1512; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

10559. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary For Export Administration, De-

partment of Commerce, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Additions to the List 
of Validated End-Users in the People’s Re-
public of China: Hunix Semiconductor China 
Ltd., Hunix Semiconductor (Wuxi) Ltd. and 
Lam Research Corporation [Docket No.: 
100727314-0350-01] (RIN: 0694-AE95) received 
October 25, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. 

10560. A letter from the Assistant Legal 
Advisor for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting report prepared by the 
Department of State concerning inter-
national agreements other than treaties en-
tered into by the United States to be trans-
mitted to the Congress within the sixty-day 
period specified in the Case-Zablocki Act; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

10561. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary, Legislative Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting the Department’s annual 
report for 2009 on United States Participa-
tion in the United Nations, pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 79-264, section 4(a); to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

10562. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary, Legislative Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting correspondence from the 
Speaker of the Bangladesh Parliament; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

10563. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by section 401(c) of the National 
Emergency Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and section 
204(c) of the International Emergency Eco-
nomic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), and pur-
suant to Executive Order 13313 of July 31, 
2003, a six-month periodic report on the na-
tional emergency with respect to Sudan that 
was declared in Executive Order 13067 of No-
vember 3, 1997; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

10564. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting agen-
cy financial report for fiscal year 2010; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

10565. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Reserve System, transmitting the System’s 
Semiannual Report to Congress for the six- 
month period ending September 30, 2010, as 
required by the Inspector General Act of 
1978, as amended; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

10566. A letter from the Acting Treasurer, 
National Gallery of Art, transmitting an FY 
2010 annual report on audit and investigative 
coverage required by the Inspector General 
Act of 1978, as amended, and the Federal 
Managers’ Financial Integrity Act, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act), section 5(b); 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

10567. A letter from the Acting Director, 
Office of Management and Budget, transmit-
ting a report entitled, ‘‘Statistical Programs 
of the United States Government: Fiscal 
Year 2011’’, pursuant to 44 U.S.C. 3504(e)(2); 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

10568. A letter from the Librarian, Library 
of Congress, transmitting the Annual Report 
of the Library of Congress, for the fiscal year 
2009, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 139; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration. 

10569. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the North-
eastern United States; Black Sea Bass Fish-
ery; 2010 Black Sea Bass Specifications; 
Emergency Rule Extension; Correction 
[Docket No.: 100120036-0360-02] (RIN: 0648- 
XT99) received October 25, 2010, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. 
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10570. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 

General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting the report on the administration of the 
Foreign Agents Registration Act covering 
the six months ending December 31, 2009, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 621; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

10571. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a report concerning the practices and 
policies of agencies with the Department re-
lating to the use of physical restraints on fe-
male prisoners during pregnacy; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

10572. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting the annual report of the Office of Jus-
tice Programs for Fiscal Year 2009, pursuant 
to 42 U.S.C. 3712(b); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

10573. A letter from the Attorney, Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Special Local 
Regulation for Marine Events; Roanoke 
River, Plymouth, NC [Docket No.: USCG- 
2010-0756] (RIN: 1625-AA08) received October 
28, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

10574. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Security 
Zone; U.S. Coast Guard BSU Seattle, Pier 36, 
Seattle, WA [Docket No.: USCG-2010-0021] 
(RIN: 1625-AA87) received October 28, 2010, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

10575. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Draw-
bridge Operation Regulation; Passaic River, 
Clifton, NJ [Docket No.: USCG-2010] (RIN: 
1625-AA09) recieved October 28, 2010, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

10576. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Draw-
bridge Operation Regulation; Taunton River, 
Fall River and Somerset, MA [Docket No.: 
USCG-2010-0234] (RIN: 1625-AA09) received 
October 28, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

10577. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; Red Bull Flugtag, Delaware River, 
Camden, NJ [Docket No.: USCG-2010-0728] 
(RIN: 1625-AA00) received October 28, 2010, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

10578. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; Mississippi River, Mile 427.3 to 427.5 
[Docket No.: USCG-2010-0703] (RIN: 1625- 
AA00) received October 28, 2010, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

10579. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; DEEPWATER HORIZON at Missisippi 
Canyon 252 Outer Continental Shelf MODU 
in the Gulf of Mexico [Docket No.: USCG- 
2010-0448] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received October 
28, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

10580. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; Olympia Harbor Days Tug Boat Races, 
Budd Inlet, WA [Docket No.: USCG-2010-0799] 
(RIN: 1625-AA00) received October 28, 2010, 

pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

10581. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone; Potomac River, St. Mary’s River, St. 
Inigoes, MD [Docket No.: USCG-2010-0719] 
(RIN: 1625-AA00) received October 28, 2010, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

10582. A letter from the Senior Program 
Analyst, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Revocation and Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; St. George, UT [Docket No.: FAA- 
2010-0660; Airspace Docket No. 10-ANM-4] re-
ceived October 26, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

10583. A letter from the Trial Attorney, 
Federal Railroad Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Miscellaneous 
Amendments to the Federal Railroad 
Administraton’s Accident/Incident Reporting 
Requirements [Docket No.: FRA-2006-26173; 
Notice No. 3] (RIN: 2130-AB82) received Octo-
ber 26, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

10584. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary, Legislative Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting the 2009 annual report 
on the operation of the Enterprise for the 
Americas Initiative and the Tropical Forest 
Conservation Act; jointly to the Committees 
on Foreign Affairs and Agriculture. 

10585. A letter from the Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the agency’s 2006-2007 Biennial Review 
of the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conserva-
tion Plan Report to Congress; jointly to the 
Committees on Natural Resources and 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

10586. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting fourth quarterly report of FY 2010 on 
Uniformed Services Employment and Reem-
ployment Rights Act of 1994; jointly to the 
Committees on the Judiciary and Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

f 

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. CONYERS: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R. 3245. A bill to amend the Controlled 
Substances Act and the Controlled Sub-
stances Import and Export Act regarding 
penalties for cocaine offenses, and for other 
purposes (Rept. 111–670, Pt. 1). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 1745. Resolution 
providing for consideration of the Senate 
amendment to the bill (H.R. 4853) to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
the funding and expenditure authority of the 
Airport and Airway Trust Fund, to amend 
title 49, United States Code, to extend au-
thorizations for the airport improvement 
program, and for other purposes, and pro-
viding for consideration of motions to sus-
pend the rules (Rept. 111–671). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 
Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII the 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 
discharged from further consideration. 

H.R. 3245 referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

f 

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. CROWLEY: 
H.R. 6463. A bill to require the Federal 

Communications Commission to promulgate 
regulations requiring a label to be displayed 
on the packaging of certain baby monitors to 
warn that the signals of such monitors may 
be intercepted by potential intruders; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. OBERSTAR: 
H.R. 6464. A bill to amend the Federal Fire 

Prevention and Control Act of 1974 to make 
fire department grant funds available for fire 
station construction, to reauthorize the fire-
fighter assistance program, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Science and 
Technology. 

By Mr. BOREN: 
H.R. 6465. A bill to amend the Water Re-

sources Development Act of 1986 to clarify 
the role of the Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma 
with regard to the maintenance of the W.D. 
Mayo Lock and Dam in Oklahoma; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee 
on Natural Resources, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas (for 
herself, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. 
COURTNEY, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. JOHNSON 
of Georgia, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. BOCCIERI, 
Ms. CLARKE, and Mr. CROWLEY): 

H.R. 6466. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide certain abused de-
pendents of veterans with health care; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. LEVIN: 
H.R. 6467. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide middle class tax 
relief, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition 
to the Committee on the Budget, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. ELLISON (for himself, Mr. AL 
GREEN of Texas, Ms. EDWARDS of 
Maryland, Mr. HIMES, and Mr. CLEAV-
ER): 

H.R. 6468. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development to ini-
tiate a voluntary multi-year effort to trans-
form properties with rental assistance con-
tracts under various programs into prop-
erties with long-term, property-based, sus-
tainable rental assistance contracts that in-
clude flexibility to address capital require-
ments, to enhance resident choice, and to 
streamline and simplify the administration 
of rental assistance; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia: 

H.R. 6469. A bill to amend section 17 of the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act to include a condition of receipt of funds 
under the child and adult care food program; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA (for himself, 
Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. BORDALLO, and 
Mr. SABLAN): 

H.R. 6470. A bill for the relief of the peoples 
of Bikini, Enewetak, Rongelap, and Utrik, 
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and of other citizens of the Republic of the 
Marshall Islands; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. LAMBORN (for himself, Mr. 
PRICE of Georgia, Mr. BARTLETT, and 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona): 

H.R. 6471. A bill to require the Director of 
National Intelligence to submit a report on 
the foreign development of electromagnetic 
pulse weapons; to the Committee on Intel-
ligence (Permanent Select). 

By Mr. SHULER: 
H.R. 6472. A bill to require U.S. Customs 

and Border Protection to administer poly-
graph examinations to all applicants for law 
enforcement positions with U.S. Customs 
and Border Protection, to require U.S. Cus-
toms and Border Protection to initiate all 
periodic background reinvestigations of cer-
tain law enforcement personnel, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Home-
land Security. 

By Ms. LEE of California (for herself, 
Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland, Mr. RUSH, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Ms. NORTON, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. 
DEUTCH, Mr. STARK, Ms. WOOLSEY, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, 
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. POLIS, Ms. MCCOL-
LUM, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. COHEN, Ms. 
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. MEEKS of New York, 
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. PAYNE, and 
Mr. ELLISON): 

H. Con. Res. 333. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the goals and ideals of World 
AIDS Day; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, 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. MITCHELL (for himself and 
Mrs. SCHMIDT): 

H. Res. 1743. A resolution congratulating 
Gerda Weissmann Klein on being selected to 
receive the Presidential Medal of Freedom; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA (for himself, 
Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. BORDALLO, and 
Mr. SABLAN): 

H. Res. 1744. A resolution referring the bill 
(H.R. 6470) entitled ‘‘A bill for the relief of 
the peoples of Bikini, Enewetak, Rongelap, 
and Utrik, and of other affected citizens of 
the Republic of the Marshall Islands’’ to the 
chief judge of the United States Court of 
Federal Claims; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 
H. Res. 1746. A resolution recognizing and 

supporting the efforts of Welcome Back Vet-
erans to augment the services provided by 
the Departments of Defense and Veterans’ 
Affairs in providing timely and world-class 
care for veterans and members of the Armed 
Forces suffering from PTSD and related psy-
chiatric disorders; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. PERLMUTTER (for himself, 
Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado, Ms. 
DEGETTE, Mr. LAMBORN, Ms. MARKEY 
of Colorado, Mr. POLIS, and Mr. 
SALAZAR): 

H. Res. 1747. A resolution congratulating 
the Colorado Rapids soccer club for winning 
the 2010 Major League Soccer Championship; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER (for him-
self, Mr. DELAHUNT, and Mr. MORAN 
of Virginia): 

H. Res. 1748. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
the United States should initiate negotia-
tions to enter into a bilateral free trade 
agreement with Turkey; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 868: Mr. MARKEY of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 891: Mr. TOWNS. 
H.R. 1193: Mr. TIERNEY. 
H.R. 1205: Mr. SKELTON, Mr. INSLEE, and 

Mr. DENT. 
H.R. 1501: Mr. GRAYSON. 
H.R. 1502: Mr. GRAYSON. 
H.R. 1549: Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. DICKS, 

and Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. 
H.R. 1806: Mr. DOYLE and Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 1809: Mr. GRAYSON. 
H.R. 1958: Mr. GRAYSON. 
H.R. 2030: Mrs. HALVORSON. 
H.R. 2112: Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. 
H.R. 3039: Mr. CROWLEY. 
H.R. 3303: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 3578: Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 4278: Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. TONKO, and Mr. 

HASTINGS of Florida. 
H.R. 4322: Mr. WOLF and Mr. COBLE. 

H.R. 4668: Mr. GRAYSON. 
H.R. 4669: Mr. GRAYSON. 
H.R. 5308: Mr. AUSTRIA. 
H.R. 5400: Mr. BOREN. 
H.R. 5510: Ms. SUTTON. 
H.R. 5643: Mr. BERMAN. 
H.R. 5847: Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey. 
H.R. 5928: Mr. BOREN. 
H.R. 6017: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 
H.R. 6045: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 
H.R. 6128: Mr. COHEN and Mr. MOORE of 

Kansas. 
H.R. 6214: Mr. TOWNS. 
H.R. 6240: Mr. BOREN. 
H.R. 6340: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. HASTINGS of 

Florida, and Mr. NADLER of New York. 
H.R. 6365: Mr. WOLF. 
H.R. 6406: Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mrs. LUMMIS, 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. BART-
LETT, and Mr. LAMBORN. 

H.R. 6415: Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. 
LAMBORN, Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. WILSON of South 
Carolina, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. POSEY, Mr. 
SHIMKUS, and Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. 

H.R. 6418: Mr. SMITH of Nebraska and Mr. 
WALZ. 

H.R. 6458: Mr. QUIGLEY. 
H. Con. Res. 323: Ms. SCHWARTZ and Mr. 

BISHOP of Georgia. 
H. Con. Res. 331: Mr. BACA, Mr. ACKERMAN, 

Mr. DEUTCH, and Mr. MARKEY of Massachu-
setts. 

H. Res. 1444: Mr. BURGESS, Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. CONNOLLY of 
Virginia, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. WOLF, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, and Mr. MAFFEI. 

H. Res. 1670: Ms. SPEIER. 
H. Res. 1687: Mr. SCHOCK. 
H. Res. 1705: Mr. CAPUANO. 
H. Res. 1717: Mr. FORBES, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. 

JORDAN of Ohio, Mr. MACK, Mr. Fortenberry, 
Mr. AKIN, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, 
Ms. GRANGER, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. SIRES, Mr. 
KLEIN of Florida, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON of Texas, Mr. WAMP, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. 
CAO, and Mr. ENGEL. 

H. Res. 1725: Mr. CAO, Mr. AKIN, Mr. WAMP, 
Mr. KLEIN of Florida, Mr. SIRES, Mr. 
ADERHOLT, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of 
Texas, and Mr. FORBES. 

H. Res. 1727: Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. PAUL, 
and Mr. WITTMAN. 

H. Res. 1732: Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. INGLIS, 
Mr. BARTLETT, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. WOLF, and 
Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 

H. Res. 1734: Mr. NADLER of New York, Mr. 
KING of New York, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. ROTHMAN 
of New Jersey, and Mr. COSTA. 
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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable TOM 
UDALL, a Senator from the State of 
New Mexico. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Eternal unchanging God, You are our 

rock, our fortress, and our stronghold. 
Empower our lawmakers to change in 

ways that will render them more faith-
ful to Your will and more responsive to 
Your call. May they develop such 
moral and ethical fitness that they will 
clearly comprehend Your desires and 
be eager to do Your will. As they grow 
in grace and in knowledge of You, de-
liver them from the bonds of anxiety, 
as You turn their spirits toward the 
light of Your presence. 

May the knowledge of Your blessings 
to our Nation bring us all to a deeper 
commitment to You. 

We pray in Your strong Name. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable TOM UDALL 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. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, December 1, 2010. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable TOM UDALL, a Senator 

from the State of New Mexico, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico thereupon 
assumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 

any leader remarks, there will be a pe-
riod of morning business. Senators will 
be allowed to speak for up to 10 min-
utes each during that time. Repub-
licans will control the first 30 minutes, 
and the majority will control the final 
30 minutes. We are going to recess from 
12:30 until 3:30 today to allow for a cau-
cus the Democrats are having. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—S. 3991 and S. 3992 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, there are 
two bills at the desk due for a second 
reading. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will read the bills by 
title for the second time. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 3991) to provide collective bar-
gaining rights for public safety officers em-
ployed by States or their political subdivi-
sions. 

A bill (S. 3992) to authorize the cancella-
tion of removal and adjustment of status of 
certain alien students who are long-term 
United States residents and entered the 
United States as children and for other pur-
poses. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I object to 
any further proceeding with respect to 
these two bills. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection having been heard, the 

bills will be placed on the calendar 
under rule XIV. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRESS 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, last night 

we began the rule XIV process on two 
important bills—the DREAM Act and 
Firefighters Collective Bargaining. 

It had been my intent to file cloture 
on both of these bills. However, sup-
porters of the original bills requested 
that modifications be made. 

Those changes are reflected in the 
bills we introduced last night, and I in-
tend to move forward on both of these. 

In addition, I intend to file cloture 
this week on the 9/11 health bill. So I 
will file cloture on all three at the 
same time. 

The current continuing resolution 
expires this Friday. We are awaiting 
House action on short term CR which 
we will receive later this week. 

I hope Members on both sides of the 
aisle will allow us to act quickly on 
this short term CR when we receive it. 

As we work to clear the short term 
CR, the House and Senate Appropria-
tions Committees are working on legis-
lation to fund the government for the 
remainder of the fiscal year. 

Earlier this morning, I received a let-
ter from my Republican colleagues in-
dicating they will filibuster any legis-
lative matter brought to the floor prior 
to the completion of the spending and 
tax bills. No one is more eager to put 
both these issues behind us than I; 
however, passing either will require 
Republican votes. I wish I could report 
we are close to wrapping up action on 
both bills, but we are not. 

The first meeting that was requested 
by the President is taking place this 
morning. Senator MCCONNELL chose 
Senator KYL to represent Republicans. 
I chose the chairman of the Finance 
Committee, Senator BAUCUS, to rep-
resent Democrats. So they are moving 
forward on that to see if there is some-
thing that can be worked out. My Re-
publican colleagues knew this, as they 
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drafted this letter; therefore, they also 
know that the true effect of this letter 
is to prevent the Senate from acting on 
many important issues that have bi-
partisan support. With this letter, they 
have simply put in writing the political 
strategy the Republicans have pursued 
this entire Congress; namely, obstruct 
and delay action on critical matters 
and then blame Democrats for not ad-
dressing the needs of the American 
people. It is cynical but obvious and 
transparent. 

We must move forward on matters of 
importance. We have numerous judges 
who need to be taken care of. I am try-
ing to work something out with the 
Republican leader on those. I hope ev-
eryone understands there are issues we 
need to deal with. There are meetings 
going on as we speak to try to help us 
move forward and to allow us to com-
plete action at the earliest possible 
date. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each, with 
Republicans controlling the first 30 
minutes and Democrats controlling the 
next 30 minutes. 

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of 
quorum and ask unanimous consent 
that the time be charged equally. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITIES 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, for 
the last 2 years, Democratic leaders in 
Washington have spent virtually all of 
their time ticking off items on the lib-
eral wish list while they have had the 
chance: government-run health care, a 
national energy tax, financial regula-
tions, bigger government, bigger defi-
cits, union bailouts, government take-
overs. So here we are, with just a few 
weeks left in the session, and they are 
still at it. 

Last month, the American people 
issued their verdict on the Democratic 
priorities. Democrats have responded 
by doubling down. For 2 years, they 
legislated as if they were not in the 
middle of a national jobs crisis, and 
now they are legislating as if they do 
not realize the government is about to 
run out of money and every taxpayer 
in America is about to get slammed 
with a giant tax hike. 

With just a few weeks to go before 
the end of the session, Democrats con-
tinue to place their priorities over the 
priorities of the American people. 
These are the things Democrats have 
chosen to do instead of preventing a 
massive tax hike that economists tell 
us would stifle the economy. 

Republicans have pleaded with Demo-
crats to put aside their wish list, to 
focus on the things Americans want us 
to focus on. They have ignored us. The 
voters repudiated their agenda at the 
polls. They have ignored them. Time is 
running out, and they are ignoring 
that. 

The election was a month ago. It is 
time to get serious. It is time to focus 
on priorities. 

Now, a little while ago, I delivered a 
letter to Senator REID signed by all 42 
Senate Republicans. It says every Re-
publican will vote against proceeding 
to any legislative matter until we have 
funded the government and protected 
every taxpayer from a tax hike. Basi-
cally, what it means is, first things 
first. 

With time running out in this ses-
sion, we need to focus on these critical 
priorities. As the letter states: 

Our constituents have repeatedly asked us 
to focus on creating an environment for pri-
vate-sector job growth; it is time that our 
constituents’ priorities become the Senate’s 
priorities. 

At the moment, every taxpayer in 
the country stands to get a massive tax 
increase and a cut in pay on December 
31. We need to show the American peo-
ple we care more about them and their 
ability to pay their bills than we do 
about the special interest groups’ legis-
lative Christmas list. Republicans are 
united in our opposition to proceeding 
to any of these things until Democrats 
make the priorities of the American 
people their own. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter to Senator REID I 
just referenced be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, November 29, 2010. 

Hon. HARRY REID, 
Majority Leader, Capitol Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR LEADER REID: The nation’s unem-
ployment level, stuck near 10 percent, is un-
acceptable to Americans. Senate Repub-
licans have been urging Congress to make 
private-sector job creation a priority all 
year. President Obama in his first speech 
after the November election said ‘‘we owe’’ it 
to the American people to ‘‘focus on those 

issues that affect their jobs.’’ He went on to 
say that Americans ‘‘want jobs to come back 
faster.’’ Our constituents have repeatedly 
asked us to focus on creating an environ-
ment for private-sector job growth; it is time 
that our constituents’ priorities become the 
Senate’s priorities. 

For that reason, we write to inform you 
that we will not agree to invoke cloture on 
the motion to proceed to any legislative 
item until the Senate has acted to fund the 
government and we have prevented the tax 
increase that is currently awaiting all Amer-
ican taxpayers. With little time left in this 
Congressional session, legislative scheduling 
should be focused on these critical priorities. 
While there are other items that might ulti-
mately be worthy of the Senate’s attention, 
we cannot agree to prioritize any matters 
above the critical issues of funding the gov-
ernment and preventing a job-killing tax 
hike. 

Given our struggling economy, preventing 
the tax increase and providing economic cer-
tainty should be our top priority. Without 
Congressional action by December 31, all 
American taxpayers will be hit by an in-
crease in their individual income-tax rates 
and investment income through the capital 
gains and dividend rates. If Congress were to 
adopt the President’s tax proposal to prevent 
the tax increase for only some Americans, 
small businesses would be targeted with a 
job-killing tax increase at the worst possible 
time. Specifically, more than 750,000 small 
businesses will see a tax increase, which will 
affect 50 percent of small-business income 
and nearly 25 percent of the entire work-
force. The death tax rate will also climb 
from zero percent to 55 percent, which makes 
it the top concern for America’s small busi-
nesses. Republicans and Democrats agree 
that small businesses create most new jobs, 
so we ought to be able to agree that raising 
taxes on small businesses is the wrong rem-
edy in this economy. Finally, Congress still 
needs to act on the ‘‘tax extenders’’ and the 
alternative minimum tax ‘‘patch,’’ all of 
which expired on December 31, 2009. 

We look forward to continuing to work 
with you in a constructive manner to keep 
the government operating and provide the 
nation’s small businesses with economic cer-
tainty that the job-killing tax hike will be 
prevented. 

Sincerely, 
Mitch McConnell, Republican Leader; 

Jon Kyl, Republican Whip; Robert F. 
Bennett; Kay Bailey Hutchison; John 
Barrasso; John Cornyn; David Vitter; 
Tom Coburn; Pat Roberts; Mike Crapo; 
James M. Inhofe; Richard G. Lugar; 
Jim DeMint; John Thune; Lamar Alex-
ander; Jim Bunning; Michael B. Enzi; 
Saxby Chambliss; John McCain; James 
E. Risch; Roger F. Wicker; Chuck 
Grassley; Johnny Isakson; Christopher 
S. Bond; Judd Gregg; Richard C. Shel-
by; Orrin G. Hatch; Bob Corker; Susan 
M. Collins; Richard Burr; George S. 
LeMieux; Mike Johanns; George V. 
Voinovich; Lindsey Graham; Jeff Ses-
sions; Scott Brown; John Ensign; Thad 
Cochran; Sam Brownback; Lisa Mur-
kowski; Olympia J. Snowe. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

THE ECONOMY 

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, I wasn’t 
planning to actually come to the floor 
this morning, but as we prepare for the 
day, sometimes we watch those who 
make comments and reflect on what 
was talked about yesterday and what 
we discussed and what we see on the 
floor. I have this new attitude that as 
I see people put information on the 
floor that has to have a balance to it, 
I am going to come out and give that 
balance when I can. The biggest one is 
on the economy. 

I sat here yesterday and heard some 
folks on the other side complaining 
that it took us a week to deal with the 
food safety law, and they wondered 
why. Well, it is because the other side 
continues to require filibusters for 30 
hours. I know the Presiding Officer has 
been working aggressively on this to 
try to figure out a way to get things on 
this floor more quickly so we can have 
a debate. But what shocked me is, they 
complained that it took a week when, 
in fact, their delay tactics caused the 
week delay. So they wonder why. They 
create the problem and then they com-
plain about the problem. 

The bigger issue is on the economy. 
The Presiding Officer and I came here 2 
years ago. We came and were sworn in, 
in this Chamber, in January of 2009. 
This economy was collapsing. It was a 
disaster. It did not matter if you were 
from Alaska or New Mexico; wherever 
you went, you heard the stories about 
the problems with the economy and 
where we were headed. It was incum-
bent upon us to do as many things as 
possible to assist the economy to grow, 
to figure out the pathway. Not all ideas 
we laid on the table that passed were 
perfect, but they were multiple and 
multifaceted, to figure out what to do. 
The converse is, the other side just 
kept saying no, no, no. They weren’t 
interested in doing anything to move 
this economy forward. We were in a 
crisis moment. 

When we think about issues and we 
look back—and always at the time we 
are making decisions and we are hop-
ing for the best and we are trying ev-
erything possible—it is helpful to re-
mind ourselves where we were. It didn’t 
matter, again, as I said, if you were 
from Alaska or New Mexico, the eco-
nomic condition of this country and 
this world was at risk. So we made 
some moves that were controversial, 
and today many of us don’t like to talk 
about them because the pollsters will 
tell us: That is bad news; don’t talk 
about it. The public hates it. Maybe it 
is the TARP or the bailout or the stim-
ulus. Figure out the list. 

Every day I read Business Week, the 
Wall Street Journal, CNBC. I look at 
all the business publications online and 
in print. What I like to see is not what 
politicians are saying about how the 

economy is going but what other peo-
ple are saying—the people who actually 
work every single day to try to build 
this economy. I can speak to this. 
Meaning no disrespect—I know the 
Presiding Officer is an attorney. I 
mean no disrespect to the attorneys 
who are here. We have lots of them in 
the Senate. 

I am from the private sector. My first 
business license was at the age of 14. 
My wife owns four retail stores. We are 
businesspeople. We understand what it 
takes to go to the bank and try to 
scratch a loan from them to build a 
business, expand a business. We under-
stand when a banker says no, so we 
have to go raise capital from other 
folks to try to make our dreams come 
true. 

There are a lot of people who come to 
this floor on the other side who talk a 
lot about business who have never been 
in it, who have never had to make a 
payroll. They have worked their way 
through another means of income. So 
it is frustrating to me when I hear peo-
ple who have never been in it come out 
on this floor and talk about the busi-
ness world. 

Let me give some data points. I will 
probably do this more often than I 
should over the next several months 
because the American people have 
heard the story from the other side 
over and over. 

I was no big fan of the auto bailout— 
a lot of us weren’t—but 10 days ago, a 
little blip in the news: GM had the 
largest initial public offering in stock 
market history. The first day they es-
timated that about $17 billion would be 
subscribed to it. Then it was $20 bil-
lion. The latest news is $23 billion. The 
American people put their money on 
the table and bet on GM: $23 billion. 
Unbelievable. Actually, what truly 
shocked me was when I grabbed—and I 
get it every day, I read it, and I think 
there are incredible news stories. It is 
not a liberal newspaper—the Wall 
Street Journal. It has very conserv-
ative views on a lot of things. But their 
headline: ‘‘GM Stock Sale in High 
Gear. Government-backed carmakers 
on pace to score one of the largest U.S. 
IPOs ever.’’ 

The government owned 61 percent 
then. With this IPO, it is now down to 
about 26 percent. It clearly shows, even 
though it was controversial and still is 
controversial, even though no one 
wants to talk about it, that investment 
to save an American company in order 
for it to sustain American jobs in this 
country is succeeding. It is not because 
I am saying it. It is not because the 
Presiding Officer might say it or the 
other side now wants to take some 
credit, which is amazing—I love some 
of the quotes I read. 

When this first was kicked around, 
they called it socialism, the world was 
collapsing, the sky was falling. Now 
you read the quotes from some of the 
folks on the other side and they say: 
Well, with our help, we made it a bet-
ter deal. They didn’t vote for anything 

to make it a better deal. That is just a 
fact. The fact is, we took the risk to 
make an American company survive. 
That is what we did on this side of the 
aisle. Today, that company is more 
profitable than ever before. 

When you look at the data, the pri-
vate sector is successful and the Amer-
ican people are investing in that com-
pany. That is the true test of the work 
we did—even though it was controver-
sial—what the outcome was. 

As I sit here in the last couple of 
days, I am going to read a couple more 
data points. Again, it is not me saying 
this or writing these issues; it is the 
private sector that is identifying where 
we are going in this economy. Later 
this week, we will get a report—on Fri-
day. I heard today in some of the com-
ments that we should let the private 
sector do as much as it can. I 100 per-
cent agree. I come from the private 
sector. Many on the other side talk 
about it, but they have never been 
there. The private sector added 93,000 
jobs last month. 

When you look at another one, the 
number I like to look at is consumer 
confidence. When consumers are more 
confident about the economy, they will 
spend more money, drive our economy, 
and invest in their country. 

Interestingly, ‘‘Consumer, Manufac-
turing Reports Beat Forecasts.’’ That 
came out yesterday. Again, it is an-
other indicator that the economy is 
moving in the right direction. It is still 
rough and fragile, and the policies are 
controversial, yes, but we took the risk 
and bet on the American people. That 
is what the Democrats did. We said 
that we believe in America, our inge-
nuity, innovation, and the capacity to 
pull us out of this recession. We are 
going to help them with some tools. 
They are making it happen. 

I can tell you this from my wife 
being in the retail business. Black Fri-
day—the Friday after Thanksgiving—is 
what retailers focus on when moving 
into the fourth quarter. Is it going to 
be successful? If you look at all the re-
ports compared to a year ago, retailers 
have strong momentum coming out of 
Black Friday. Everyone did very well. 
That is another good indication. 

As a matter of fact, one encouraging 
sign—and this is out of another busi-
ness document. CNBC did this. It 
comes from the NPD Group, figuring 
out where consumers are after Black 
Friday and other shopping days. Shop-
pers are starting to buy items for 
themselves. In addition to gifts for oth-
ers, about 35 percent of shoppers told 
NPD on Black Friday that they also 
made purchases for themselves. If shop-
pers are starting to splurge on them-
selves, that is an important develop-
ment. It can push the holiday season 
past the forecasts. 

I am not making this up. This is 
what is happening because, again, this 
side of the aisle said: We are going to 
bet on the American people. We are 
going to bet that the work we did in 
early 2009, trying everything possible 
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to jump-start this economy, is going to 
have a payoff down the road because we 
are going to focus on the private sec-
tor, helping them get the tools they 
need, just as we did before the August 
break in passing the small business in-
centive program and tax incentives and 
loan capacity. We only received two 
votes from the other side for that. So 
be it. We go the road alone. The net re-
sult for the last 2 years is that—I have 
been here for 2 years, and the occupant 
of the chair has been on the other side 
for a decade or so. But we came here to 
get work done. It may be controversial 
at times. Leadership is not easy. It is 
not just saying we are going to do that 
because everybody loves it. Sometimes 
the tough decisions are the ones the 
public has the hardest time with in the 
worst situations—the recession. We 
made some decisions—again not per-
fect—but the results are slowly and 
surely coming true. 

The economy is moving in the right 
direction. Every time I hear from the 
other side that the private sector needs 
to do more—absolutely. As a matter of 
fact, the largest companies have more 
cash in their bank accounts today than 
they have had in decades because they 
have done well in the last few years in 
preparing for the new growth that is 
occurring right now in our economy. 

I didn’t plan to come down here. I 
was getting prepared for a Commerce 
Committee hearing. The occupant of 
the chair and I are both on that com-
mittee. Anybody who suggests we are 
not focused on this economy or on job 
creation or figuring out how to make 
sure the middle-class taxpayers of this 
country get a fair shake and make sure 
they have a tax break coming forward 
and continuing forward—those who say 
we are not focused on that are mis-
taken. I learned this when I was a 
mayor: We can do more than one thing 
at a time. 

The reason I came down to talk is 
that nobody was talking. It is a dead 
zone. That is what happens. When they 
come down here and say: Gee, I wish we 
would be working on this or that—well, 
quit filibustering and doing the 30-hour 
delays and get on with the work. We 
are multitasking. The American people 
have asked us to work on jobs, the 
economy, taxes, and the budget. We are 
100 people, and we can do this. Anybody 
who sits around and thinks we are not 
focused on the economy—as someone 
who lived in the private sector, comes 
from it, who deals with small 
businesspeople every single day, I un-
derstand exactly what they are feeling. 
So those who have never experienced 
that should experience it once and un-
derstand that every day is an oppor-
tunity. 

I am going to continue to come down 
here and talk about the positive news, 
the opportunities that are occurring 
from the work we have done in the last 
2 years. The other side may complain 
or argue over was it right or wrong. 
The proof will be in the pudding in the 
fact that other people—not politicians 

jawboning about it—in the private sec-
tor are telling us. We have had some 
good news over the last several 
months. 

The last point I will leave on is an-
other bit of good news. It was small 
business again. They do an indicator 
and try to determine the confidence 
level of a small businessperson. That is 
important because the small business 
community is the largest driver of new 
employment now and in the future. So 
you want to make sure their con-
fidence level is high. Well, in the last 5 
months, it has increased every single 
month. I believe it is because of actions 
we have done here to give them faith 
that we believe in them, in the Amer-
ican people, and we believe the ability 
to move this economy forward is ahead 
of us, and we are doing it today. 

Again, I will continue to come down 
here with data points and articles—not 
out of liberal magazines or publica-
tions. I heard earlier today about some 
liberal agenda. I don’t know what that 
is about. I know what the American 
agenda is. I know what Alaska’s agen-
da is. That is what I am here to do. If 
we just get off of these partisan kinds 
of activities and focus on what is right, 
we can get a lot done around this place. 
So I will continue to come down here 
and talk about the positive aspects of 
what is going on in the economy. Be-
lieve in the future and have an attitude 
of being positive about what we can do, 
and it is amazing what this country 
and this economy can do. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the time I 
have had to discuss this issue. I warned 
my staff as I left—I said: Turn on the 
TV. I didn’t tell them why I was com-
ing here. They will ask me when I get 
back what I was doing. I will come 
down and talk about the positive as-
pects of this economy and will no 
longer listen to the other side naysay 
with negative attitudes. We have an 
economy that is improving—fragile but 
improving in the right direction be-
cause we on this side bet on the Amer-
ican people. I believe we bet right. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MANCHIN.) Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

f 

TAX INCREASES 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, we are a 

few hours into the month of December, 
2010. Normally, the month of December 
means holiday times for most Amer-
ican families. For Jewish Americans, 
Hanukkah starts at sundown. As any-
one who visits a department store 
knows, Santa Claus is already as much 
a fixture as the shelves and lights. The 
congressional Christmas tree will be lit 
in a few days. 

This should be a happy time for fami-
lies. But the festive mood is dampened 
by the high unemployment and the 
slow economic growth rate in this 
country. 

Too many businesses are struggling. 
Too many investors are holding back 
their capital. Too many workers are 
idled. And here in Washington, we hear 
too much talk and take too little ac-
tion to effectively address these prob-
lems. 

For almost 4 years, our friends on the 
other side have failed to take action on 
the tax increase that will soon hit vir-
tually every income taxpaying Amer-
ican. 

There is bipartisan resolution staring 
us all in the face. It is the only bipar-
tisan compromise. I am talking about a 
seamless extension of current bipar-
tisan tax policy that was enacted in 
2001 and 2003. How is it the only bipar-
tisan compromise on the table? 

Look no further than the statements 
of members themselves. I am aware of 
no Republican in the House or Senate 
favoring less than a full prevention of 
the widespread tax hikes set to kick in 
in 31 short days. 

Democrats are split. That is why we 
have seen no action for almost 4 years. 
It seems they may be split three ways. 

I have heard rumors that many 
Democrats in both bodies would pri-
vately prefer current law; that is, they 
would prefer to leave the law as it is 
and let the tax hikes kick in. But that 
is a privately held sentiment. The poli-
tics of advocating a tax increase on vir-
tually every American income tax-
payer are not, shall we say, compelling. 
This is the first group. 

The second group is aligned with 
President Obama’s budget. That posi-
tion would guarantee a marginal tax 
rate hike on all small business owners 
with incomes above $200,000 if single or 
$250,000 if married. That’s the second 
group. 

A significant number of Democratic 
House and Senate Members have sig-
naled that a short-term seamless ex-
tension of all current law tax relief is 
their preferred course. That is the 
third group. 

There might be a fourth group who 
think that we ought to raise that 
$200,000 to $500,000, and that $250,000 to 
$1 million. But that still hits small 
business right in the face at a time 
when we need to create jobs. We Repub-
licans understand that. I cannot under-
stand why my Democratic friends do 
not seem to understand that. The Pre-
siding Officer understands that. 

Republicans generally support a per-
manent tax freeze. That position is em-
bodied in Leader MCCONNELL’s bill. I 
am pleased to be a cosponsor of that 
bill. But we Republicans know that, as 
good as that policy is, we will not like-
ly find at least 18 Democrats to join us. 
We likely will not get 60 votes for it 
now. We would make it permanent if 
we could. 

The wisdom of the bipartisan com-
promise is that it keeps intact the po-
litical glue that made the bipartisan 
tax relief possible in the first place. 
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Republicans supported the original 

plan because of the mix of two key tax 
relief policies. The first policy was tax 
relief for America’s families. The sec-
ond policy was tax relief designed to 
spur economic growth. 

The fact that we are divided now is 
due to the Democratic leadership’s in-
sistence that the growth incentives 
part of the compromise be broken off. 
They want to break it off, using lan-
guage like ‘‘decoupling,’’ and discard 
the pro-growth policy. 

That is the essence of the difference. 
Democrats are split, but the Demo-

cratic leadership is united on the point 
of breaking off the pro-growth piece of 
the policy. 

In an effort to avoid the obvious com-
promise, two members of the Senate 
Democratic leadership have put for-
ward a new proposal. The proposal 
would apply the pending rate hikes to 
single taxpayers at $500,000 of income 
and married couples at $1 million of in-
come. This latest partisan proposal is 
said to be necessary for fiscal reasons. 
Finance Committee Republican staff, 
using data from the non-partisan Joint 
Committee on Taxation, conducted a 
preliminary analysis of this proposal. 
They concluded that less than half the 
revenue sought by the Democratic 
leadership would be raised by this pro-
posal. That tells me the reason behind 
this new proposal may be ideological. 

Now, some may ask why Republicans 
do not give in and agree to hike taxes 
on those earning over $500,000 or $1 mil-
lion. Certainly, it puts a fine point on 
the usual political game of class war-
fare. 

To those of us on this side of the 
aisle, the sting of the proposal’s polit-
ical shot is far outweighed by its eco-
nomic harm. Why is it so important? 

Let me turn to two broad principles 
where Democrats and Republicans gen-
erally agree. The first principle is that 
a healthy growing economy is a very 
good antidote to our fiscal ailments. 
The second principle is that small busi-
ness will be the source of new jobs. Do 
not think you’ll find much daylight be-
tween Republicans and Democrats on 
these principles. 

Now, let’s consider the merits of this 
so-called ‘‘millionaire’’ tax in light of 
these bipartisan principles. 

Fiscal history shows, without ques-
tion that revenues will grow and tem-
porary social safety net entitlement 
spending will drop if the economy 
grows. I have a chart that shows this 
history. If you follow this chart, you 
will see revenue is very sensitive to the 
changes in growth. Revenue is red, 
GDP is green. Growth goes up. Revenue 
goes up. Growth goes down. Revenue 
goes down. 

It is well established that capital is 
the lifeblood of business. According to 
Answers.Com and I quote: 

CAPITAL is the life by which the body [of 
business] operates. A business without fi-
nance is like a body in coma. No matter how 
great the environment is, the entity is con-
sidered dead. It is the blood that keeps men 

alive. Drain the blood and watch life end for 
even the strongest and most privileged 
human that exists. 

No one disputes the notion that tax-
payers with incomes above $500,000 for 
singles and $1 million for married cou-
ples are a small fraction of the tax-
paying population. But they account 
for a lot of capital gain income. 

A proposal to raise the marginal rate 
on capital gain income by 33 percent on 
this group may seem like it would have 
minimal impact on the pool of capital 
income. Internal Revenue Service data 
indicate the contrary is true. The lat-
est data from IRS Statistics of Income 
division are revealing. 

According to SOI, taxpayers at $1 
million and over accounted for 561⁄2— 
percent of the net long-term capital 
gain income for 2008. This figure 
reached close to 70 percent the year be-
fore. Keep in mind that statistic under-
states the impact. The reason is that 
the capital gain income for single tax-
payers with income between $500,000 
and $1 million is not counted. 

The proposed so-called millionaire’s 
tax would pile up rates on this large 
pool of capital income. I have a chart 
that illustrates the impact. The chart 
shows the current tax rate for this 
group of taxpayers rising to almost 24 
percent in a little over two years. That 
means an almost 60 percent higher tax 
take on earnings from capital from 
current law. 

If capital is the lifeblood of business, 
does it make sense to make the invest-
ment of it dramatically less attrac-
tive? Considering the current slow 
growth, jobless recovery, should we put 
in place policy that drives down the 
after-tax rate of return on capital? 

I have talked only about the hike on 
capital income since flow-through 
small business income would be ad-
versely affected by the tax hikes on or-
dinary income. You can see I am con-
cerned. Look what that means. It is 
true that these small business owners 
would be earning over $500,000 if single 
and over $1 million if married. They 
represent a significant portion of the 
ownership of small businesses that will 
create new jobs. According to the non-
partisan Joint Committee on Taxation, 
the President’s tax hikes would hit half 
of flow-through small business income. 
I do not have the same calculation for 
this revised proposal. But do we have 
the margin for error? In this rough 
patch of our economic history, 
shouldn’t the policy bias be towards 
business expansion? Why should we 
send the opposite signal? In this eco-
nomic climate, what justifies a higher 
marginal rate of 17 percent on the most 
successful of our small businesses? Why 
hit the small businesses most likely to 
expand and hire people and give them 
jobs? 

The way is clear. To my friends in 
the Democratic leadership, and they 
are my friends, I dare say, everybody in 
this body is a friend of mine. There are 
good people here. Why are we not 
working in a bipartisan way to solve 

these proposals? I say throw down the 
partisan weapons. Don’t sharpen them 
with a more partisan, edgy proposal, 
like the so-called ‘‘millionaire’s tax.’’ 
On our side, we would like to keep the 
current low tax rates in effect. We 
want them to be permanent. We, how-
ever, recognize that the legislative cal-
endar of this session is about to end. 
We are ready to take a short-term time 
out with a seamless short-term exten-
sion of current tax relief. I ask our 
friends on the other side to do the 
same. 

Now, it is no secret that 42 all 42 Re-
publicans have said we should go to 
work on these problems right now and 
quit playing games around here. And 
we are unwilling to let anything else 
go forward until we solve these prob-
lems. These problems are the problems 
of extending the current tax relief for 
everybody. 

We would like it to be permanent. 
Most of the Democrats would not like 
it to be permanent. There has to be a 
way of bringing us together. We are not 
going to agree, it seems to me. We are 
not going to be free to go to what our 
friends on the other side want to do 
and increase taxes at this time in the 
economic history of this country. 

All 42 Republicans have signed a let-
ter making it clear we will not get clo-
ture on anything until we resolve these 
problems. Then let’s go to work after 
that. If the leadership does want to 
keep playing around in December, in 
the holiday season, let’s at least go to 
work on other problems. I can think of 
a lot of other problems. For instance, 
the so-called SGR doc fix. The Demo-
crats have taken $500 billion out of 
Medicare. If they took $282 billion of 
that, that solves the doc fix. We don’t 
have to worry about it every year as we 
do right now. That money is there. 
What about the death tax? If we don’t 
solve the death tax, it dramatically 
goes up. Who does it hurt? Small 
businesspeople, farmers, and others 
who don’t have all the lawyers in the 
world to help them evade those taxes. 

What about the alternative minimum 
tax? That was a tax that was supposed 
to affect 155 multimillionaires who 
didn’t pay taxes that year. Today it 
will affect 23 to 26 million people, 
many in the middle class. Democrats 
always talk like they want to get rid of 
it, but they love it because it means 
more revenue for them to spend. Why 
don’t we get rid of it? Even if we don’t 
have an offset, I prefer to get rid of it 
because it goes up every year. We have 
to patch it every year, it costs billions 
of dollars, where if we do it once, it is 
a one-hit thing that at least we know 
where we are and we can work the def-
icit down from there. 

What about the research and develop-
ment tax credit? Virtually everybody 
in this body knows how important that 
is to our high-tech industry, which in 
some ways is not competitive because 
we always foul it up. It has now been 
absent for a year because even though 
the Democrats have had abject control 
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of this body and could have done any-
thing they wanted to do to preserve it 
and protect it, they haven’t done a dog-
gone thing. As somebody who works on 
intellectual property issues day in and 
day out and has done so for 34 years in 
the Senate and has done so in a bipar-
tisan way—and I don’t think anybody 
on the other side can say I haven’t 
worked with them in these areas; Sen-
ator LEAHY and I worked together very 
closely on these issues—why aren’t we 
making it possible for our high-tech 
world to create jobs by being more 
competitive, by giving them what we 
all basically agree they should have 
and do it permanently; that is, the re-
search and development tax credit. 

These are just a few things I think 
we ought to be able to get together on 
in a bipartisan way and accomplish at 
the end of this year. 

If I was the President—and I am not, 
but if I was, and it is nice to speculate 
every once in a while, especially on the 
floor of the Senate, when we see all 
these problems—I would be banging on 
Democrats and Republicans to resolve 
these problems I have been discussing 
today. The President would have all 
December. He would have all January, 
virtually, since we don’t get geared up 
and going very much until February. 
He would have most of February, and 
he might even have most of March al-
most all to himself and to his organiza-
tion in the White House. I can’t under-
stand, for the life of me, why the Presi-
dent isn’t weighing in to get this prob-
lem solved now as well as the problems 
I have been talking about. It is to his 
advantage. Instead, we will play these 
phony political games right up to 
Christmas Day. We have done that be-
fore. I can live with that. I can work on 
Christmas Day, as far as I am con-
cerned. But it is ridiculous what is 
going on around here. It is ridiculous. 
Here we have 3 or 4 days gone, where 
hardly anything is going to be done, 
where we could resolve these problems. 

We have this group together. It is a 
good group with good representatives 
from the House and Senate and, of 
course, the Treasury Secretary and the 
Director of OMB. I have high hopes 
they will wise up and come to a conclu-
sion that this is what we have to do 
and do it as quickly as we can, in the 
best interests of the country, so there 
is some certainty for our business com-
munity to create jobs and our banks to 
start loaning again and for others to 
get involved in the economy. This is to 
the advantage of the President. I don’t 
understand why he is not beating on 
the guys on the other side and over 
there in the House to wake up and do 
what is right. Then let’s get this over 
with and get this country back on 
track again. 

Republicans are dedicated to try to 
resolve the problem. We will not get 
pushed around on this. Frankly, we 
want to solve it with our friends on the 
other side. I just hope we can. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST— 
S. 3981 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, as 
we come to the end of the year and the 
end of the session, I want to talk about 
what is happening for the American 
people, for small businesses, what is 
happening in terms of the Senate, and 
what is at stake as we come to the end 
of the year for American families, folks 
who are struggling every day, people 
trying to keep in the middle class, get 
into the middle class, a small business 
trying to keep its head above water, as 
well as our manufacturers, and so on. 

It is extremely concerning to me that 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle—and they have shown it again 
today in a letter that was written to 
the leader—are willing to risk every-
thing in order to get a bonus round of 
tax cuts for millionaires and billion-
aires. They are literally willing to stop 
everything, risk everything in the 
economy, in order to get an extra tax 
cut. 

The reason I say ‘‘extra’’ or ‘‘bonus’’ 
is because we have in front of us an 
agreement that 97 percent of the public 
who earn less than $250,000 a year for 
their family should be continuing to 
receive tax cuts permanently. Every-
one who has income up to $250,000, 
whether their real income is $1 billion 
or not, they get a tax cut up to $250,000 
of their income. So the question we 
will be answering this month is wheth-
er millionaires and billionaires get a 
bonus, get an extra tax cut on top of 
that. 

Here, as shown on this chart, is what 
the Republicans are willing to put at 
risk. I say to the Presiding Officer, who 
heard it as well as I did throughout the 
year, talking about the deficit, how we 
needed to stop the exploding deficit, 
that we need to bring deficits down, in 
order to get a bonus tax cut for mil-
lionaires and billionaires, they are 
willing to risk the Federal deficit, bal-
loon it another $700 billion—not paid 
for. 

Now they are saying we ought to pay 
for unemployment benefits for some-
body who lost their job in this econ-
omy through no fault of their own. But 
$700 billion? The average tax cut is 
$100,000 for somebody earning $1 mil-
lion. Mr. President, $100,000 is more 
than the average person in Michigan 
makes. My guess is, in West Virginia it 
is the same. 

So in order to keep $100,000 a year 
going in a bonus tax cut for people 
earning $1 million, they are willing to 
risk the Federal deficit exploding. 
They are willing to risk jobs because 
we have seen a policy in the last 10 
years of basically giving tax cuts to 

folks at the top and everybody else 
waiting for them to trickle down. My 
folks are tired. I think colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle just think we 
have not waited long enough for this to 
trickle down to everybody else. But the 
reality is that policy they want to con-
tinue, that explodes deficits, gives a 
bonus tax cut for people at the top, has 
not created jobs. 

In fact, my question is, after 10 years 
of tax cuts for the wealthy, where are 
the jobs? My State has lost over 800,000 
jobs during the period of this bonus tax 
cut policy for millionaires and billion-
aires. If it had worked, if we had cre-
ated 800,000 jobs in Michigan rather 
than losing 800,000 jobs, I would be on 
the floor of the Senate fighting to con-
tinue this policy. 

This is not partisanship. This is 
about common sense and what works. 
We have had a policy in place that has 
not worked, so why would we continue 
it? They say we have to continue this 
because we are in a recession. 

This is part of the reason we are in a 
recession in terms of the fact that it 
did not invest in the right way. If we 
want to take those dollars and put 
them back into clean energy manufac-
turing and focus on making things in 
America, if we want to put it into what 
that we know is actually going to focus 
on jobs, good-paying, middle-class jobs, 
I am all for it. But $700 billion of a pol-
icy that has not worked for 10 years 
makes no sense. 

So that is my question. Where are 
the jobs? Show me the jobs, and I will 
be the first person on the Senate floor 
voting yes to continue it. But they are 
willing to risk the deficit. They are 
willing to risk jobs. They are willing 
now, in the letter they have sent to the 
leader today, to risk tax cuts for mid-
dle-class families and small businesses 
by saying: Do you know what. We are 
not going to do anything else until we 
continue the tax cuts for everybody in 
this country, including millionaires 
and billionaires. 

They are not willing to work with us 
to make sure middle-class families, 
who are the folks who need to have 
money back in their pockets, and small 
businesses, that need that money back 
in their pockets, get permanent help. 
Then we can work on the rest of it 
where people disagree. 

We are going to hear a lot about 
small business. And I find it quite sur-
prising that colleagues have filibus-
tered in the last 2 years 16 different tax 
cuts for small business—a small busi-
ness jobs bill to make capital available 
for small business so they can keep 
their heads above water, refinance, 
grow their business. Personally, I am 
not going to be lectured by people who 
voted against 16 different tax cuts in 
the last 2 years for small businesses, 
who are now using small businesses to 
hide behind—the folks who are hiding 
behind small businesses that they are 
holding up as the ones for whom they 
are fighting. 

We are happy on our side. We take a 
back seat to no one on fighting for 
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small business. I thank our Chair, 
MARY LANDRIEU, who was on the Sen-
ate floor over and over from the Small 
Business Committee and a wonderful 
group of colleagues who fought and 
fought to make sure we put forward a 
bill—it took way too long because of 
foot dragging, everybody trying to 
throw sand in the gears, but we finally 
got it passed, a tremendous amount of 
effort to increase capital and to add 
eight tax cuts in the small business 
jobs bill, on which only two Republican 
colleagues had the courage to step 
across the aisle and join us. We are 
very grateful they were willing to do 
that. 

But the Senate Republican caucus is 
willing to put all of that in jeopardy, 
hold hostage tax cuts needed by peo-
ple—working people, middle-class fami-
lies, small businesses—if they cannot 
get a bonus tax cut for millionaires and 
billionaires. 

They are also willing, frankly, to 
jeopardize Social Security and Medi-
care. We have a debt commission com-
ing up with proposals that are very 
concerning. There are tough decisions 
about Social Security and Medicare 
going forward because we have a def-
icit. They are saying: Oh well, wait a 
minute. First, you have to increase the 
deficit by $700 billion in order to give 
millionaires and billionaires a tax cut. 
No, we don’t care. We don’t care if that 
impacts Social Security and Medicare 
and tough decisions that have to be 
made for seniors who live on Social Se-
curity and Medicare. 

The most important thing—and we 
have heard this over and over—is we 
don’t care if it is paid for, it doesn’t 
matter if it is paid for or if anything 
else gets done for national security. We 
are not going to take up the START 
treaty. We don’t care about our rela-
tionship with Russia. We don’t care 
about national security issues. We 
want a tax cut for our friends, the mil-
lionaires and billionaires, adding $700 
billion to the debt. They are willing to 
risk it all, stop the tax cuts for middle- 
class families and small businesses, in 
order to get that bonus tax cut. 

Finally—and most insulting to me of 
all—is they can stand and say we will 
not support helping people who are out 
of work in an economy that is way be-
yond normal, where there are five peo-
ple looking for every one job. In my 
State, you are talking about folks who 
have never been out of work before in 
their life and they are mortified and 
they are doing everything they can to 
hold it together. They are trying des-
perately to keep their heads above 
water, while their houses are under-
water, and they may not have been 
able to have their kids continue in col-
lege this year. Folks are trying to 
make it, and they are saying we didn’t 
create this economy, create the crisis 
on Wall Street or create all the rest of 
this. They have done nothing but play 
by the rules their whole lives, and now 
they are in a situation where they 
can’t find a job. 

I have talked to a lot of folks, 50, 55, 
60 years old, who worked all their lives. 
We are coming up to the holidays now. 
All they want to do is what we have al-
ways done as a country in the case of 
high unemployment; that is, allow 
them to receive unemployment bene-
fits to get them through a tough time 
temporarily, while we should be focus-
ing on jobs because people want to 
work. People don’t want to get $200 or 
$300 in unemployment benefits. They 
want to work. They want the dignity of 
work. Americans know how to work 
and they want to work. They are look-
ing to us to create a climate of cer-
tainty in the marketplace, working 
with businesses so they can get a job. 

But here we have a situation where 
the Republicans in the House turned 
down unemployment benefits yester-
day. Senator JACK REED came to the 
floor to ask unanimous consent—which 
I will ask again—to be able to extend 
unemployment benefits, just the reg-
ular system. I also believe we need to 
add additionally for people who have 
run out of their benefits, the ‘‘ninety- 
niners.’’ We need to help them as well. 
This is just to keep the regular system 
going, so somebody who loses their job 
today or is beginning to lose their job 
is treated as fairly as the person who 
lost their job on Monday. Right now, 
the system is up in the air. 

We hear on the other side: My good-
ness. We can’t possibly extend unem-
ployment benefits without ‘‘paying for 
it’’ and cutting someplace else. It is, 
for a year, about $50 billion. That is a 
lot of money; I am not saying it is not. 
But how about we help pay for it by 
not giving a bonus tax cut to million-
aires in this country—$700 billion—and 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
do not believe that should be paid for. 
Somehow tax cuts for millionaires and 
billionaires have different rules than a 
little bit of help for somebody who lost 
their job, through no fault of their 
own, and is trying to keep their family 
together and a roof over their heads in 
these times. 

That is a heck of a choice in terms of 
values. I am amazed. But what we 
have, as we come to the end of the 
year, is a situation where colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle have indi-
cated they are going to continue to 
block everything. Well, the filibuster is 
not new. It has been done every day on 
this floor for the last 2 years. Now they 
are saying that in addition to extend-
ing—obviously, getting the budget 
done, and we all agree with that. But if 
we don’t extend the tax cuts for every-
body—meaning millionaires and bil-
lionaires—then they are going to fili-
buster everything else, including un-
employment benefits. 

Let me say, in closing, that we are in 
a situation where right now, today, we 
could give 97 percent of the public cer-
tainty going forward about tax cuts, 
small businesses, middle-class families, 
by simply joining on a proposal to pro-
tect and extend permanently middle- 
class tax cuts and those for the vast 

majority of small businesses. We cer-
tainly can come together in a way that 
does more for small business. This is 
the side that voted 16 times for tax 
cuts for small businesses. But we be-
lieve it is economically and morally 
wrong to allow an average $100,000 in 
additional tax relief for a millionaire 
next year, while somebody who worked 
all their life and lost their job, through 
no fault of their own cannot keep a 
roof over their head this year. It is ab-
solutely not right. 

By the way, let me just reiterate—be-
cause we are going to hear a lot about 
small businesses—this is not about 
small businesses. We are willing to 
come together, as we always have, for 
small businesses. This is about a few 
people, and not even everyone in that 
category is asking for a tax cut, by the 
way. A lot of these folks understand we 
have the biggest deficit in the history 
of the country. They are blessed 
through their circumstances to be very 
well off, and many are saying: I want 
to do my part and I am willing to do 
my part. Ask me to do my part and I 
will. They are not asking to hurt peo-
ple who are out of work in order for 
them to get another tax cut. 

Unfortunately, on the other side of 
the aisle, our colleagues are willing to 
risk everything—the deficit, jobs, So-
cial Security, Medicare, tax cuts for 
the middle class and small businesses, 
and help for people who are out of work 
in order to give a bonus tax cut for a 
privileged few people. That is not what 
we are about. That is not what we are 
about or what we are going to fight for. 

At this point, because it is absolutely 
critical that we understand what fami-
lies are going through now in this holi-
day season and that someone who is 
losing a job today should be treated as 
fairly as somebody who lost their job 2 
days ago, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Finance Committee be discharged 
of S. 3981, a bill to provide for tem-
porary extension of unemployment in-
surance provisions; that the Senate 
then proceed to its immediate consid-
eration; that the bill be read the third 
time and passed and the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table; that 
any statements relating thereto be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, and I will 
object, I understand Senator BROWN of 
Massachusetts objected to this request 
yesterday and offered a fully offset al-
ternative. Therefore, on his behalf, I do 
object and ask unanimous consent that 
his proposal be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard to the unanimous-consent 
request offered by Senator STABENOW. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Wyoming? 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, and I will 
not object, I simply want to say it is a 
sad day for millions of families in this 
country. This is a message we should 
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all be embarrassed to have sent; that 
millionaires and billionaires should be 
the ones who are being fought for on 
the floor of the Senate and that mil-
lions of people who are out of work 
don’t count. I regret that. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

(Purpose: To provide for a substitute) 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Emergency 
Unemployment Benefits Extension Act of 
2010’’. 
SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSUR-

ANCE PROVISIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Section 4007 of the 

Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2008 (Pub-
lic Law 110–252; 26 U.S.C. 3304 note) is amend-
ed— 

(A) by striking ‘‘November 30, 2010’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘January 3, 
2012’’; 

(B) in the heading for subsection (b)(2), by 
striking ‘‘NOVEMBER 30, 2010’’ and inserting 
‘‘JANUARY 3, 2012’’; and 

(C) in subsection (b)(3), by striking ‘‘April 
30, 2011’’ and inserting ‘‘June 9, 2012’’. 

(2) Section 2005 of the Assistance for Unem-
ployed Workers and Struggling Families 
Act, as contained in Public Law 111–5 (26 
U.S.C. 3304 note; 123 Stat. 444), is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘December 1, 2010’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘January 4, 
2012’’; and 

(B) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘May 1, 
2011’’ and inserting ‘‘June 11, 2012’’. 

(3) Section 5 of the Unemployment Com-
pensation Extension Act of 2008 (Public Law 
110–449; 26 U.S.C. 3304 note) is amended by 
striking ‘‘April 30, 2011’’ and inserting ‘‘June 
10, 2012’’. 

(b) FUNDING.—Section 4004(e)(1) of the Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act, 2008 (Public 
Law 110–252; 26 U.S.C. 3304 note) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (F) the 
following: 

‘‘(G) the amendments made by section 
2(a)(1) of the Emergency Unemployment 
Benefits Extension Act of 2010; and’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect as if 
included in the enactment of the Unemploy-
ment Compensation Extension Act of 2010 
(Public Law 111–205). 
SEC. 3. TEMPORARY MODIFICATION OF INDICA-

TORS UNDER THE EXTENDED BEN-
EFIT PROGRAM. 

(a) INDICATOR.—Section 203(d) of the Fed-
eral-State Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 1970 (26 U.S.C. 3304 note) is 
amended, in the flush matter following para-
graph (2), by inserting after the first sen-
tence the following sentence: ‘‘Effective with 
respect to compensation for weeks of unem-
ployment beginning after the date of enact-
ment of the Emergency Unemployment Ben-
efits Extension Act of 2010 (or, if later, the 
date established pursuant to State law), and 
ending on or before December 31, 2011, the 
State may by law provide that the deter-
mination of whether there has been a state 
‘on’ or ‘off’ indicator beginning or ending 
any extended benefit period shall be made 
under this subsection as if the word ‘two’ 
were ‘three’ in subparagraph (1)(A).’’. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE TRIGGER.—Section 203(f) 
of the Federal-State Extended Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act of 1970 (26 U.S.C. 
3304 note) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(2) Effective with respect to compensa-
tion for weeks of unemployment beginning 
after the date of enactment of the Emer-
gency Unemployment Benefits Extension 
Act of 2010 (or, if later, the date established 
pursuant to State law), and ending on or be-
fore December 31, 2011, the State may by law 
provide that the determination of whether 
there has been a state ‘on’ or ‘off’ indicator 
beginning or ending any extended benefit pe-
riod shall be made under this subsection as if 
the word ‘either’ were ‘any’, the word ‘‘both’’ 
were ‘all’, and the figure ‘2’ were ‘3’ in clause 
(1)(A)(ii).’’. 
SEC. 4. RESCISSION OF UNSPENT FEDERAL 

FUNDS TO OFFSET LOSS IN REVE-
NUES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, of all available unob-
ligated funds, $95,000,000,000 in appropriated 
discretionary funds are hereby rescinded. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall de-
termine and identify from which appropria-
tion accounts the rescission under sub-
section (a) shall apply and the amount of 
such rescission that shall apply to each such 
account. Not later than 60 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget 
shall submit a report to the Secretary of the 
Treasury and Congress of the accounts and 
amounts determined and identified for re-
scission under the preceding sentence. 

(c) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not 
apply to the unobligated funds of the Depart-
ment of Defense or the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs.
SEC. 5. BUDGETARY PROVISIONS. 

The budgetary effects of this Act, for the 
purpose of complying with the Statutory 
Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010, shall be deter-
mined by reference to the latest statement 
titled ‘Budgetary Effects of PAYGO Legisla-
tion’ for this Act, jointly submitted for 
printing in the Congressional Record by the 
Chairmen of the House and Senate Budget 
Committees, provided that such statement 
has been submitted prior to the vote on pas-
sage in the House acting first on this con-
ference report or amendment between the 
Houses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, wel-
come to the Senate. It is a pleasure to 
have the Senator from West Virginia 
joining this body. I will tell the Sen-
ator that ever since the health care law 
has been passed, I come to the floor 
every week as a physician, as someone 
who has practiced medicine for a quar-
ter of a century, taking care of families 
across the State of Wyoming, to give a 
doctor’s second opinion about the 
health care law. I bring that each 
week, bringing a different story of 
someone who has not been helped by 
the health care law, someone who has 
been hurt by it, an identifiable victim 
of the health care law. 

I heard it at home over Thanksgiving 
from doctors, nurses, as well as pa-
tients. I believe this law is going to be 
bad for patients, for providers, the 
nurses and doctors who take care of 
them, as well as for taxpayers. It has 
been no surprise to me that Americans 
want and expect repeal of this health 
care law. 

The most recent Rasmussen poll 
showed that Americans support repeal 

of ObamaCare by a margin of 21 per-
cent; 58 percent are for repeal and 37 
percent are not. Independent voters 
support repeal by 24 percentage points, 
59 to 35 percent. 

So I continue to come to the floor to 
bring out to our colleagues the con-
cerns I have about the health care law 
and the concerns I hear at home from 
patients and from providers and from 
taxpayers. 

I wish to mention that recently the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices, Kathleen Sebelius, sent a letter to 
members of the medical school class of 
2014. These would be the incoming med-
ical students, first year medical stu-
dents in your State and mine. In the 
letter that goes to about 15,000 or 16,000 
first-year medical students, she talks 
about this health care law and about 
how she believes it will be good for 
them as medical students and good for 
their patients. 

One of the things she talks about in 
the letter, interestingly enough, is she 
said that many of you and your sib-
lings are undoubtedly under the age of 
26, as many first-year medical students 
are. She then raises the issue that says 
you will now be able to stay on your 
family’s insurance policies until you 
are 26. 

As you know, this was one of the sell-
ing points behind this health care law, 
that young people would be able to 
stay on their insurance policies until 
the age of 26. The Secretary points that 
out to all incoming medical students. I 
think it came as quite a surprise—it 
did to me, and I think it should have to 
these medical students and others—to 
read a story on November 20 in the 
Wall Street Journal that talks about— 
the headline is: ‘‘Union Drops Health 
Coverage for Workers’ Children.’’ 

The idea was that children were sup-
posed to be covered under this health 
care law. I will start by reading this: 

One of the largest union-administered 
health insurance funds in New York is drop-
ping coverage for the children of more than 
30,000 low-wage home attendants, union offi-
cials say. 

This is the Service Employees Inter-
national Union. They are dropping cov-
erage for about 6,000 children. The 
President has said no children will be 
dropped. The Secretary said no chil-
dren will be dropped. Yet a union, 
which has encouraged, through its lob-
bying efforts, support of the health 
care law is now dropping 6,000 children. 
Why are they doing it? It says the 
health care reform legislation requires 
plans with dependent coverage to ex-
pand the coverage up to age 26. What 
they say is: 

Our limited resources are already 
stretched as far as possible, and meeting this 
new requirement would be financially impos-
sible. 

During the entire debate on the 
health care law, people said that many 
of these rules and regulations and re-
quirements are going to be financially 
demanding. Yet this body, before the 
occupant of the chair arrived, crammed 
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this law down the throats of the Amer-
ican people—the American people who 
don’t want it or like it and have asked 
that it be repealed and replaced. Now 
even one of the unions that lobbied for 
it is saying: We are actually going to 
drop 6,000 children who had previously 
been covered because of the legislation, 
and they say it would be financially 
impossible to comply with. 

So, Mr. President, I looked at the 
Secretary’s letter, I looked at this re-
sponse, and TOM COBURN, another phy-
sician in the Senate, and I had a lot of 
concerns about the letter the Secretary 
sent to the medical students of this 
country. So we also sent a letter, an 
open letter, to America’s medical stu-
dents in the first year of their medical 
school. 

What we wanted to do was to first 
congratulate these young men and 
women on dedicating their time, their 
talent, and their skill in the service to 
others. We talked about the impor-
tance as physicians and as medical stu-
dents of truly listening to their pa-
tients because one of the basic tenets 
of medicine is nothing should come be-
tween a doctor and his or her patients. 
It is important for them to be able to 
have the time to listen, to focus, and to 
spend time and not allow anyone or 
anything to come between the doctor 
and the patient. Yet here in the Senate 
we passed a health care law that puts 
Washington and faceless bureaucrats 
between the doctor and the patient. We 
talked about the significant change in 
the doctor-patient relationship in this 
letter Senator COBURN and I sent to 
medical students and our concerns that 
Washington is now going to have more 
power to determine the care these med-
ical students and future doctors are 
going to be able to deliver to their pa-
tients. We talked about the 150 new 
government regulating bodies coming 
out as a result of this 2,700-page bill 
and that they are going to intrude 
upon the doctor-patient relationship. 
We talked about our concerns about 
what is called cookbook medicine—fol-
low these rules—because of the new au-
thorities that have been provided by 
these 150 new bodies that have been 
created by the law and that decisions 
will be made based on cost rather than 
on what may be best for the individual 
patients. 

The President continues to talk 
about providing coverage for more peo-
ple. Well, there is a lot of difference be-
tween coverage and care, and that is 
why, when a leader in Saudi Arabia had 
a recent health problem within the last 
2 weeks, he chose to come to the 
United States—because it is the best 
care in the world. The World Health 
Organization may have someone else 
listed at No. 1, but the ruler from 
Saudi Arabia decided to come to the 
United States. He didn’t go to Cuba or 
England or Canada; he came here for 
our care. We want the young men and 
women who are in medicine, who are 
going into medicine and training in 
medicine to be able to provide that 

kind of care. And we want the Amer-
ican people to be able to continue to 
receive that kind of care. Unfortu-
nately, in this body, political passion 
overtook good policy, and a law was 
passed that I think is not going to be 
good for patients or for providers or for 
those people paying the bill. 

So that is what I hear every weekend 
at home in Wyoming. It may be what 
you hear as well. I know you have 
heard that in your home State. Yet the 
President of the United States sat for a 
wide-ranging interview with Barbara 
Walters on television the other 
evening, and when he described this 
health care law, he said he was extraor-
dinarily proud of health care reform. 
What I consider a health spending bill 
he calls a lasting legacy which he said, 
‘‘I am extraordinarily proud of.’’ 

That is one reason I was surprised to 
see the headline in the Washington 
Post, which actually, I believe, was the 
same day as the President’s interview 
with Barbara Walters. In the Wash-
ington Post edition of Friday, Novem-
ber 26, the front-page headline reads 
‘‘Doctors Say Medicare Cuts Forcing 
Them to Shift Away From Elderly.’’ 
Medicare cuts are forcing them to shift 
away from the elderly. This is what we 
talked about during the debate on the 
floor of the Senate when that health 
care law was being debated, that they 
have taken $500 billion away from 
Medicare—not to save Medicare, not to 
help our seniors, not to extend the life 
of Medicare, no, but to start a whole 
new government program. 

That is why every week I come to the 
floor to offer a doctor’s second opinion 
and share with all those in this Cham-
ber and the American people why I be-
lieve, as a doctor who has practiced 
medicine for a long time, that this is a 
health care law that we need to repeal 
and replace—replace it with something 
that is good for patients, good for pro-
viders, and good for the taxpayers of 
this country. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia. 

f 

JOBS, THE ECONOMY, AND 
HOUSING 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, first of 
all, let me congratulate you on your 
victory and welcome you to the Sen-
ate. I know you will be a great addition 
to the Senate. I have already enjoyed 
serving with you on the HELP Com-
mittee this morning. 

Mr. President, I rise for just a few 
minutes to talk about three issues— 
jobs, the economy, and housing—that I 
think all of us around the country will 
recognize are the three biggest prob-
lems thwarting our recovery. There are 
some realistic solutions that are out 
there that I think we could all come 
together on if we would just take the 
time to realize that working on dis-
agreement rather than finding agree-
ment is not serving the Senate very 
well right now. 

One of the reasons we have had a 
slow job recovery is because of the un-
certainty American businesses and 
American wage earners have in what 
their tax rates are going to be. 

I ran a company. It started out as a 
small company, and it became a pretty 
good-sized company. This was the time 
of year—every December—when we had 
our managers’ retreat, and we would 
plan what we would do the next year. 
We would do our budget, we would talk 
about new hires, new departments, and 
new ideas. 

Right now, corporations and small 
businesses in this country that are sit-
ting around their planning retreats and 
talking about next year do not know 
what their tax rates are going to be, 
they do not know what their regu-
latory environment is going to be. So 
they are doing what every business 
does: They are making conservative de-
cisions. They are not risking capital. 
They are going to wait until their fu-
ture tax lives and regulatory lives have 
some degree of certainty. 

So one way to bring back jobs to 
America and bring them back quicker 
than anything else would be for this 
Senate and the House to come together 
and extend the existing tax rates for a 
predictable, foreseeable period of time 
so businesses know what the playing 
field is going to look like. The absence 
of certainty between now and the end 
of the year means that no one will 
make a decision to hire anybody until 
we first make a decision on what their 
taxes are going to be. If we decide they 
are going to go up, if we capitulate and 
let the current sunset take place, then 
American businesses, at a time of high 
unemployment and low productivity in 
terms of business activity, will see an 
increase in their tax rate and we will 
see a decrease in employment next 
year in the United States. I hope that 
doesn’t happen. I hope we will find 
common ground and find a way to ex-
tend the existing tax rates. 

Secondly, I wish to talk about hous-
ing for a second because it is an impor-
tant part of jobs. I know there have 
been two speeches on the floor this 
week talking about some stimulus to 
bring the housing market back. One 
stimulus that will bring it back is to 
make taxes certain because if taxes be-
come certain, people know what the 
taxes will cost them and they make 
important big-purchase decisions. 
When they have uncertainty in what 
their income or their net is going to be, 
they do not make big-ticket purchases, 
whether it is an automobile or a house. 

But there are other problems in hous-
ing as well. We need to fundamentally 
return to a marketplace that has some 
degree of liquidity in it for acquisition 
and purchases. Right now, except for 
the FHA and an occasional lender in 
terms of a jumbo lender to a big-ticket 
client, there is basically no mortgage 
money in the United States for an 
American home buyer. Because of 
mark to market being applied by the 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:19 Dec 02, 2010 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00009 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G01DE6.014 S01DEPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
B

9S
0Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8318 December 1, 2010 
FDIC and the other cease-and-desist or-
ders the banking institution and lend-
ers are under, nobody is extending 
credit. 

In my State of Georgia—in Atlanta, 
GA—in 2006 there were 63,000 housing 
permits. That was 2006, 4 years ago. 
This year, there were 5,300. That is a 
90-percent reduction in new construc-
tion. Granted, we were in a hyper-
economy in 2006 and, granted, over-
building probably contributed to the 
decline of the economy later on, but a 
90-percent reduction is unhealthy. If we 
continue to sustain that reduction, we 
will continue to sustain what is a dif-
ficult economic period now. 

We need to be looking to the future. 
So my recommendations are, first, give 
us a platform of predictability by ex-
tending existing tax rates and not rais-
ing them in a rescession. That is No. 1. 
Secondly, recognize there is no liquid-
ity in mortgage money in the United 
States. 

The longer we wait to address the 
question of what happens after Freddie 
and after Fannie, the longer the hous-
ing market will suffer. So I propose a 
solution for that problem in terms of 
housing finance. I don’t think there is 
any question that Freddie and Fannie 
have to be wound down. They are in a 
conservatorship now. They have al-
ready cost us billions of dollars, and 
they will cost us billions more, which 
is why I worked hard to get them under 
the financial reregulation bill so we 
could peel back the layers of the onion 
and figure out what went wrong, but 
this body decided not to do that. 

But whatever happens, we have to 
create a new entity, and whatever hap-
pens, it will have to look, in some 
ways, like Freddie and Fannie but in 
other ways remarkably different. But 
there has to be a solution. The long- 
term solution can’t be a government- 
sponsored entity or an implied govern-
ment guarantee. That is what imploded 
in terms of Freddie and Fannie. And 
the taxpayers of America don’t want 
you or me pledging their future full 
faith and credit behind a mortgage en-
tity just to provide mortgage money. 
By the same token, they want us to be 
leaders, to find a way to get from 
where we are now, with no liquidity, to 
where we need to be, and that is with 
good liquidity. 

Here is my suggestion: we create a 
new entity to replace Freddie and 
Fannie—an entity that ends up having 
a government-implied sponsorship or 
guarantee, but over a 10-year period of 
time, it declines 10 percent a year to 
zero. During that same 10-year period 
of time, on every mortgage loan made 
in the United States, a fee will be at-
tached to it at closing—maybe it is 50 
basis points or half a percent, whatever 
it might be—that goes into a sinking 
fund. That sinking fund is walled off, 
and it grows over 10 years. As it grows, 
the government guarantee declines— 
for example, a-100 percent guarantee in 
the first year of the fund, 90 percent in 
the second year, 80 in the third, going 

down to zero in 10 years. As that fund 
guarantee goes down, the fund builds 
up, so it becomes the backstop for an-
other failure that may or may not hap-
pen in the future but one for which we 
have to plan. 

This is not a new idea. There are not 
a lot of new ideas. In Great Britain, 
they have had Pool Re for years. That 
is the sinking fund they set up to han-
dle catastrophic losses in terms of in-
surance. It has built up to be able to 
withstand the largest of catastrophic 
calls and has made their insurance sys-
tem work very well. 

We need to establish a way for the 
government to sponsor an entity that 
gets out of the guaranteeing business 
but gets into the building of liquidity 
business and becomes an entity that 
can supply mortgages in the United 
States because there is not one now 
and there will not be one in the future 
until we create an entity that gives a 
foundation for liquidity to come back 
to the housing market. So here we are, 
30 days from the end of the year. We 
don’t know what our taxes are going to 
be next year, and if we wanted to go 
buy a house, we wouldn’t know where 
we would find the mortgage money. 

This Senate can act and act quickly 
to make changes that see to it that 
jobs come back, and that is by extend-
ing the existing tax rates. 

When we come back together next 
year, I look forward to working with 
my colleagues on the other side and my 
colleagues in the Senate to create a 
mortgage-sponsored entity that will 
work and begin to bring liquidity back 
to the housing market so that con-
struction returns, jobs come back, and 
America recovers. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
f 

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, 2 weeks 

ago, before the Thanksgiving Day re-
cess, I urged Republicans and Demo-
crats in the Senate to come together 
and take action to begin to end the va-
cancy crisis that is threatening our 
Federal courts. My call was not ex-
treme nor radical nor partisan. I asked 
only that Senators follow the Golden 
Rule. Regrettably, that did not happen, 
and that is really too bad for the coun-
try. 

There are now 38 judicial nominees 
being delayed who could be confirmed 
before we adjourn—38 judicial nomi-
nees who have had their hearings and 
whose qualifications are well estab-
lished. 

Two weeks ago, I asked the Repub-
lican leadership to treat President 
Obama’s nominees as they would have 
those of a Republican President. I 
asked for nothing more than that we 
move forward together in the spirit 
that we teach our children from a 
young age by referring to a nearly uni-
versal rule of behavior that extends 
across most major religions and ethical 
behavior systems. 

I urged adherence to the Golden Rule 
as a way to look forward and make 
progress. I had hoped that we could re-
member our shared values. That simple 
step would help us return to our Senate 
traditions and allow the Senate to bet-
ter fulfill its responsibilities to the 
American people and the Federal judi-
ciary. 

Yesterday, I listened to my dear 
friend, the senior Senator from Con-
necticut, Mr. DODD. He gave a lesson 
similar to others I have heard from 
Senators over the years—it could have 
been said by Senators of either party— 
about why in the Senate we need to 
work together on certain shared issues. 
We have 300 million Americans, but 
only 100 of us have the privilege to 
serve in this body to represent all 300 
million. Senators should certainly 
stand up for their political positions, 
but there are certain areas in which 
the American people expect us to come 
together. They certainly do not expect 
us to stall judicial nominations for the 
sake of stalling, especially nomina-
tions that have the strong support of 
both Republicans and Democrats and 
that come out of the Judiciary Com-
mittee unanimously. 

Had we adhered to the Golden Rule, 
16 of the judicial nominees being held 
hostage without a vote, who were each 
reported unanimously by all Repub-
licans and Democrats on the Judiciary 
Committee, would have been confirmed 
before Thanksgiving. So too would an 
additional nominee supported by all 
but one of the committee’s 19 members. 
They would be on the Federal bench 
and Federal judicial vacancies would 
have been reduced to less than 100. In-
stead, the across-the-board stalling of 
judicial nominations that I have been 
trying to end has continued. We have 
noncontroversial nominations being 
delayed and obstructed for no good rea-
son. There is no good reason to hold up 
consideration for weeks and months of 
nominees reported without opposition 
from the Judiciary Committee. I have 
been urging since last year that these 
consensus nominees be considered 
promptly and confirmed. If Senators 
would merely follow the Golden Rule, 
that would have happened. 

As the Senate recessed, the Wash-
ington Post and the Charlotte Observer 
each criticized the stalling of non-
controversial judicial nominees in edi-
torials published the weekend of No-
vember 19. The Washington Post enti-
tled its editorial ‘‘Unconscionable 
Delays for President Obama’s Court 
Picks’’ and recognized that ‘‘even 
nominees without a whiff of opposition 
are being blocked’’ and concluded ‘‘the 
hold-up of nominees who have garnered 
unanimous, bipartisan support is par-
ticularly offensive.’’ The Charlotte Ob-
server entitled its editorial ‘‘Senate 
Must End Games, Confirm Strong N.C. 
Judges’’ and called what is going on 
‘‘infantile political gamesmanship’’ 
and ‘‘partisan high jinks’’ in its com-
ments about the delays in considering 
Judge Albert Diaz and Judge Catherine 
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Eagles. In an opinion column in Polit-
ico, a former judge appointed by a 
Democratic President and one ap-
pointed by a Republican joined to-
gether to call for the Senate to address 
the judicial vacancies crisis. They 
cited the use of ‘‘secret holds and fili-
busters to block the votes’’ and ob-
served: 

Fewer nominees have been confirmed dur-
ing the Obama administration than at any 
time since President Richard Nixon was in 
office. These tactics are, as one senator 
noted, ‘‘delay for delay’s sake.’’ They are 
creating an unprecedented shortfall of judi-
cial confirmations and, ultimately, a short-
age of judges available to hear cases. For 
many Americans, this means justice is likely 
to be unnecessarily delayed—and often de-
nied. 

I will ask that copies of these pieces 
be printed in the RECORD at the end of 
my statement. 

In addition to letters from the Presi-
dent of the United States, the Chief 
Judge of the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, the Chief 
Judge of the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia, and 
the American Bar Association that I 
placed in the record with my statement 
on November 18, I have now received a 
copy of the November 19 letter to Sen-
ators REID and MCCONNELL from the 
Federal Bar Association that I will ask 
also be print in the RECORD at the con-
clusion of my statement. 

The Federal Bar Association Presi-
dent notes that ‘‘the large number of 
judicial vacancies prevents the prompt 
and timely administration of justice’’ 
and that this ‘‘is causing unnecessary 
hardship and increased costs on indi-
viduals and businesses with lawsuits 
pending in the federal courts.’’ She also 
notes that seven of the judicial nomi-
nees who were reported with near una-
nimity but are being stalled would fill 
judicial emergency vacancies: Albert 
Diaz of North Carolina, Kimberly 
Mueller of California, Ray Lohier of 
New York, John Gibney of Virginia, 
Susan Nelson of Minnesota, Mary 
Murguia of Arizona and Charlton 
Reeves of Mississippi. 

As of today there are 110 vacancies 
on the Federal courts around the coun-
try; 50 of them are for vacancies 
deemed judicial emergencies by the 
nonpartisan Administrative Office of 
the U.S. Courts. We already know of 20 
future vacancies. In addition, the Sen-
ate has not acted on the request by the 
Judicial Conference of the United 
States to authorize 56 additional 
judges, which will allow the Federal ju-
diciary to do its work. So we are cur-
rently more than 190 judges short of 
those needed. I urged, before the last 
Presidential election, that we pass leg-
islation to create additional judge-
ships, but unfortunately it was 
blocked. 

The vast majority of the President’s 
judicial nominees are consensus nomi-
nees and should be confirmed by large 
bipartisan majorities. Many of them 
will be confirmed unanimously. These 
are well-qualified nominees with the 

support of their home State Senators, 
both Republicans and Democrats. I 
have not proceeded in the Judiciary 
Committee with a single nominee who 
is not supported by both home State 
Senators. I have worked with all Re-
publican Senators to make sure they 
were included in this process. President 
Obama has worked hard with home 
State Senators regardless of party af-
filiation, and by doing so has done his 
part to restore comity to the process, 
as have I as chairman. 

Regrettably, despite our efforts and 
the President’s selection of out-
standing nominees, the Senate is not 
being allowed to promptly consider his 
consensus nominees. To the contrary, 
as the President has pointed out, nomi-
nees are being stalled who, if allowed 
to be considered, would receive unani-
mous or near unanimous support, be 
confirmed, and be serving in the ad-
ministration of justice throughout the 
country. 

We have had nominees on whom we 
have had to file cloture to get to a 
vote, then the rollcall vote is 100 to 0 
or 99 to 0. This makes no sense. It 
breaks with every tradition in this 
body. I speak as one who has been here 
36 years. There is only one Member of 
this body who served here longer than 
I have. I know both Republican and 
Democratic leaders and Republican and 
Democratic Presidents and we have 
never seen this happen. It is counter-
productive. 

Like the President, I welcome debate 
and a vote on those few nominees that 
some Republican Senators would op-
pose. Nominees like Benita Pearson of 
Ohio, William Martinez of Colorado, 
Louis Butler of Wisconsin, Edward 
Chen of California, John McConnell of 
Rhode Island, and Goodwin Liu of Cali-
fornia. I have reviewed their records 
and considered their character, back-
ground and qualifications. I have heard 
the criticisms of the Republican Sen-
ators on the Judiciary Committee as 
they have voted against this handful of 
nominees. I disagree, and believe the 
Senate would vote, as I have, to con-
firm them. That they will not be con-
servative activist judges should not 
disqualify them from serving. 

But that is not what is happening. 
Republican Senators are not debating 
the merits of those nominations, as 
Democratic Senators did when we op-
posed the most extreme handful of 
nominees of President Bush. What is 
happening is that judicial confirma-
tions are being stalled virtually across 
the board. 

What is new and particularly dam-
aging is that 26 judicial nominees who 
were all reported unanimously by the 
Senate Judiciary Committee, without 
Republican opposition, are still being 
delayed. These nominees include Al-
bert Diaz and Catherine Eagles of 
North Carolina. They are both sup-
ported by Senator HAGAN and Senator 
BURR. Sadly, Senator BURR’s support 
has not freed them from the across the 
board Republican hold on all judicial 

nominees. Judge Diaz was reported 
unanimously in January, almost 12 
months ago, and still waits for an 
agreement from the minority in order 
for the Senate to consider his nomina-
tion so that he may be confirmed. 

Also being delayed for no good reason 
from joining the bench of the most 
overloaded Federal district in the 
country in the Eastern District of Cali-
fornia is Kimberly Mueller, whose 
nomination was reported last May, 
more than seven months ago, without 
any opposition. Her nomination is one 
of four circuit and district nominations 
to positions in the Ninth Circuit cur-
rently on the Executive Calendar that 
Republicans are blocking from Senate 
consideration. In addition to the Liu 
and Chen nominations, the nomination 
of Mary Murguia from Arizona to the 
Ninth Circuit has been stalled since 
August despite the strong support of 
Senator KYL, the assistant Republican 
leader. 

Justice Anthony Kennedy, a Repub-
lican nominated by a Republican Presi-
dent, spoke to the Ninth Circuit Judi-
cial Conference about skyrocketing ju-
dicial vacancies in California and 
throughout the country. He said: 

It’s important for the public to understand 
that the excellence of the federal judiciary is 
at risk. 

He added: 
If judicial excellence is cast upon a sea of 

congressional indifference, the rule of law is 
imperiled. 

The Advisory Board of the Ninth Cir-
cuit sent a letter last week to the ma-
jority and minority leaders urging ac-
tion on pending nominations to address 
the growing vacancy crisis in that cir-
cuit. The Board writes: ‘‘Allowing the 
current judicial vacancy crisis to con-
tinue and expand—as it inevitably will 
if nothing changes—is unacceptable. 
The current situation places unreason-
able burdens on sitting judges and un-
dermines the ability of our federal 
courts to serve the people and busi-
nesses of the Ninth Circuit.’’ I will ask 
that this letter be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my state-
ment. 

The District of Columbia suffers from 
four vacancies on its Federal District 
Court. We have four outstanding nomi-
nees who could help that court, but 
they are now being delayed. Beryl How-
ell was reported by the committee 
unanimously. She is well known to 
many of us from her 10 years of service 
as a counsel on the Senate Judiciary 
Committee. She is a decorated former 
Federal prosecutor and the child of a 
military family. Robert Wilkins was 
also reported without opposition. 
James Boasberg and Amy Jackson 
could have been reported before 
Thanksgiving, but were needlessly de-
layed in Committee for another 2 
weeks. 

John Gibney of Virginia, James 
Bredar and Ellen Hollander of Mary-
land, Susan Nelson of Minnesota, Ed-
mond Chang of Illinois, Leslie 
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Kobayashi of Hawaii, and Denise Cas-
per of Massachusetts are the other dis-
trict court nominees reported unani-
mously from the Judiciary Committee 
and could have been confirmed as con-
sensus nominees long ago. 

Another district court nominee is 
Carlton Reeves of Mississippi, who is 
supported by Senator COCHRAN and is a 
former president of the Magnolia Bar 
Association. Only Senator COBURN 
asked to be recorded as opposing his 
nomination. I believe Mr. Reeves would 
receive a strong bipartisan majority 
vote for confirmation. 

Counting Judge Diaz, there are seven 
consensus nominees to the circuit 
courts who are being stalled on the 
Senate Executive Calendar. Judge Ray 
Lohier of New York would fill one of 
the four current vacancies on the 
United States Court of Appeals for the 
Second Circuit. He is another former 
prosecutor with support from both 
sides of the aisle. His confirmation has 
been stalled for no good reason for 
more than 6 months, as well. Scott 
Matheson is a Utah nominee with the 
support of Senator HATCH who was re-
ported without opposition. Mary 
Murguia is from Arizona and is sup-
ported by Senator KYL and was re-
ported without opposition. Judge Kath-
leen O’Malley of Ohio, nominated to 
the Federal Circuit, was reported with-
out opposition. Susan Carney of Con-
necticut was reported with 17 bipar-
tisan votes by the Judiciary Com-
mittee to serve on the Second Circuit. 
James Graves of Mississippi was re-
ported unanimously to serve on the 
Fifth Circuit. 

Many of these nominees could have 
been considered and confirmed before 
the August recess. 23 of them could 
have been considered and confirmed be-
fore the October recess. They could and 
should have been confirmed before the 
Thanksgiving recess. They were not. 
They are being held in limbo. They do 
not know where their life should be at 
this point, and their courts are empty. 

They were not considered because of 
Republican objections that, I suspect, 
have nothing to do with the qualifica-
tions or quality of these nominees. 
These are not judicial nominees whose 
judicial philosophy Republicans ques-
tion. Most of them were voted for by 
every single Republican on the Senate 
Judiciary Committee. 

The President noted, in his Sep-
tember letter to Senate leaders, that 
the ‘‘real harm of this political game- 
playing falls on the American people, 
who turn to the courts for justice,’’ and 
that the unnecessary delay in consid-
ering these noncontroversial judicial 
nominations ‘‘is undermining the abil-
ity of our courts to deliver justice to 
those in need . . . from working moth-
ers seeking timely compensation for 
their employment discrimination 
claims to communities hoping for swift 
punishment of perpetrators of crimes 
to small business owners seeking pro-
tection from unfair and anticompeti-
tive practices.’’ 

I think the Senate should end this 
across-the-board blockade against con-
firming noncontroversial judicial 
nominees. Democrats did not engage in 
such a practice with President Bush, 
and Republicans should not continue in 
their practice any longer. With 110 va-
cancies plaguing the Federal courts, we 
do not have the luxury of indulging in 
these kinds of games. 

The Senate is well behind the pace 
set by the Democratic majority in the 
Senate considering President Bush’s 
nominations during his first 2 years in 
office. In fact, at the end of President 
Bush’s second year in office, the Sen-
ate, with a Democratic majority, had 
confirmed 100 of his Federal circuit and 
district court nominations. I know be-
cause they all, every one of them, were 
considered and confirmed during the 17 
months I chaired the Senate Judiciary 
Committee. Not a single nominee re-
ported by the Judiciary Committee re-
mained pending on the Senate’s Execu-
tive Calendar at the end of the Con-
gress. 

In sharp contrast, during President 
Obama’s first 2 years in office, the mi-
nority has allowed only 41 Federal cir-
cuit and district court nominees to be 
considered by the Senate. In fact, in 
2002, we proceeded in the lameduck ses-
sion after the election to confirm 20 
more of President Bush’s judicial 
nominees. There are 34 judicial nomi-
nees ready for Senate consideration 
and another 4 noncontroversial nomi-
nations on the committee’s business 
agenda. That is 38 additional confirma-
tions that could be easily achieved 
with a little cooperation from Repub-
licans. That would increase the con-
firmation from the historically low 
level of 41 where it currently stands, to 
almost 80. That would be in the range 
of judicial confirmations during Presi-
dent George H.W. Bush’s first 2 years, 
70, while resting below President Rea-
gan’s first 2 years, 87, and pale in com-
parison to the 100 confirmed in the first 
2 years of the George W. Bush adminis-
tration or those confirmed during 
President Clinton’s first 2 years, 127. 

During the 17 months I chaired the 
Judiciary Committee during President 
Bush’s first 2 years, I scheduled 26 
hearings for the judicial nominees of a 
Republican President and the Judici-
ary Committee worked diligently to 
consider them. During the 2 years of 
the Obama administration, I have tried 
to maintain that same approach. The 
committee held 25 hearings for Presi-
dent Obama’s Federal circuit and dis-
trict court nominees this Congress. I 
have not altered my approach and nei-
ther have Senate Democrats. 

One thing that has changed is that 
we now receive the paperwork on the 
nominations, the nominee’s completed 
questionnaire, the confidential back-
ground investigation and the America 
Bar Association, ABA, peer review al-
most immediately after a nomination 
is made, allowing us to proceed to 
hearings more quickly. During 2001 and 
2002, President Bush abandoned the 

procedure that President Eisenhower 
had adopted and that had been used by 
President George H.W. Bush, President 
Reagan and all Presidents for more 
than 50 years. Instead, President 
George W. Bush delayed the start of 
the ABA peer review process until after 
the nomination was sent to the Senate. 
That added weeks and months to the 
timeline in which hearings were able to 
be scheduled on nominations. 

I was puzzled to hear the ranking Re-
publican on the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee say a few weeks ago that 
‘‘President Obama’s nominees have 
fared better and moved better than 
President Bush’s nominees.’’ I have 
worked with the ranking Republican in 
connection with our consideration and 
confirmation of the President’s two 
nominees to the Supreme Court, Jus-
tice Sotomayor and Justice Kagan. He 
opposed both, but agreed that the proc-
ess was fair. I have worked with him on 
procedures to consider the President’s 
other nominees and with some excep-
tions we have been able to have the Ju-
diciary Committee consider and report 
them. In terms of comparisons, how-
ever, we actually reviewed far more of 
President Bush’s nominees during his 
first 2 years than we have been allowed 
to consider during President Obama’s 
first 2 years. 

The comparison is that I held 26 
hearings for 103 of President Bush’s 
Federal circuit and district court 
nominees and the committee favorably 
reported 100 of them. All 100 were con-
firmed by the Senate. We did that in 17 
months. By comparison, during the 19 
months the committee has been hold-
ing hearings on President Obama’s 
Federal circuit and district court 
nominees, we have held 25 hearings for 
80 nominees. Of the 75 favorably re-
ported, only 41 have been considered by 
the Senate. Several required cloture 
petitions and votes to end unsuccessful 
Republican filibusters. There were no 
Democratic filibusters of President 
Bush’s nominees during the first 2 
years of his Presidency. 

In sum, the bottom line is that the 
Senate has been allowed to consider 
and confirm less than half of the Fed-
eral circuit and district court nominees 
we proceeded to confirm during Presi-
dent Bush’s first 2 years. Forty-one 
confirmations does not equal or exceed 
the 100 confirmations we achieved dur-
ing the first 2 years of the Bush admin-
istration. For that matter, the 75 Fed-
eral circuit and district court nominees 
voted on and favorably reported on by 
the Senate Judiciary Committee does 
not equal the 100 we reported out in 
less time during the Bush administra-
tion. How the ranking Republican can 
contend that President Obama’s nomi-
nees ‘‘have fared better and moved 
faster than President Bush’s nomi-
nees’’ during their first 2 years in office 
is beyond me. 

When I became chairman of the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee midway 
through President Bush’s first tumul-
tuous year in office, I worked hard to 
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make sure Senate Democrats did not 
perpetuate the judge wars as a tit-for- 
tat. Despite the fact that Senate Re-
publicans pocket-filibustered more 
than 60 of President Clinton’s judicial 
nominations and refused to proceed on 
them while judicial vacancies sky-
rocketed during the Clinton adminis-
tration, in 2001 and 2002, during the 17 
months I chaired the committee during 
President Bush’s first 2 years in office, 
the Senate proceeded to confirm 100 of 
his judicial nominees. 

This chart shows where we were. 
President Clinton became president 
and in the first couple of years we went 
from the 109 vacancies down to 49. 
Then the Republicans took over, they 
started pocket-filibustering, and the 
vacancies went up to 110. 

Democrats were in charge for 17 
months with a Republican President. 
We said we were not going to play the 
games that they did with President 
Clinton. We brought judicial vacancies 
down to 60 under President Bush. We 
actually moved judges faster for Presi-
dent Bush than the Republicans did 
when they regained control of the Sen-
ate. 

Towards the end of President Bush’s 
presidency, we got the vacancies down 
to 34. However, since President Obama 
has been in power, confirmations have 
been held up, and vacancies again 
reached 110. That might sound good in 
some kind of fund-raising letter. It 
doesn’t sound good if you are the one 
trying to have your case heard in a 
court. It does not sound very good if 
you are the prosecutor and you want a 
criminal prosecuted and the judge is 
not there. 

What I cannot understand is why, 
having worked with President Bush to 
bring the Federal court vacancies down 
from 110 to 34, and the Federal circuit 
vacancies which were at a high of 32, 
down to single digits, judges are still 
being blocked. It looks like old habits 
die hard. 

By refusing to proceed on President 
Clinton’s nominations while judicial 
vacancies skyrocketed during the 6 
years they controlled the pace of nomi-
nations, Senate Republicans allowed 
vacancies to rise to more than 110 by 
the end of the Clinton administration. 
As a result of their strategy, Federal 
circuit court vacancies doubled. When 
Democrats regained the Senate major-
ity halfway into President Bush’s first 
year in office, we turned away from 
these bad practices. As a result, overall 
judicial vacancies were reduced during 
the Bush years from more than 10 per-
cent to less than 4 percent. During the 
Bush years, the Federal court vacan-
cies were reduced from 110 to 34 and 
Federal circuit court vacancies were 
reduced from a high of 32 down to sin-
gle digits. 

This progress has not continued with 
a Democratic President back in office. 
Instead, Senate Republicans are re-
turning to the strategy they used dur-
ing the Clinton administration of 
blocking the nominations of a Demo-

cratic President, again leading to sky-
rocketing vacancies. 

Last year, the Senate confirmed only 
12 Federal circuit and district court 
judges, the lowest total in 50 years. 
The judiciary is not supposed to be po-
litical or politicized. When litigants 
are in a Federal court, they assume 
they will get impartial justice, regard-
less of whether they are a Republican 
or a Democrat. But this kind of game 
playing, of holding up nominees of a 
Democratic President, hurts the whole 
administration of justice. 

This year we have yet to confirm 30 
Federal circuit and district judges. We 
are not even keeping up with retire-
ments and attrition. As a result, judi-
cial vacancies are again at 110, more 
than 10 percent. 

There are also the personal con-
sequences. We have highly qualified 
people who get nominated for the Fed-
eral court, with backing from the Re-
publican and Democratic Senators 
from their State. They are in a law 
practice, and everybody congratulates 
them. However, their firms are limited 
in what cases they can take if the 
nominee stays on, and they end up in 
limbo. 

Many of those people are taking a 
huge cut in pay to go on the Federal 
bench. Suddenly, they are forced to 
wait for 6, 7, 8 months, without being 
able to earn anything. Then eventually 
they are confirmed 100 to 0. This needs 
to change. 

Regrettably, the Senate is not being 
allowed to consider the consensus, 
mainstream judicial nominees favor-
ably reported from the Judiciary Com-
mittee. It has taken nearly five times 
as long to consider President Obama’s 
judicial nominations as it did to con-
sider President Bush’s during his first 2 
years in office. During the first 2 years 
of the Bush administration, the 100 
judges confirmed were considered by 
the Senate an average of 25 days from 
being reported by the Judiciary Com-
mittee. The average time for confirmed 
circuit court nominees was 26 days. By 
contrast, the average time for the 41 
Federal circuit and district court 
judges confirmed since President 
Obama took office is 90 days and the 
average time for circuit nominees is 
148 days—and that disparity is increas-
ing. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the materials to which I re-
ferred be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 19, 2010] 
UNCONSCIONABLE DELAYS FOR PRESIDENT 

OBAMA’S COURT PICKS 
Mary Helen Murguia enjoys the support of 

her two Republican home state senators, Jon 
Kyl and John McCain of Arizona. The Senate 
Judiciary Committee unanimously approved 
her nomination in August. Yet Ms. Murguia, 
President Obama’s pick for a seat on the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the 9th Circuit, has 
yet to receive a full vote on the Senate floor. 

Albert Diaz, a 4th Circuit nominee, has 
waited even longer—nearly one year—for his 

floor vote after receiving a thumbs-up from 
all 19 of the Judiciary Committee’s members 
and winning the backing of his Republican 
home state senator, North Carolina’s Rich-
ard Burr. 

Even trial court nominees—typically not 
the target of stall tactics or intense at-
tacks—are getting caught up in the per-
plexing political game. Kimberly J. Mueller, 
for example, also earned unanimous approval 
from the Judiciary Committee for a Cali-
fornia trial court that is among the busiest 
in the country; she has spent the past six 
months waiting for final approval. 

In all, 23 of Mr. Obama’s nominees are 
awaiting a Senate floor vote; 16 of them re-
ceived unanimous approval from the Judici-
ary Committee and the vast majority were 
deemed ‘‘well qualified’’ by the American 
Bar Association. Eight—including the three 
mentioned above—have been tapped for seats 
designated ‘‘judicial emergencies’’ because of 
the length of the vacancy and the workload 
of the court. 

There is plenty of blame to go around for 
the delays, starting with the president, who 
has been slow and often late in sending up 
names. The White House has also been timid 
in fighting for nominees. Senate Majority 
Leader Harry M. Reid (D–Nev.) has not been 
assertive in scheduling floor votes, and the 
push by some interest groups to win con-
firmation for liberal favorites such as con-
troversial 9th Circuit pick Goodwin Liu may 
be holding up progress on the broader slate 
of more moderate nominees. Republicans, in-
cluding Minority Leader Mitch McConnell 
(Ky.), have been all too eager to object to 
votes even on nominees with bipartisan sup-
port. The stall tactics are undoubtedly pay-
back for Democratic filibusters of controver-
sial but highly qualified nominees of Presi-
dent George W. Bush. The difference today is 
that even nominees without a whiff of oppo-
sition are being blocked. 

Presidents deserve significant deference in 
judicial nominations, and every nominee de-
serves an up-or-down vote. But the hold-up 
of nominees who have garnered unanimous, 
bipartisan support is particularly offensive. 
These nominees should be confirmed swiftly 
before Congress recesses next month. 

[From the Charlotte Observer, Nov. 21, 2010] 
SENATE MUST END GAMES, CONFIRM STRONG 

N.C. JUDGES; CONGRESS’ FAILURE TO AP-
PROVE DIAZ, EAGLES IS SHAMEFUL 
So here we are, 297 days after the Senate 

Judiciary Committee unanimously—unani-
mously!—recommended Judge Albert Diaz of 
Charlotte for a seat on the federal appeals 
court. Thanks to infantile political games-
manship, the Senate still has not confirmed 
him. And so a judge that most everyone 
agrees is well-qualified languishes in limbo 
and a busy court one step below the U.S. Su-
preme Court remains in a staffing crisis. 

Time is running out on the Senate to do 
the right thing. If it does not confirm Diaz in 
the current lame duck session, his nomina-
tion expires. That would be an ignominious 
chapter for that once-august body. Facing 
the same fate: Catherine Eagles of Greens-
boro, another qualified, non-controversial 
nominee who in May easily won the Judici-
ary Committee’s approval for a federal 
judgeship in North Carolina. 

Diaz and Eagles are among a couple dozen 
capable judges whose careers are being ham-
strung by partisan high jinks. The whole 
farce helps explain why the public is dis-
gusted with how Congress operates these 
days. Many members put party before coun-
try. 

Democrats and Republicans alike have 
blocked skilled judicial nominees over the 
years, particularly in North Carolina. Today, 
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each party claims that the other is to blame 
for the current impasse. It appears, though, 
that Sen. Mitch McConnell, R–Ky., is the 
biggest impediment. 

Republican Sen. Richard Burr and Demo-
cratic Sen. Kay Hagan both support Diaz and 
Eagles. Burr should publicly and privately 
work to persuade McConnell to permit up-or- 
down votes on these nominees, without a 
paralyzing 30 hours of debate on each and 
every one of them. 

This all matters because dozens of seats 
have reached a level of ‘‘judicial emer-
gency,’’ according to the Administrative Of-
fice of the U.S. Courts, meaning the work-
load is unsustainable and judges are needed. 
That includes the 4th U.S. Circuit Court of 
Appeals in Richmond, Va. North Carolina is 
the largest of five states in the circuit but 
until recently had only one of its three seats 
on the bench filled. 

Diaz, a special Superior Court judge spe-
cializing in complex business litigation, is 
trying to fill a seat that has been vacant for 
three and a half years. Eagles, a senior resi-
dent Superior Court judge, would fill a judge-
ship that has been vacant for nearly two 
years. Both received the highest rating from 
the American Bar Association—‘‘unani-
mously well qualified.’’ 

McConnell recently reversed his position 
on earmarks. If he has any sense, he’ll now 
reverse himself on blocking qualified judges 
this state and the nation need. 

[From the Politico, Nov. 18, 2010] 
LET’S FIX JUDICIAL NOMINEE PROCESS 

(By: Abner J. Mikva and Timothy Lewis) 
When the Senate left for the election re-

cess, it had confirmed just one of the 48 
pending judicial nominees. Its failure to con-
sider nominations has exacerbated a vacancy 
crisis for our federal courts that has reached 
critical proportions. 

Almost one in eight seats on the federal 
bench is empty and has been for months. 
This grave problem is only likely to worsen 
as more judges retire and senators block ef-
forts to appoint new ones. 

As federal judges appointed by presidents 
from different parties, we urge the Senate to 
end the excessive politicization of the con-
firmation process that is creating these 
delays. 

This obstruction and the way it under-
mines our democratic process would be out-
rageous at any time. But it is especially 
shameful now, because many of these quali-
fied nominees received bipartisan support 
when nominated and were then approved by 
the Senate Judiciary Committee with broad 
support. Yet they have waited more than a 
year to be confirmed because the Senate 
never put their nomination to a vote. 

Instead of confirming these nominees, 
some senators have used secret holds and 
filibusters to block the votes, leaving nomi-
nees in limbo for a year or more and under-
mining the credibility of our judiciary. 
Fewer nominees have been confirmed during 
the Obama administration than at any time 
since President Richard Nixon was in office. 

These tactics are, as one senator noted, 
‘‘delay for delay’s sake.’’ They are creating 
an unprecedented shortfall of judicial con-
firmations and, ultimately, a shortage of 
judges available to hear cases. For many 
Americans, this means justice is likely to be 
unnecessarily delayed—and often denied. 

There are now 106 vacancies on the federal 
courts, almost half deemed so debilitating 
that they are labeled ‘‘emergencies’’ by the 
Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts. An 
additional six seats are slated to become va-
cant in the next few months. This is unten-
able for a country that believes in the rule of 
law. 

An increasing number of public officials 
are now speaking out. President Barack 
Obama called on the Senate to ‘‘stop playing 
games’’ with the judicial nominations proc-
ess. Supreme Court Justices Anthony Ken-
nedy and Ruth Bader Ginsburg each inde-
pendently criticized the partisanship that 
has permeated the confirmation process. 
Several other former federal judges joined us 
in writing a letter to Senate leaders, express-
ing our dismay and calling for a better con-
firmation process. 

With the Senate now back for the lame- 
duck session, political pressure on nomina-
tions may not be so intense. This is the time 
for the Senate to return to an effective proc-
ess for confirming judges—one that can 
eliminate the appearance of excessive par-
tisanship and apply to both Democratic and 
Republican administrations. 

Only in this way can we begin to restore 
the public’s faith in the integrity of our judi-
ciary, a crucial element of our Constitution’s 
delicate system of checks and balances and 
fundamental to our democratic system of 
government. 

FEDERAL BAR ASSOCIATION, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

New Orleans, LA, November 19, 2010. 
Hon. HARRY REID, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, The Capitol, 

Washington, DC. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, The Capitol, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MAJORITY LEADER REID AND MINOR-

ITY LEADER MCCONNELL: I write on behalf of 
the approximately sixteen thousand mem-
bers of the Federal Bar Association (FBA) to 
encourage expedient Senate floor action on 
the judicial candidates reported out of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee and awaiting a 
Senate floor vote. As the Senate reconvenes, 
there is a very real need—in the interest of 
our federal court system—for the Senate to 
fulfill its constitutional responsibility to 
vote on these pending nominees. 

The FBA is the foremost national associa-
tion of private and public attorneys engaged 
in the practice of law before the federal 
courts and federal agencies. We seek the fair 
and swift administration of justice for all 
litigants in the federal courts. We want to 
assure that the federal courts are operating 
at their full, authorized capacity and that 
justice is timely delivered by the federal 
courts. The large number of judicial vacan-
cies prevents the prompt and timely admin-
istration of justice in the federal courts. 
This is causing unnecessary hardship and in-
creased costs on individuals and businesses 
with lawsuits pending in the federal courts. 

Our Association’s interest is focused upon 
prompt, dispositive action by the Senate in 
filling vacancies as they arise on the federal 
bench. Prompt, dispositive action by the 
Senate on judicial candidates will assure 
that lawsuits filed in our federal courts are 
heard and decided with out delay. The jus-
tice system suffers when vacancies are not 
filled in a timely manner. Vacancies create a 
burden of added litigation and economic 
costs that at times overwhelm the system 
and its ability to hear and decide matters in 
a timely and effective manner. 

Seventeen of the 23 federal judicial can-
didates who await a Senate floor vote have 
been approved by the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee by unanimous consent or without 
controversy. These candidates deserve an up- 
or-down vote before the 111th Congress 
reaches an end. 

In particular, 7 of these 17 noncontrover-
sial judicial candidates cleared by the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee have been nomi-
nated to circuit and district court judgeships 
that have stood vacant for substantial peri-

ods of time and are associated with courts 
with especially high caseloads. These vacan-
cies have been designated as ‘‘judicial emer-
gencies’’ by the Judicial Conference, the pol-
icy-making body of the federal judiciary, be-
cause each vacancy has existed for a signifi-
cant period of time and is associated with a 
court that has caseloads that are consider-
ably higher than normal. 

The 7 candidates associated with judicial 
vacancies that have been designated as ‘‘ju-
dicial emergencies’’ are: 

Albert Diaz, nominated to the Fourth Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals (North Carolina), to 
the judgeship vacated by Judge William Wil-
kins on July 1, 2007; this vacancy has existed 
for 1237 days. 

Kimberly Mueller, nominated to the East-
ern District of California, to the judgeship 
vacated by Judge Frank C. Damrell on Janu-
ary 1, 2009; this vacancy has existed for 1091 
days and is located in the federal district 
court with the highest caseload in the na-
tion. 

Raymond Lohier, nominated to the Second 
Circuit Court of Appeals (New York), to the 
judgeship vacated by Justice Sonia 
Sotomayor on August 6, 2009; this vacancy 
has existed for 470 days. 

John A. Gibney, nominated to the Eastern 
District of Virginia, to the judgeship vacated 
by Judge Robert E. Payne on May 7, 2007; 
this vacancy has existed for 1293 days. 

Susan R. Nelson, nominated to the District 
Court of Minnesota, to the judgeship vacated 
by Judge James R. Rosenbaum on October 
26, 2009; this vacancy has existed for 389 days. 

Mary H. Murguia, nominated to the Ninth 
Circuit Court of Appeals (Arizona), to the 
judgeship vacated by Judge Michael Daly 
Hawkins on February 12, 2010; this vacancy 
has existed for 280 days. 

Carlton W. Reeves, nominated to the 
Southern District Court of Mississippi, to 
the judgeship vacated by Judge William 
Henry Barbour, Jr. on February 4, 2006; this 
vacancy has existed for 1748 days, the longest 
period of any of these seven candidates. 

The Federal Bar Association as a matter of 
policy takes no position on the credentials 
or qualifications of specific nominees to the 
federal bench. The FBA’s foremost interest 
lies in the assurance of prompt, dispositive 
action by the President in nominating quali-
fied federal judicial candidates and the Sen-
ate in either confirming or not confirming 
them in a prompt manner. Such action will 
ultimately reduce the number of vacancies 
to a more tolerable level. 

The Federal Bar Association firmly be-
lieves that all judicial candidates, once 
cleared by the Senate Judiciary Committee, 
deserve a prompt up-or-down vote by the 
Senate. Swift action is particularly needed 
on those candidates associated with federal 
circuit and district courts whose caseloads 
are in emergency status. We urge the Senate 
to vote upon these pending nominees before 
the end of the current legislative session. 

Thank you for your support of the nation’s 
federal court system and your consideration 
of our views. 

Sincerely yours, 
ASHLEY L. BELLEAU. 

ADVISORY BOARD OF THE NINTH CIRCUIT, 
November 24, 2010. 

Hon. HARRY REID, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS REID AND MCCONNELL: We 
write to you as members of the Advisory 
Board of the Ninth Circuit to seek your as-
sistance and commitment to solve a grow-
ing—and increasingly urgent—crisis facing 
the federal courts of the Ninth Circuit: the 
ever expanding number of vacancies on both 
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our district and appellate courts. This grow-
ing crisis threatens the effective delivery of 
justice to the people and businesses who 
come before our federal courts. 

We recognize that you cannot solve this 
problem alone. The President must select 
and submit to the Senate for review nomi-
nees to fill these vacancies. Consequently, 
we are seeking the assistance and commit-
ment of the President to address this crisis 
as well. 

It is no exaggeration to call the growing 
number of judicial vacancies on our federal 
courts a crisis. Between 1981 and 2008, there 
were on average 48 vacancies each year for 
all of the lower federal courts, including va-
cancies created by two bills expanding the 
number of federal judges. Over this same pe-
riod, the nomination and confirmation proc-
ess filled only 43 vacancies on average each 
year, causing the vacancy rate to more than 
double in the last 30 years. In the Ninth Cir-
cuit, the number of vacancies has doubled in 
the last 22 months. 

This fact alone would signal a serious prob-
lem but the situation is very likely to get 
worse. Over the next decade, the number of 
vacancies on the lower federal courts is like-
ly to increase because of the age of current 
judges and the need to expand the judiciary 
to keep up with caseload growth. The Justice 
Department has estimated that annual va-
cancies over the coming decade will average 
closer to 60 positions each year. In the last 
two years, however, only 41 federal judges 
have been nominated and confirmed to the 
federal district and appellate courts nation-
wide. Unless something changes quickly and 
dramatically, at the end of the coming dec-
ade, half the seats on the lower federal 
courts could be empty. 

The Ninth Circuit is fully immersed in this 
growing crisis. There are currently 18 vacan-
cies among the 142 authorized appellate and 
district court Article III judges in the Cir-
cuit. The President has forwarded to the 
Senate nominations for ten of these vacan-
cies but the Senate has yet to act on them. 
While the Senate has confirmed seven nomi-
nees to vacancies within the Circuit since 
January 1, 2009, seven have been pending 
without a confirmation vote for more than 
120 days and three of these have been voted 
out of the Senate Judiciary Committee and 
forwarded to the full Senate for action with 
little or no Committee opposition. 

As you know, our federal judiciary at all 
levels is a beacon of justice across the coun-
try and around the world. The judges who sit 
on our federal courts are dedicated to their 
jobs and committed to both the rule of law 
and the ideal of justice for all. Allowing the 
current judicial vacancy crisis to continue 
and expand—as it inevitably will if nothing 
changes—is unacceptable. The current situa-
tion places unreasonable burdens on sitting 
judges and undermines the ability of our fed-
eral courts to serve the people and busi-
nesses of the Ninth Circuit. 

We recognize that both the President’s role 
in nominating individuals to serve as federal 
judges and the Senate’s role in reviewing and 
determining whether to confirm those nomi-
nees are solemn and serious duties. The 
health and integrity of an entire branch of 
our government depends on the faithful and 
careful execution of these duties. We believe, 
however, that a crisis in one of our branches 
of government also demands swift, effective, 
and appropriate action from the coordinate 
branches. According to the Library of Con-
gress, from 1977 to 2003, the average time 
from nomination to confirmation for lower 
federal court judges was less than 90 days. 
Current vacancies nationwide have been 
pending for an unsustainable 516 days. On av-
erage, the vacancies filled by the 41 judges 
confirmed during the 111th Congress were 

pending 803 days from vacancy creation to 
confirmation. We can and must do better. 

For this reason, we ask you to make a 
commitment to a confirmation vote in the 
Senate for each judicial nominee within no 
more than 120 days after the Senate receives 
a nomination from the President. We will 
make a similar request of the President to 
forward nominations to the Senate within no 
more than 120 days after the President learns 
of a judicial vacancy. While Congress will ul-
timately need to pass legislation to expand 
the federal judiciary, filling the current va-
cancies in a more timely manner will do 
much to alleviate the immediate crisis and 
improve the delivery of judicial services to 
those who come before the federal courts. 

We are convinced that with your leader-
ship and that of the President we can solve 
the vacancy crisis facing our federal courts. 
We urge you to make a clear and open com-
mitment to address the vacancy crisis in the 
Ninth Circuit as expeditiously as possible. 
Thank you for your consideration of this re-
quest. 

Sincerely, 
Todd D. True (Chair), Seattle, WA; Steve 

Cochran (Past-Chair), Los Angeles, CA; 
Robert A. Goodin, San Francisco, CA; 
Margaret C. Toledo, Sacramento, CA; 
Janet L. Chubb, Reno, NV; Miriam A. 
Vogel, Los Angeles, CA; Robert S. 
Brewer, Jr., San Diego, CA; Eric M. 
George, Los Angeles, CA; William H. 
Neukom, San Francisco, CA; Norman 
C. Hile, Sacramento, CA; Harvey I. 
Saferstein, Los Angeles, CA; Dana L. 
Christensen, Kalispell, MT; Robert C. 
Bundy, Anchorage, AK. 

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 3:30 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:31 p.m., 
recessed until 3:30 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. MERKLEY). 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUESTS 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
will in a moment—in the spirit of fair 
play, we are waiting for some Repub-
licans to enter the Chamber—I will ask 
unanimous consent that the Finance 
Committee be discharged from S. 3981 
so we can bring up and move forward 
on maintaining unemployment benefits 
for thousands of people. In my State 
alone, last night at midnight, 88,000— 
that is 1,000 people in every county; we 
have 88 counties in Ohio—Ohioans saw 
their unemployment benefits stopped 
because my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle do not want to main-
tain unemployment benefits. What is 
shocking to me is that this Senate and 
the House of Representatives, regard-
less of party, for years, when our coun-

try has been in bad economic times, 
have maintained unemployment bene-
fits for laid-off workers. 

Senator MCCONNELL, the Republican 
leader, has made a couple comments 
that disturb me and make it very hard 
to do this. We need a supermajority. 
We need 60 votes. They continue to fili-
buster or threaten to filibuster. Sen-
ator MCCONNELL has made two state-
ments, one through a letter in the last 
24 hours and one 3 or 4 weeks ago when 
he said his No. 1 goal is that Barack 
Obama be a one-term President. I un-
derstand political parties, but his No. 1 
goal is that President Obama serve 
only one term? Minority Leader 
MCCONNELL, in a letter signed by all 
his Republican colleagues, which was 
sent to Senator REID, signed by every 
Republican, said: 

We write to inform you we will not agree 
to invoke cloture on the motion to proceed 
on any legislative item until the Senate has 
acted to fund the government and we have 
prevented the tax increases that currently 
will happen in January. 

What the Republicans are doing, I 
don’t even understand it. They are say-
ing they insist on a millionaire and bil-
lionaire tax cut come January, and 
they will, for all intents and purposes, 
shut down the government if they 
don’t get their way. They are saying: 
Forget extending unemployment bene-
fits, forget food safety legislation, for-
get don’t ask, don’t tell, forget the 
Russian-American START treaty—it 
used to be that politics ended at the 
water’s edge; those days are over—and 
forget a middle-class tax cut. They are 
saying: We will shut down the govern-
ment if we can’t get a tax cut for bil-
lionaires and millionaires. My first pri-
ority is extending unemployment bene-
fits to the 60 or 70,000 Michiganders; 
perhaps from the State of Senator 
SCHUMER, I would guess over 100,000 
New Yorkers; from New Mexico, I 
would guess probably 10,000; and Alas-
ka, thousands in that State. They are 
willing to say to those unemployed 
workers—and this is not unemploy-
ment welfare; this is unemployment in-
surance. Every worker in the State, he 
or his employer—academicians will de-
bate whether the employee or employer 
actually pays it, but they put into the 
unemployment insurance fund. When 
they are laid off, they get money out of 
the fund. It is similar to health insur-
ance or car insurance. You don’t want 
to collect on it, but it is called insur-
ance. You hope you are working so you 
don’t have to collect on it, but they 
need to. 

There are five people applying for 
every open job, on average. In Michi-
gan and Ohio, it is probably worse than 
that. These are not people sitting 
around with nothing to do, not wanting 
to work. I will not do this today, but I 
have read letter after letter from Ohio-
ans saying: Here is my story. I have 
lost my medical coverage because I 
don’t have a job, and you are cutting 
off my unemployment benefits—‘‘you’’ 
meaning the Republican filibuster. 
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They will say: I am about to lose my 

house, and I have to tell my 12-year-old 
daughter we will have to switch 
schools, and I don’t even know what 
school we will go to because we are 
going to live in an apartment some-
where else because the house is fore-
closed on. They are now going to the 
food bank they used to give money to. 

Do my Republican colleagues know 
any of these people? Do they go out 
and talk to people who have lost their 
jobs and have to explain to their fami-
lies that they will lose their house and 
explain to the wife that their insurance 
has been canceled because they will not 
extend unemployment benefits? This is 
not a big, new welfare program. This is 
extending unemployment benefits. I 
just don’t get it. They would rather do 
tax cuts for millionaires and billion-
aires. They would rather borrow $700 
billion from the Chinese, put it on a 
credit card that their kids and 
grandkids will have to pay off, and 
then give it to billionaires and million-
aires. That is the choice they are mak-
ing. 

It is clear whose side people are on 
here. Are you on the side of maintain-
ing unemployment benefits or are you 
on the side of millionaires and billion-
aires? Are you for giving a tax cut to 
the middle class, moving to pay down 
the budget deficit? It is so clear what 
we need to do. 

My colleagues still aren’t here to 
make the request. I will add a few more 
comments. 

The other reason to maintain unem-
ployment benefits is all economics. 
Senator MCCAIN, when he was a can-
didate, his chief economic adviser said 
the best way to grow the economy, the 
best stimulus dollar you can spend is 
unemployment insurance. Because 
when you put a dollar in a laid-off 
worker’s pocket from Lima or 
Zaynesville, she will spend it at the 
local grocery store, the local shoe 
store, to pay property tax, to pay the 
gas bill, whatever. 

That money is recycled in the econ-
omy. You give a tax cut to upper in-
come people—a millionaire or billion-
aire—according to JOHN MCCAIN’s eco-
nomic adviser, you only get a 32-cent 
bang for your buck out of that versus 
$1.60 when you extend unemployment 
benefits, when you pay unemployment 
benefits. What that means clearly is 
the best thing to do for our economy is 
these unemployment benefits, not tax 
cuts for somebody already making $3 
million a year. They are not going to 
buy anything more. They already have 
what they need. To give them another 
$30,000 or $50,000 in tax cuts simply does 
not mean anything. 

It is so important for purposes of the 
budget deficit, it is so important for 
purposes of growing this economy, and 
it is so important because it is the 
right thing to do for our workers, our 
laid off people, our communities that 
suffer if these workers are not spending 
these dollars in our communities. It is 
just so important that we move for-
ward and do that. 

Mr. President, I will yield the floor 
for one of my colleagues who has an-
other unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, before 
my colleague sits down, would he yield 
for a question? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York. 
Mr. SCHUMER. I thank you, Mr. 

President. 
The beginning of this letter, signed 

by 42 of our Republican colleagues, 
says: 

The Nation’s unemployment level, stuck 
near 10 percent, is unacceptable to Ameri-
cans. 

I just want to clarify what my col-
league is saying. We will all be talking 
about this. It is more important to the 
people on the other side of the aisle to 
get tax breaks for millionaires and bil-
lionaires than move forward on unem-
ployment insurance. We are going to 
ask unanimous consent on that pro-
posal and on other proposals which we 
will hear from. 

But is my colleague basically saying, 
despite the fact that our colleagues 
admit unemployment is high—many 
are out of work—their solution to un-
employment and people looking for 
jobs is to give tax breaks to people who 
are making millions and billions of dol-
lars and people who did very well over 
the last decade—the only group? Is 
that basically it? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes, that is it. 
To illustrate that further to Senator 
SCHUMER and to the Presiding Officer, 
as to the last two big tax cuts that 
were done in this country for the 
wealthy—in 2003 by President Bush, in 
2001 by President Bush—we know what 
happened from those two tax cuts. In 
the 8 years of President Bush, the hall-
mark of his economic policy was two 
major tax cuts for the wealthy, and 
there was a 1 million job increase in 
those 8 years during George Bush’s 
Presidency—a million jobs—not even a 
net increase, not even enough to keep 
up with people coming out of the Army 
or coming out of college or high school. 

During the Clinton years, where they 
had a mix of tax cuts, some increases 
for higher income people, and they bal-
anced the budget, did some budget cuts 
that Senator MCCASKILL supports— 
some of those—we ended up during 
President Clinton’s 8 years with a 22 
million job increase. There was a 22 
million job increase by managing the 
budget right and giving assistance to 
middle-class people. 

In the Bush 8 years, with tax cuts for 
the wealthy: 1 million jobs. Yet Repub-
licans now are arguing that the most 
important thing, possibly, to do for the 
economy, the most important thing to 
do for our country, is to reward the 
people who have already done very well 
in the last 10 years, at the expense of 
the broad middle class who have seen 
basically stagnant wages or worse dur-
ing this decade. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I will 
be very brief. 

We are here on the Senate floor, and 
we will be staying on the Senate floor 
for a little while to make one point. I 
would say this to the American people: 
We have an economy that needs im-
provement, and our colleagues have 
said they will not let anything happen, 
whether it be tax credits for employers 
who hire the unemployed, which I am 
talking about, help for the energy in-
dustry, tax credits to help manufactur-
ers hire people, or unemployment in-
surance. All of those will be put on 
hold until we give tax breaks to the 
millionaires and billionaires who—God 
bless them—are wonderful. They are 
part of the American dream. But they 
are the one group that has done well. It 
seems to me, as we will talk about for 
the next little while, it is absolutely 
absurd to say that should be the 
linchpin of our economic policy. 

We will ask unanimous consent to 
bring forth proposals that we think 
will do far more to get people back to 
work and help the middle class stretch 
the paycheck than giving tax breaks to 
the billionaires. 

I yield the floor because I know my 
colleague wishes to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, just 
to follow with my colleagues—and I so 
appreciate the Senator from Ohio and 
his comments regarding what is hap-
pening to people who have lost jobs 
through no fault of their own—five peo-
ple at least are looking for every one 
job that is available. There is a critical 
urgency families feel. I thank the Sen-
ator from New York for his passion as 
well as my other colleagues. 

Let me take a moment to emphasize 
what we are talking about. The Repub-
licans—and they have now done 
through a letter to the leader—are ba-
sically saying they are willing to risk 
everything—everything—to give a 
bonus tax cut—as my friend and col-
league from Alaska talks about, not a 
tax cut. Everyone is going to get a tax 
cut on their first $250,000 of income. 
They want a bonus tax cut on million-
aires and billionaires that for the aver-
age millionaire will be about $100,000 
next year, which is more than the aver-
age person in Michigan makes in a 
year. So they are willing to shut this 
place down and risk everything in 
order to be able to get a bonus tax cut 
for millionaires and billionaires. 

What does that mean? Well, they are 
willing to risk the deficit. They say we 
cannot help people who are out of work 
because it will cost $50 billion unless it 
is totally paid for. But $700 billion for 
their wealthiest friends and supporters 
is OK. So they will risk the deficit. 

They will risk jobs. Where are the 
jobs? We have had 10 years of this pol-
icy, 10 years of this policy of tax cuts 
at the top waiting for it to trickle 
down. They think we just have not 
waited long enough. Folks in Michigan 
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have waited far too long for it to trick-
le down. We are tired of waiting. We 
want a proposal that works. 

I will put forward a unanimous-con-
sent request on something that has 
worked, an advanced manufacturing 
tax credit that has allowed now a num-
ber of businesses—I think over 12 busi-
nesses—to open in Michigan with clean 
energy manufacturing, stamped ‘‘Made 
in America.’’ In fact, we want to see 
‘‘Made in Michigan’’ stamped on every-
thing. We need to extend this tax cred-
it because it is putting people back to 
work in Michigan and across the coun-
try. I will be making that unanimous 
consent request in just a moment. But 
they are willing to risk jobs, go home 
without focusing on jobs. 

They are willing to hold tax cuts for 
middle-class families and small busi-
nesses hostage for a tax cut for a few 
people at the top. We will not be lec-
tured by them about small business, by 
a group of folks who have filibustered 
16 different tax cuts for small busi-
nesses in this Congress—16 different 
tax cuts—including 8 tax cuts for small 
businesses in the small business jobs 
bill that added capital for small busi-
nesses last fall. So, believe me, we are 
here for small business as well as mid-
dle-class families. 

Social Security and Medicare: The 
debt commission is coming out with 
very serious recommendations that are 
focused on Social Security and Medi-
care. They are willing to risk that by 
adding more to the debt. Does that 
mean more changes to Social Security 
and Medicare? 

Then, finally, help for people who are 
out of work: They are willing to say 
our country, our great country, is not 
good enough, is not strong enough to 
step up when our families need it the 
most—families who never before in 
their lives have needed help. For the 
families in my State, the average per-
son is 50, 55, 60 years old, who has 
worked all their life and never dreamed 
they would find themselves in this sit-
uation. But here they are, through no 
fault of their own. 

Now, in this holiday season, when we 
are asking that we just extend the reg-
ular program, not even dealing with 
the long-term unemployed, which is 
also what I want to do, but to extend 
the regular program so the person who 
today loses their job gets the same 
kind of opportunity to get help as the 
person who lost their job on Monday, 
because today over 100,000 people in 
Michigan are going to lose the oppor-
tunity to get any kind of temporary 
help because they lost their job. 

So our colleagues have set their pri-
orities, big letters, tax cuts for mil-
lionaires and billionaires. They do not 
want us to do anything else until that 
gets done. We have a different set of 
priorities on behalf of American fami-
lies, middle-class families, small busi-
nesses, people who need help right now. 

I am going to yield the floor at the 
moment, but I am going to be happy to 
have a unanimous consent request re-

garding a very effective jobs tax credit 
that we could pass today and get going 
and get people back to work. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). The Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, thank 
you very much. 

Earlier today I spoke on the Senate 
floor and talked about how the econ-
omy is fragile but going in the right di-
rection and how many of us on this side 
of the aisle—as a matter of fact, all of 
us on this side of the aisle—took a 
lonely road over the last 2 years on 
some controversial issues that the pub-
lic sees as controversial, but we knew 
we had to do something—something— 
to get this economy moving, and we 
are now seeing the benefits. 

Every time I open—I do not care if it 
is the Wall Street Journal, Business 
Week—you name the business maga-
zine or newspaper—which are not the 
liberal magazines; they are very con-
servative magazines and newspapers, or 
on the Internet—they will show you 
statistic after statistic that we are 
moving in the right direction. For this 
last month, I think it is 92,000 new jobs 
the private sector created. But in order 
to do it, we need to do some more. 

I am a little frustrated by the letter. 
I also have a unanimous consent re-
quest that I hope to be able to bring up 
on HUBZones and to amend the Small 
Business Act. It is the idea of rebuild-
ing local small businesses. What 
amazes me about this letter is it seems 
as though for some reason we can only 
do one thing at a time in this place. 

Now, I come from local government 
where, as a mayor, we had to do mul-
tiple tasks because we always had 
many of them on the table. It did not 
matter whether it was public safety or 
creating jobs or rebuilding a neighbor-
hood or working with the community, 
we had to do multiple things. 

This country has multiple issues in 
front of it. We have an important 
START treaty that needs to be done. I 
am a member of the Armed Services 
Committee. Our national security is at 
risk, but for some reason the other side 
wants to wait until we give—I am not 
even going to call it a tax cut. I call it 
a bonus for the millionaires and bil-
lionaires. It is a bonus. It is not a tax 
cut. It is a bonus they want to give, 
$700 billion of money we do not have. 
We cannot afford it. The working class 
of this country cannot afford it. The 
middle class cannot afford it. My son 
cannot afford it. My son’s future kids 
cannot afford it—$700 billion of more 
debt to give a bonus to the people who 
drove our economy into the ditch. I do 
not really get it. 

It seemed as though when I came 
here there was going to be a logical 
thought process, great debate. Once 
again, we are down here. Nothing on 
the other side. They will come out. I 
know they will have their charts and 
one-liners about how the economy will 
fall if we do not give millionaires and 
billionaires another tax break or 
bonus. It is not going to. We are on the 

road to recovery because this side took 
that lonely road when people told us: 
Wow, that is politically going to hurt 
you, and it did. We lost some people 
this last election. But leadership is not 
about taking the easy road, the easy 
answer, the simple solution. 

We are in a very complex time with 
many issues facing us internationally 
and nationally—economic, energy, 
world issues. We have to be able to jug-
gle those all and move them forward. 
The public demands it of us. 

So this ultimatum, or whatever it is, 
this letter that they wrote just shows 
the classic tactic they have used the 
last 2 years. I mentioned this morning, 
and I will mention again, that I read in 
one of the political news stories yester-
day that someone on the other side, 
one of the Senators from the other 
side, one of my colleagues, said: I can’t 
believe it took us a week—a week—to 
do food safety. Neither can I. But it 
was not anyone on this side of the 
equation. Over there, they demanded 
us to have two 30-hour periods to de-
bate food safety that ended up passing 
with over three-quarters of the body 
supporting it. Why? Because it is a 
good bill. But they wanted to delay it 
so we don’t get to the main issues. 

Again, Mr. President, I have a unani-
mous consent request. I want to give 
it. We thought they would be down 
here at 3:30. We thought they would be 
down here at 3:45. Now it is 4 o’clock. 
They told us to get busy. We are trying 
to get busy by doing some unanimous 
consent requests on job creation. But I 
will just tell you, it is important for us 
to recognize what their goal is here: 
delay, delay, not helping the American 
people, and basically giving bonuses to 
millionaires and billionaires, which is 
unreal. 

I see my colleague from New York 
wants to jump in, so I am going to 
yield for my colleague from New York. 
Again, I am hopeful there will be Mem-
bers on the other side so we can get on 
with propounding unanimous-consent 
requests to get the Senate moving. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 

know my colleague from New Mexico 
wants to say a few words about some of 
the job-creating proposals he has that 
have been held up by Republicans 
blocking for their millionaire tax cuts, 
but here is a headline I wanted to alert 
my colleagues and the American people 
to. This is Newsweek. It came out 
today. I want to read this headline to 
the American people. And this is not a 
Democratic publication. ‘‘Republicans 
Hold Senate Ransom for Rich Tax 
Cut.’’ Let me repeat that. ‘‘Repub-
licans Hold Senate Ransom for Rich 
Tax Cut.’’ I couldn’t have said it better 
myself. That is exactly what the other 
side is doing. They are so eager to re-
ward the wealthiest among us with a 
huge tax cut—even though we have a 
deficit, even though we have unemploy-
ment, even though we have so many 
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other things to do—that they are hold-
ing up the entire Senate. 

Enough already. Enough already. 
And I would like them to come to the 
floor and defend holding everything up 
for a tax cut for the millionaires. We 
are willing, and many of us—I know 
the Senator from Missouri and my-
self—are saying: Give the tax cut to 
the middle class but not to the wealthi-
est among us, not because we don’t like 
them, not because we don’t admire 
them but, rather, because they are 
doing well, we have a deficit, and we 
have other problems. 

‘‘Republicans Hold Senate Ransom 
for Rich Tax Cut.’’ That says it all. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SCHUMER. I will yield for a 
question. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. I say to the Sen-
ator through the Chair that an awful 
lot of economists have met with I 
think all the Senators about the frus-
trations we have with this economy. So 
the question we have asked over and 
over is, What is the most stimulative 
thing we can do for the economy? What 
can we do in terms of our actions that 
will provide injection of the most 
money into the economy and therefore 
create the most jobs? 

I am wondering if the Senator could 
share with us what it is that is the 
most stimulative thing we can do. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank my colleague 
from Missouri for the question, which I 
will answer through the Chair. 

The most stimulative thing we can 
do is to extend unemployment benefits. 
Those folks will spend every dollar in 
our stores, in our restaurants, and it 
will create jobs. If we give a tax break 
to multimillionaires, oh, yeah, they 
will rush right to the supermarket to 
buy that prime rib because they didn’t 
have the money. Please. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Let me ask an-
other question. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I yield for another 
question. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. We obviously 
passed this tax cut a decade or so ago, 
and they decided to make it tem-
porary, not permanent, when it was 
passed. So there was a decision made 
by the Senate that it wasn’t worthy of 
being permanent, that it was tem-
porary. So now here we are, it was tem-
porary, and we have to decide whether 
we make it permanent. That is really 
where the rubber meets the road be-
cause—and correct me if I am wrong— 
they made it temporary to see if this 
tax cut for the wealthy would create 
jobs. 

I am so sick of hearing on every TV 
show in America, well, if you give a 3- 
percent tax differential to the wealthi-
est people in America, they are going 
to create all these jobs. Well, I am try-
ing to figure out where the jobs are 
that this tax cut for the wealthy cre-
ated. This was an experiment. It didn’t 
work. It didn’t create the jobs. That is 
why we have this debate right now. 

We have to decide whose side we are 
on. Are we on the side of the middle 

class, with shrinking income, with 
more frustration because they can’t do 
some of the basic things with their 
families that they always assumed 
they would be able to do in America or 
are we going to continue a bonus to the 
wealthiest Americans which doesn’t 
even stimulate jobs? 

In fact, what we are going to do 
today is we are going to make a num-
ber of unanimous consent requests for 
things that will create jobs and see 
whether we can get our Republican col-
leagues to go along. 

The Senator was here for that de-
bate, but I am assuming one of the rea-
sons it was temporary was to see if this 
experiment in more bonuses for the 
wealthy would trickle down and create 
these jobs. It has been a decade, and I 
ask the Senator, how well has it 
worked? 

Mr. SCHUMER. My colleague asks an 
excellent question. It has not worked. 
Unemployment is higher today with 
these tax cuts in effect than it was be-
fore they went into effect. We have had 
the slowest job growth in this decade 
even before the recession with these so- 
called breaks for the wealthy in effect. 

Let’s go back a decade. The tax rate 
was, for the wealthiest, at 40 percent. 
We are not talking about a huge in-
crease here; we are talking about the 
difference between 35 and 39.6. But dur-
ing that time, jobs were created at a 
much more rapid rate, No. 1; No. 2, 
middle-class incomes expanded at a 
quicker rate than they did in this dec-
ade; and No. 3, we had a surplus, not a 
deficit. 

The bottom line is very simple: The 
tax cuts for the wealthy did not work. 
The tax cuts for the wealthy did not 
work. They may have their ideological 
reasons to give them, but I would rath-
er see that money go not only for un-
employment insurance—and I will talk 
later about this—but also for the HIRE 
Act, which gives breaks to businesses, 
where they do not have to pay the pay-
roll tax if they hire someone who is un-
employed; for energy tax credits, which 
my colleague from New Mexico will 
talk about; and for all kinds of dif-
ferent activities that have been proven 
to work. 

I know my colleague from New Mex-
ico is waiting, but I will once more 
read the headline from Newsweek, an 
article by Ben Adler, ‘‘Republicans 
Hold Senate Ransom for Rich Tax 
Cut.’’ How do you like that, America? 

I yield the floor because I know my 
colleague from New Mexico has been 
waiting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
would emphasize what all my col-
leagues are saying, particularly what 
the Senator from Missouri said—a 
State that, as of last night at mid-
night, probably had some 40,000 to 
50,000, to 60,000 unemployed people lose 
their unemployment benefits they had 
earned because they had worked and 
they and their employer paid into it, 

but I would especially emphasize what 
she said. 

Ten years ago, these tax cuts pri-
marily, overwhelmingly, went to the 
wealthiest Americans, and it was an 
economic experiment. I opposed them. 
I was in the House then. Congress-
woman STABENOW opposed them. She 
was in the Senate then, I guess. But it 
is clear they haven’t worked—1 million 
jobs during the Bush years, 22 million 
jobs during the Clinton years. 

As a result—and I would emphasize 
this too—all of these proposals we are 
going to bring forward now—and we 
will ask unanimous consent to get 
these passed to get the economy up and 
running—the cost of all of them is less 
than the cost of this tax cut to million-
aires and billionaires. 

So, Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Finance Committee 
be discharged of S. 3981, a bill to pro-
vide for a temporary extension of un-
employment insurance provisions; that 
the Senate then proceed to its imme-
diate consideration, the bill be read 
three times, passed, and the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table; that 
any statements relating thereto appear 
at the appropriate place in the RECORD 
as if read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. BARRASSO. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 

President, we have heard here and in 
speaking with the Senators here on the 
floor about a really appalling action 
that has been taking place. I have a 
letter here signed by all of the Repub-
licans who are really threatening to 
bring this place to a halt, completely 
bring it to a halt. They have written a 
letter to Senator REID, and in the let-
ter, they say: 

We write to inform you that we will not 
agree to invoke cloture on a motion to pro-
ceed to any legislative item. 

They will not proceed to any legisla-
tive item until they get what I would 
characterize as these taxpayer-funded 
bonuses for millionaires and billion-
aires. So they are going to bring the 
entire Senate to a stop. 

Their letter quotes President Obama 
saying: 

We owe it to the American people to focus 
on those issues that affect their jobs. 

Well, I have a bill right here that will 
affect the jobs of the American people. 
It is called the clean energy bill. This 
is a clean energy bill. It is S. 1574, the 
Clean Energy for Homes and Buildings 
Act. 

As all of us know, clean energy is 
going to be the industrial revolution of 
the future, trying to move us toward 
renewable energy—solar, wind, bio-
mass, and geothermal. This is where we 
are going to see job growth in the fu-
ture. This is our chance to be out there 
in front on the technology we invented 
here in the United States. This is the 
way you create clean energy jobs. 
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So the demand they have issued to 

us—the ultimatum, really—is, you 
can’t bring a clean energy jobs bill, 
which we have worked on very hard to 
get to the floor. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Energy Committee be dis-
charged from further consideration of 
S. 1574; that the Senate proceed to its 
immediate consideration; that the bill 
be read three times and passed, the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table with no intervening action or de-
bate, and that any statements relating 
to the measure be printed in the 
RECORD at the appropriate place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, this request 
just came to us moments ago. This is 
the first time we have seen this re-
quest, and I cannot speak to the merits 
of this bill or the problems that may 
exist. 

What I do know is that 42 Senators 
from this side of the aisle have signed 
a letter to say that what we ought to 
do and what we need to do is to find a 
way to fund the government and pre-
vent a tax hike on every American 
come January 1. 

Mr. President, some of these requests 
may have bipartisan support, but we 
don’t know anything about the specific 
legislation as we have just received 
this request. I think almost every bill 
in this package of requests that we are 
going to be considering now is still in 
committee, so we don’t even know if 
the ranking member of that committee 
has concerns or potential changes. 

This is not the way to handle this. 
This is December; it is a lameduck ses-
sion. Let’s stop the theater and get to 
the business we all know we need to ad-
dress. 

I object. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Would my colleague 

yield for a question? 
Mr. BARRASSO. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Senator from New Mexico has 

the floor. 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 

President, the Senator from Wyoming 
has said these bills we are trying to 
bring to the floor here aren’t out of 
committee. I believe he is incorrect 
when it comes to things such as the 
START treaty. 

Here we have the Republican Party 
saying they aren’t going to consider 
anything else until they get these tax-
payer-funded bonuses for their million-
aires and billionaires. That is what 
they are saying. Yet we have a treaty 
that is pending. It is on the calendar, 
Mr. President. If we look on that Exec-
utive Calendar there, it is on the cal-
endar. We want to bring that up. In 
fact, I believe Senator KYL said today 
that we are not going to bring that up. 
We are going to stop everything. I saw 
him on television talking about how we 
are going to stop everything and that 
we are just not going to bring up that 
treaty. 

So there are things pending on the 
calendar that are ready to go. And this 
treaty in particular deals with our na-
tional security. National security used 
to be an issue where Democrats and 
Republicans worked together. But with 
this letter, it looks as if they are not 
going to be bipartisan. They are going 
to issue this ultimatum, and they are 
not going to try to work with us on 
these kinds of issues. 

While they are doing that, we no 
longer have inspections, we no longer 
are allowed to go to Russia and look at 
their sites and find out if they are com-
plying with previous treaties. This new 
START treaty would allow us to do 
that. But, instead, what we are seeing 
here, over and over again, are these 
kinds of objections. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, may I 

ask my colleague from Wyoming a 
question in reference to what he just 
spoke about? I thank him for yielding 
for a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, my 
colleague said he wanted to make sure 
his colleagues on that side of the aisle 
didn’t want to do anything else until 
they made sure there was a tax cut for 
every American. Let me pose a hypo-
thetical. Let’s say we gave a tax break 
to every American whose income was 
below $1 million but not to people 
above $1 million. Would he and his col-
leagues continue to block things, such 
as the unemployment insurance, the 
HIRE Act, and energy tax credits? In 
other words, when the Senator says a 
tax break for every American, does he 
mean it has to be for millionaires? 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, my 
statement was, what I do know is that 
42 Republicans have signed a letter to 
say what we ought to do and what we 
need to do is to find a way to fund the 
government and prevent a tax hike on 
every American come January 1. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Would my colleague 
yield for another question, a followup? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BARRASSO. I would be happy to 
read the entire letter that was sent to 
Senator REID if there is some question 
as to what was exactly in that letter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. My question is very 
simple. The Senator said he wanted to 
prevent a tax hike on every American. 
Hypothetically, if we prevented a tax 
hike on every American except the 
small number whose income was over 
$1 million last year, would my col-
league and his colleagues continue to 
block efforts to do any other piece of 
legislation? 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I am 
not going to answer a hypothetical. 
What I will tell you is, we did send a 
letter to Leader REID. I will be happy 
to go through the entire letter at this 
point: 

DEAR LEADER REID: The nation’s unem-
ployment level, stuck near 10 percent, is un-
acceptable to Americans. Senate Repub-
licans have been urging Congress to make 
private-sector job creation a priority all 
year. President Obama in his first speech 
after the November election said ‘‘we owe’’ it 
to the American people to ‘‘focus on those 
issues that affect their jobs.’’ He went on to 
say that Americans ‘‘want jobs to come back 
faster.’’ Our constituents have repeatedly 
asked us to focus on creating an environ-
ment for private-sector job growth; it is time 
that our constituents’ priorities become the 
Senate’s priorities. 

For that reason, we write to inform you 
that we will not agree to invoke cloture on 
the motion to proceed to any legislative 
item until the Senate has acted to fund the 
government and we have prevented the tax 
increase that is currently awaiting all Amer-
ican taxpayers. With little time left in this 
Congressional session, legislative scheduling 
should be focused on these critical priorities. 
While there are other items that might ulti-
mately be worthy of the Senate’s attention, 
we cannot agree to prioritize any matters 
above the critical issues of funding the gov-
ernment and preventing a job-killing tax 
hike. 

Given our struggling economy, preventing 
the tax increase and providing economic cer-
tainty should be our top priority. Without 
Congressional action by December 31, all 
American taxpayers will be hit by an in-
crease in their individual income-tax rates 
and investment income through the capital 
gains and dividend rates. If Congress were to 
adopt the President’s tax proposal to prevent 
the tax increase for only some Americans, 
small businesses would be targeted with a 
job-killing tax increase at the worst possible 
time, Specifically, more than 750,000 small 
businesses will see a tax increase, which will 
affect 50 percent of small-business income 
and nearly 25 percent of the entire work-
force. The death tax rate will also climb 
from zero percent to 55 percent, which makes 
it the top concern for America’s small busi-
nesses. Republicans and Democrats agree 
that small businesses create most new jobs, 
so we ought to be able to agree that raising 
taxes on small businesses is the wrong rem-
edy in this economy. Finally, Congress still 
needs to act on the ‘‘tax extenders’’ and the 
alternative minimum tax ‘‘patch,’’ all of 
which expired on December 31, 2009. 

We look forward to continuing to work 
with you in a constructive manner to keep 
the government operating and provide the 
nation’s small businesses with economic cer-
tainty that the job-killing tax hike will be 
prevented. 

With that, I tell you that all 42 mem-
bers of the Republican Party, this side 
of the aisle, have signed their names. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, re-

claiming my time, I have a great deal 
of respect for my colleague from Wyo-
ming, but he has not answered the 
question and it is obvious why, because 
the Republican Party and all 42 mem-
bers care as much or more about giving 
a $100,000 tax break to someone whose 
income is $1 million as they care to 
give a small tax break to somebody 
whose income is $50,000. That is what 
we are here talking about. 

The reason this letter and the re-
sponse of my good friend from Wyo-
ming to my question doesn’t answer 
the question is because they are hiding. 
They are hiding behind the curtain of 
protecting the millionaires. We are 
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pulling that curtain open and we are 
showing the American people and will 
continue to show that the No. 1 goal of 
the Republican Party is not jobs, it is 
not helping the middle class, it is not 
getting our green energy industry 
going, it is not helping small busi-
nesses hiring people as in the HIRE 
Act, it is to give the millionaires a 
huge tax break and hold hostage that 
the middle class will not get their tax 
break. We are going to continue to go 
at it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 

agree with one thing my friend from 
Wyoming said in the letter they signed, 
which is we should not be continuing 
job-killing practices. I would say after 
10 years of tax cuts for the wealthy, 
where are the jobs? If there ever was a 
policy that didn’t work, it was that 
one. We have lost, in Michigan alone, 
over 800,000 jobs under the policy they 
want to continue. In the country we 
have lost over 8 million jobs under the 
economic policy they want to con-
tinue—not helping the middle class, 
not helping small business but giving 
the bonus benefit, the extra tax cut to 
those at the top, hoping it will trickle 
down. Frankly, we are tired of waiting 
for it to trickle down. 

What we are proposing and I am 
going to offer as a unanimous consent 
request is to continue something that 
is actually working, that is actually 
creating jobs in this country and begin-
ning to turn manufacturing around. 

I think the exchange between the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York 
with my friend from Wyoming is very 
telling. Even if we were talking about 
tax cuts for those up to $1 million, that 
is still not enough. 

This is not about small business. 
People on the other side of the aisle 
have filibustered and voted against 16 
different tax cuts for small businesses 
in the last 18 months, 8 of those in Sep-
tember and October. This is not about 
small business. We are the folks who 
have been fighting for small business 
and will continue to do that, as well as 
those in the middle class. 

I am going to ask, in a moment, 
unanimous consent for something that 
is an extremely effective and exciting 
new focus for our country; that is, on 
something called clean energy manu-
facturing. We are committing to mak-
ing it in America. We want to see the 
words ‘‘Made in America’’ again. I 
want to see ‘‘Made in Michigan,’’ 
frankly, on all those products. 

One of the things that 18 months ago 
we passed as part of the Recovery Act 
was something called an advanced 
manufacturing tax credit, to allow 
companies to deduct 30 percent of their 
costs for new plants, new equipment, 
hiring people in the area of green en-
ergy: wind, solar, electric, batteries, 
and so on. We have seen across the 
country now, 183 new manufacturing 
facilities in 43 different States across 

the country as a result of that. People 
are being hired, and every month we 
are seeing manufacturing numbers go 
up rather than down in the last 18 
months. If, in fact, we add another $5 
billion, another small investment com-
pared to the $700 billion for million-
aires and billionaires in the tax cut—if 
we just invest $5 billion of that, it is 
estimated we will unleash at least $15 
billion in total capital investments, 
partnering with the private sector, and 
create tens of thousands of new con-
struction and manufacturing jobs. 

That is our priority—things that 
work, focusing on jobs and making 
things in America again. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Finance Com-
mittee be discharged from further con-
sideration of S. 3324, the Senate pro-
ceed to its immediate consideration 
and the bill be read three times and 
passed, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table with no intervening 
action or debate, and any statements 
relating to the measure be printed in 
the RECORD at the appropriate place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, this re-
quest, again, has come to us just mo-
ments ago. This is the first time we 
have had a chance to look at this. I 
will not speak to the merits of the bill 
and the problems that may exist, but 
this is not the way to handle this. As 
you know, we are now in December, in 
the lameduck session. There are things 
that could have been brought up any 
time in the last 11⁄2 years to 2 years, 
and we have focused specifically on 
making sure taxes are not increased for 
Americans between now and January 1. 
All Americans are concerned about 
those taxes going up. 

As a result, I think it is time to stop 
the theater we have and get to the 
business we all know we need to ad-
dress and I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, this 
is not theater. This is about real people 
in my State who want to work. This is 
about investing in middle-class jobs 
and manufacturing. It is about taking 
a policy that has been in place now for 
18 months that has worked and being 
able to extend it. 

In terms of bringing this up for the 
first time, we have focused on it and 
have been debating it and discussing it 
over and over. The bill I asked unani-
mous consent for is bipartisan. This is 
not new. We have not been able to get 
through the obstructionism, the throw-
ing of sand in the gears, and the fili-
bustering to bring this up. If we want 
to focus on something between now and 
the end of the year, let’s focus on jobs 
and getting people back to work. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-

ation of H.R. 4915, something we have 
been discussing the last week, and that 
all after the enacting clause be strick-
en and the substitute amendment at 
the desk, a fully offset repeal of section 
9006 of the Patient Protection and Af-
fordable Care Act, the Small Business 
1099 paperwork mandate, be agreed to, 
that the bill, as amended, be read a 
third time and passed and that the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Senator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, let me indi-
cate, as someone who has voted in fact 
to repeal this particular provision, I 
think it is important we get that done. 
We actually have a majority of Mem-
bers who have supported getting that 
done. Senator BAUCUS, the chair of the 
Finance Committee, brought forward a 
proposal that unfortunately did not get 
the bipartisan support necessary to be 
able to do it, but we are committed to 
getting this done. It is something I 
hope our colleagues will join with us in 
as we bring the tax bill to the floor be-
fore the end of the year. It is impor-
tant, in my judgment, that we repeal 
this provision, which I do believe is on-
erous for small business, but it needs 
to be done in the context of the broader 
package, so I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Wyoming still has 
the floor. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the comments by my col-
league from Michigan because this was 
brought to the floor previously but 
with a threshold of 67 votes, and there 
were two different approaches to trying 
to help the small businesses across the 
country that are all being held hostage 
by a very onerous paperwork require-
ment in filing. But the threshold of 
needing 67 votes was too high, even 
though people from both sides of the 
aisle voted for both the measures that 
were offered. 

We want to help small businesses 
around the country and eliminate what 
the IRS says is going to be almost im-
possible to comply with, what small 
businesses say is going to be expensive 
to carry out, and what Senator 
JOHANNS, in an amendment, has a paid- 
for solution. I think this is something 
we should, as a Senate and as a body, 
be committed to adopting. The Presi-
dent of the United States says this 
needs to be solved. 

What I heard now is an objection to 
something I think is a very reasonable 
request, and I am sorry that objection 
has been made. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Ms. STABENOW. Let me just indi-

cate again, as a Senator who voted for 
both proposals that were in front of us, 
I could not agree more. We have to get 
this done. I believe there is a commit-
ment on both sides of the aisle to get 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:58 Dec 02, 2010 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G01DE6.035 S01DEPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
B

9S
0Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8329 December 1, 2010 
this done. You are correct that the 67- 
vote threshold was very high. We need 
to come back in a different context and 
get this done. I am committed to work-
ing with my colleague to do that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, my 
friend from Wyoming, who is a good 
guy, just said that the motions we are 
making, unanimous-consent motions— 
that these things could have been 
brought up earlier. Oh, if only it were 
true. If only it were true that we could 
have brought these things up earlier. If 
anybody has been paying attention, 
they would understand that our friends 
across the aisle have been blocking ev-
erything, including motherhood and 
apple pie, for the last year. They have 
voted unanimously to move judicial 
nominations out of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, and then they languish and 
they will not allow us to bring them up 
for a vote. 

Then my friend said we need to stop 
the theater. Well, let me tell you what 
theater is. Theater is when a Senator 
says: If we cannot get everything re-
solved and all of the spending decisions 
made by Monday, well, then, I just 
don’t think we can do the START trea-
ty. Theater is having 42 Senators say: 
We will not participate unless you do 
what we want to do today. That is the-
ater. That is theater. Theater is say-
ing: Well, you could have brought this 
up earlier, when everyone knows they 
blocked everything we wanted to bring 
up. That is theater. What you are see-
ing on this side right now is a healthy 
dose of indignation on behalf of the 
American people who are hurting. 

I think back. I think back to elec-
tions past when great patriots were ac-
cused in the most vivacious ways of 
being soft on national security. I re-
member a Senator who lost his limbs 
in battle who had advertisements run 
against him that somehow he was soft 
on terror because of a twist and distor-
tion of a vote he had cast in the Sen-
ate. 

Now fast forward. We have a treaty 
that the military unanimously sup-
ports, that the Secretaries of State for 
those Republican Presidents who 
warned us about loose nuclear weapons 
and terrorists—their Secretaries of 
State have stood up and said this is the 
thing to do. The ranking member of 
the Foreign Relations Committee in 
the Senate, Senator LUGAR—is there 
anyone more respected on what we 
should be doing to protect this Nation 
than Senator DICK LUGAR? And they 
are holding this treaty hostage to pro-
tect millionaires. Has it come to that? 
They now are willing to risk national 
security, the security of this Nation, 
because they refuse to allow us to stop 
the extra-big tax bonuses to million-
aires and billionaires. Can you imagine 
what would have happened to some-
body in my party who had the nerve to 
stand up in the face of our allies, our 
military, bipartisan support, everyone 
from Pat Buchanan to Colin Powell, 

who has said to the American people 
that this START treaty is necessary? 
And they are saying: Well, if you don’t 
give us a tax break for millionaires by 
Monday, we are going to go home. 
Really? It takes your breath away. It 
just takes your breath away. I have 
some unanimous-consent requests I 
will also make today, but I really want 
that to sink in. 

We have reached every goalpost they 
have put up on the START treaty, and 
then they have moved it. We have no 
verification of nuclear weapons in Rus-
sia right now, and we haven’t for 
months, and they are nibbling around 
the edges because—do you know what I 
believe this might be? I might believe 
this is part of the strategy that was an-
nounced by the leader of the Repub-
lican Party that their No. 1 priority is 
to defeat President Obama, to damage 
him. They want to deny the passage of 
this treaty, I believe—it certainly has 
the appearance, anyway, that this is 
about damaging President Obama. 

We should be focused on our national 
security. We should be focused on giv-
ing tax cuts to Middle America. We 
should be focused on tax cuts to small 
businesses. We have done net tax cuts 
in this country of $300 billion in the 
last 18 months, and all of those tax 
cuts were focused like a laser on the 
middle class and on small businesses. 

Do not let anybody sell you a bill of 
goods that the Democratic Party is not 
fighting for tax cuts for Middle Amer-
ica and small business. Now, we are not 
so excited about the millionaires. 
Those are not stimulative. They have 
not created the jobs. It has been an 
economic experiment that has failed. 
Once again, the trickle down did not 
trickle. And it is time for us to get 
busy, make these tax cuts permanent 
for the middle class, and continue to 
try to reduce our deficit. 

I see my friend. Nobody has worked 
harder, and I have tried to be a partner 
with him to reduce spending in the 
Federal Government. But this all of a 
sudden ‘‘we are going to take our foot-
ball and go home if you don’t give us 
what we want by Monday’’—and here is 
the richest part of this. The person who 
is saying ‘‘we are going to go home on 
Monday if we don’t get it by Monday’’ 
is the person who is negotiating. He is 
supposed to be negotiating at 5:30. I 
mean, it is like looking in the mirror 
and saying: Hey, if you don’t get it 
done by Monday—if he wants to get it 
done by Monday, then be reasonable 
about the millionaires. Be reasonable 
about the millionaires, and we can get 
this done, and we can go home and cel-
ebrate Christmas with our families and 
come back and start hard next year to 
reduce this deficit with a good down-
payment—$300 billion going to reduce 
the deficit because we are not going to 
give a very small, incremental tax in-
crease to people who have plenty of 
cash right now. What they really need, 
those millionaires, they need the mid-
dle class to have some money to spend 
to create the demand. That is the eco-

nomic policy that makes sense in this 
climate. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, I have a 

unanimous consent I wish to do, but 
before I do that, I want to say that I 
know the Senator from Wyoming is not 
here right now, but I want to echo the 
point that we are going to deal with 
the 1099s. It is a question of making 
sure we pay for it the right way. I do 
not think anyone in this body—we are 
motivated and I think a lot of us are 
working in a bipartisan way to resolve 
that issue. 

As someone who has been in the 
small business world since the age of 
14, who has had a business license since 
that age, I have aggressively talked 
about the issue of small business, I 
have lived small business, and I clearly 
understand what the 1099 is all about. I 
talked about this issue back in July 
and made it clear that we need to deal 
with it and get rid of it. So we are 
going to be working on it. We will see 
this, hopefully, as part of the tax pack-
age, a tax extender package, and we 
will deal with it. 

I come to the floor because I also 
have a unanimous consent I would like 
to do in regard to small business. This 
is a bill that will help what they call 
HUBZones, HUB areas that are high 
unemployment to the tune of 140 per-
cent of the average adjusted unemploy-
ment rate. These have been very help-
ful for many different communities 
across this country as well as in our 
State. 

This is the Rebuilding Local Business 
Act of 2010. It amends the Small Busi-
ness Act and designates HUBZones and 
gives them another 3 years of oppor-
tunity. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Small Business Com-
mittee be discharged from further con-
sideration of S. 3563 and that the Sen-
ate then proceed to its immediate con-
sideration, the bill be read three times 
and passed, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table with no intervening 
action or debate, and that any state-
ments relating to the measure be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object—and I won-
der if I might be recognized to speak 
following the objection I intend to 
make—reserving the right to object, 
Republicans have said that we believe 
the single most important step we can 
take to create jobs is to keep the cur-
rent tax rates, which will go up auto-
matically on January 1; secondly, we 
need to fund the government—funding 
expires this Friday; and that after 
that, we can move to whatever else the 
Democratic leader would like to bring 
up. We should fund the government, 
keep the tax rates where they are, 
freeze spending, and go home. 

I object. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, still hav-

ing the floor, let me respond. First off, 
I want to make sure, as the public is 
watching this, what that means. Keep-
ing the tax rates where they are means 
millionaires and billionaires continue 
to get a bonus because that is what it 
is, with no disrespect to my colleague 
on the other side. I mean, corporations, 
businesses today—and I can speak 
about this, again with no disrespect to 
my colleague, as someone in the small 
business world. Our family is in this 
business. My wife owns four retail 
stores, started from scratch, just as I 
did in many of my businesses. The 
small business community—the small 
business community—benefits not by 
the people over the 2 percent, the top 2 
percent; the small business community 
are the ones below that. Half of the 
businesses in this country, the small 
businesses, gross less than $25,000. That 
is a fact. 

So for us to just kind of continue 
business as usual and keep these tax 
rates where they are for the million-
aire and billionaire club—that didn’t 
help us the last 3 years. The fact is, 
right now they have those tax breaks. 
Right today, they have those. They had 
them last year. They had them the 
year before. And what happened to this 
economy? It crashed and burned almost 
to the ground. What has happened to 
the millionaire and billionaire club? 
They have more money in their bank 
accounts today than ever before. That 
is not me saying it; that is other inde-
pendent data out there. Corporations 
have more cash on hand today than 
they have had in decades. 

So for us now to say: Hey, let’s give 
the millionaires and billionaires an-
other bonus for the next year for run-
ning our economy into the ground 
doesn’t make any sense to me and 
doesn’t make sense to the people back 
home in my State, the Alaskans I talk 
to every single day. As a matter of 
fact, when I came here in January of 
2009, we were in our fourth or fifth 
month, if I remember right, of losing 
500,000 to 700,000 jobs a month. Do you 
know what that is equal to? That is the 
total population of my State every sin-
gle month being lost. 

People who are saying we have to 
make sure the millionaires and billion-
aires have this $700 billion bonus, paid 
for by the taxpayers of this country, to 
drive us more into debt, and believe 
that is going to solve this economic 
problem is absolutely wrong. I have 
had to scratch nickles and dimes to-
gether to build businesses. I have done 
it before. I have succeeded and failed. 
That is not what grows business, giving 
millionaires and billionaires breaks. 
What makes a difference, for example, 
is the small business bill we passed, 
where we only got two votes on the 
other side, a small business bill that 
brought money to loan small busi-
nesses. That is what makes a dif-

ference, or extending the tax credit, 
which we did, not only during the re-
covery bill, the stimulus bill, which I 
know everyone on the other side hates, 
but also during our small business bill 
so people can buy equipment and depre-
ciate it in the first year, write it off in 
the first year. That is of real benefit to 
small businesses. Extending the SBA 
loan program, expanding it from the 
limitations they had before to $5 mil-
lion to make sure that the front-end 
fees do not have to be charged, what 
did that do in my State? It tripled—tri-
pled—the loan capacity of SBA to 
small businesses. That was supported 
on this side. You want to grow small 
business. That is how you do it, be-
cause the way it has worked, we drove 
into the biggest recession since the 
Great Depression. 

So I respect the comments on the 
other side, but for us to say to the 
American taxpayers: Hey, we are going 
to give another $700 billion to million-
aires and billionaires, is beyond com-
prehension—beyond comprehension, es-
pecially when we tell them: Oh, by the 
way, it is going to be debt financed. So 
my son, who is 8 today, and his kids, 
my grandkids, maybe, in the future, 
will still be paying that bill because we 
were told that by Monday we have to 
make a decision. 

I am not doing that. I didn’t come 
here to play those games, to swap off 
the START treaty or national security 
for the benefit of millionaires and bil-
lionaires. 

The other thing I have learned about 
this place, we can multitask. I came 
down here this morning, no one was on 
the Senate floor. I go to committee 
meetings—there is supposed to be 15, 25 
people—2 people show up, maybe 4. I 
don’t know what other people are 
doing. I am showing up because that is 
what I was sent here to do by the peo-
ple of my State, to come here and 
work. For us to sit around and say we 
can only do one thing at a time—I talk 
to families every single day. They are 
doing multiple things every day, every 
single day. Why we can’t, with all the 
staff we have, all the abilities we have, 
focus on more than one thing is ridicu-
lous. 

Again, no disrespect to the Senator 
from Tennessee. I mean him no ill 
words. I am frustrated. I didn’t come 
here for these kinds of games. We put a 
1099 amendment on the Food Safety 
Act. People are asking: What are we 
doing? I heard yesterday, why did we 
spend a week on the food safety bill. 
The other side wanted to delay it be-
cause it was good politics for them to 
delay and drag it out. So here we are. 
We have a deadline. We have to get this 
passed or we are going home. If you 
don’t want to be around here, then go 
home. But the fact is, the American 
people sent us here, Alaskans sent me 
here to not just do one issue but to do 
multiple issues. That is what our coun-
try is about. It is complex. There is no 
single issue that drives the economy. 
But giving millionaires and billionaires 
a $700 billion tax bonus is ridiculous. 

I appreciate the comments. I am 
sorry my colleague objected to this one 
item because in order to build this 
economy, we have to have multiple 
things in play. This gives more tools to 
the private sector to grow their neigh-
borhoods and businesses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 10 minutes. 

Mr. BEGICH. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to rant for a little bit and yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee. 

f 

SENATE AGENDA 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
see the Senator from Alabama here. I 
don’t want to take time from him. Let 
me see if I can go back to the begin-
ning. 

The government runs out of money 
Friday. Taxes go up at the end of the 
month. Republicans have written a let-
ter to the majority leader that says: 
Let’s focus on those two things. Let’s 
fund the government and let’s keep the 
tax rates where they are which would 
be the single best thing we could do in 
the middle of an economic downturn to 
help create jobs, and then we are ready 
to go home. 

We think we heard the results of the 
election. Our friends on the other side 
keep on insisting on an encore after a 
concert which attracted a lot of boos. 
What the American people were saying 
to us is, fund the government, keep the 
tax rates where they are, freeze spend-
ing, and go home. Bring the new Con-
gress back in January, and let’s begin 
to work on the priorities of the Amer-
ican people which are, No. 1, to make it 
easier and cheaper to create private 
sector jobs; No. 2, bring spending closer 
to revenues; and No. 3, be smart and 
strategic in dealing with terror. So 
one, two, three—those should be our 
objectives. 

In the last 2 weeks in this so-called 
lameduck session, insisting on an en-
core after a concert that attracted a 
lot of boos shows a lot of tone deaf 
politicians. 

What we Republicans have asked is 
extraordinarily reasonable. The Presi-
dent—and I give him great credit for 
this—had a bipartisan leadership meet-
ing. It was the best one he has had 
since he has been President. It was con-
structive. As a result, the Republican 
and Democratic leaders who met to-
gether said: We will designate a small-
er group to see if we can work out the 
tax part of this. Then, in the discussion 
that came afterwards, we, on our side, 
made it clear to the President and to 
the Democratic leader that after you 
fund the government—remember, the 
money runs out Friday. We have to do 
this. Nobody wants the government to 
shut down. After we deal with taxes— 
remember, they go up automatically at 
the first of the year—then we will go to 
wherever the majority leader of the 
Senate wants to go. He is the single 
person who can bring up something, 
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and if he chooses to go to the DREAM 
Act, if he chooses to go to Don’t Ask, 
Don’t Tell, if he chooses to go to a 
whole laundry list of other issues, that 
is entirely his prerogative. 

We, under the traditions of the Sen-
ate, have the right to make the voices 
heard of the people we represent and 
amend and debate things. If the major-
ity leader says: I have listened to the 
President. He thinks the New START 
treaty is the most important thing to 
go to next. He can bring that up if he 
wishes to. We can debate that. We 
would want ample time to do that. 
That is a part of the Senate tradition 
as well. 

There is nothing in the letter that 42 
Republicans signed that says anything 
about national security or the New 
START treaty. It talks about legisla-
tive proposals. We recognize that until 
some fortuitous event should occur 
that we might have the majority, it is 
up to the Democratic leader what 
comes up. 

The Senator from Missouri was talk-
ing about the New START treaty. We 
are not talking about it. In fact, we are 
meeting on it. We are working with the 
administration to see if nuclear mod-
ernization can be properly done. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I will not. I will 
continue my remarks and the Senator 
may gain the floor later. 

We are working on making certain 
that if the New START treaty is ap-
proved, we are not left with a collec-
tion of wet matches. We want to make 
sure the nuclear warheads we have 
work. 

I am one Republican who is open to 
voting for the New START treaty. I see 
the advantages of the data and of the 
inspections that come from it. I know 
the tradition of disarmament and nu-
clear arms control. I am deeply con-
cerned about the condition of the fa-
cilities that do our nuclear moderniza-
tion. I am impressed with the progress 
the President is making in that area. 
Let’s continue to make that progress. 
If the majority leader wants to move to 
that, he can. But instead this after-
noon we get a long list of new pro-
posals that have come in here that we 
haven’t read, that haven’t been 
through committee. It reminds me of 
Christmas Eve a year ago. Let’s just 
bring a bunch of bills in here. Nobody 
has read them. It doesn’t matter. 

The American people said in Novem-
ber they didn’t like that. So they sent 
a bunch of new people here. 

With all respect, we understand what 
it is like to lose an election. We have 
lost a lot of them lately. We had very 
few Republicans elected in 2006. We had 
very few elected in 2008. We thought 
the people had something to say to us. 
We tried to learn from that. We hadn’t 
been doing some things well. We are 
trying to work our way back. We are 
trying to re-earn the confidence of the 
American people going step by step. We 
think the steps that are appropriate 

today are to keep the tax rates where 
they are in the middle of an economic 
downturn. It makes no sense to tax job 
creators at a time when unemployment 
has been above 9.5 percent for 16 out of 
the last 17 months and when it has only 
been that high for 30 out of the last 862 
months. 

What we are suggesting is the kind of 
thing that President Obama’s former 
budget director has suggested, Mr. 
Orszag. He said: Let’s extend it for 2 
years because raising taxes in the mid-
dle of an economic downturn makes no 
sense because it doesn’t create jobs. We 
would like for them to be permanent. 
That is a possible area of compromise. 
Keep the tax rates where they are, deal 
with funding the government, and then 
let’s move to whatever subject the ma-
jority leader would like to move to, in-
cluding the New START treaty, if he 
thinks that is the most important 
area. 

I wish to make sure the Republican 
position is well understood. I under-
stand we have printed in the RECORD 
our letter to Senator REID of yesterday 
which says very simply: Dear Mr. Ma-
jority Leader, we 42 Republicans be-
lieve that we should keep tax rates 
where they are because they go up at 
the end of the month, and we should 
fund the government because it runs 
out of money Friday. And after those 
two, we can move to whatever legisla-
tive item you would like to. Of course, 
we have no comment on whether you 
move to a treaty such as the New 
START treaty. That is our position. 
We believe that is a reasonable posi-
tion. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. I will be brief, but I 

do appreciate so much the comments of 
the Senator from Tennessee. He is one 
of our most valuable Members. He is an 
honest person. He can summarize com-
plex matters in ways even I can under-
stand. I think he stated honestly and 
fairly where we are today. 

Not only did President Obama’s own 
Office of Management and Budget Di-
rector, Peter Orszag, say we ought to 
keep the rates where they are, not go 
up on the upper income people at this 
time of economic stress and job loss, 
not raise taxes on them—although my 
colleague is saying that somehow if we 
pass this legislation it would be a 
bonus. For 10 years these rates have 
been at this level. We are talking about 
raising the rates if we don’t take ac-
tion. 

I am going to recall that Senator AL-
EXANDER serves on the Budget Com-
mittee, as does Senator MCCASKILL. We 
worked hard on some important legis-
lation together that I think will be 
helpful in containing spending. 

We recently had a Budget Committee 
hearing a few months ago. I think Sen-
ators ALEXANDER and MCCASKILL were 
there. We had three premier, exceed-
ingly well-known economists testify, 
two called by the majority and one 

called by the Republican minority. 
That is sort of traditional. We had Mr. 
Zandi from Moody’s, Allen Blinder of 
Princeton, and John Taylor of the Tay-
lor rule. The violation of his rule by 
Mr. Bernanke was a significant factor 
in the bubble in housing. But Mr. TAY-
LOR was a Republican witness. All 
three said: Don’t raise taxes now in 
this economy. 

It is offensive to me a bit to have my 
colleagues stand up and in a demagogic 
way say: You are trying to give a tax 
benefit, a bonus to millionaires. I don’t 
believe that is accurate. These three 
premier economists, two of them called 
by the Democratic majority, said: 
Don’t raise taxes. 

Do you think these economists were 
saying this because they want to help 
millionaires, or do you think they were 
making that opinion because they be-
lieve it would be best for the economy 
and help more Americans who are out 
of work get work? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Assuming the 
Senator from Alabama still has the 
floor, I agree with him, in answer to 
the question. The idea is that you don’t 
raise taxes in the middle of an eco-
nomic downturn because it makes it 
harder to create jobs. And that raising 
those taxes now makes no sense. That 
is simply the argument. 

Mr. SESSIONS. And Mr. Orszag was a 
former Congressional Budget Office 
head and also was chosen by President 
Obama when he first came to office for 
that significant, premier center of the 
government, the Office of Management 
and Budget, a student of these issues, 
far more liberal in ways than I would 
be in a lot of matters. But he has indi-
cated he did not think we should raise 
taxes now that he has left the adminis-
tration. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes, that is his 
point. He wrote that in the Wall Street 
Journal shortly after he left the ad-
ministration. I believe, in fairness to 
Mr. Orszag, he said tax rates ought to 
be differentiated, and he expects that 
we would have a big argument about 
the levels of taxation, if we are doing 
something in a permanent way. But he 
did say very clearly that given the 
length and severity of the economic 
downturn, that the logical thing to do 
would be to keep the current rates ex-
actly where they are for at least 2 
years because not to do so would clear-
ly cause job loss. 

If we are listening to the American 
people and we have our eyes open, 
making it easier and cheaper to create 
private sector jobs should be our main 
objective, and raising taxes on anybody 
in an economic downturn runs against 
that objective. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator 
for sharing those thoughts. I would say 
it is concerning that this gets boiled 
down to some sort of an idea that we 
are just trying to protect the rich. 

What we are trying to do is to do 
something to help this economy to 
allow the private sector to create jobs 
and reduce this unemployment, which 
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is maddeningly remaining at very high, 
unacceptable levels. Everybody, all the 
economists and others, tells us the 
economy will not come back until we 
have a lower unemployment rate. Rais-
ing taxes is not the way to lower unem-
ployment, and we are talking about a 
significant increase to 39.6 percent on 
upper income taxpayers. 

These are small businesspeople. I met 
one gentleman who has 10 fast food res-
taurants and 200 employees. He told me 
with the health care bill and the stress 
he is seeing, he expects to be laying off 
70 of those employees. We do not need 
to even be laying off 7. We need to be 
able to hire more, if we can, so we can 
have more people working. 

Then we have, in addition, a 2.9-per-
cent increase on upper income people, 
a 2.9-percent additional tax for Medi-
care. That makes the total tax rate 
about 42.8 percent or 42.6 percent. Plus, 
my State of Alabama has a 5-percent 
income tax. That makes it 47 percent. 
Some have 10 percent income tax. Then 
we pay sales taxes. Then we pay prop-
erty taxes, and other taxes, gasoline 
taxes and those things. So the idea 
that we can just continue to ratchet up 
taxes without consequence to the econ-
omy is not accurate. 

I do remember and would say one 
more thing. I talked to a businessman 
at an airport of an international com-
pany. He is the CEO for North America. 
He told me they had sought to obtain 
an environmental chemical process in 
the United States at their plant, and 
he thought he had won it. The people 
in Europe, who evaluate the pro-
posals—it would have added 200 jobs in 
my State of Alabama—they said: 
Sorry, you have lost because you did 
not count taxes. And tax rates are 
higher in the United States than for 
the competing company. They had 
plants all over the world. This other 
plant, in another country that had 
lower taxes, was going to get it. We 
lost 200 jobs in the United States as a 
direct result of higher taxes. 

So I just want to repeat, it is an ab-
solute myth that we can just raise 
taxes on productive enterprises and 
small businesspeople who do a sub-
chapter S and take their money di-
rectly rather than through corporate 
taxes; that we can raise those taxes 
and it will not have a job impact. It 
will have a job impact. That is why all 
three of the economists who testified 
before the Budget Committee—two of 
them Democrats—said: Don’t raise 
taxes now. That is why Mr. Orszag said: 
Don’t raise taxes now. 

I see my colleague seeking the floor, 
and I am pleased to yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor so the Senator from New 
York can be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague for yielding the 
floor. I will be brief. 

I would first like to ask my col-
leagues a question of any of my Repub-
lican colleagues. They say we have to 
do this by Monday. It is one of the 
most important economic issues we 
have. If today we were to offer you— 
certainly I would; I cannot speak for 
every one of my colleagues—we will 
keep the tax rates the same for every-
one whose income is below $1 million 
and have them go up to what they were 
in the Clinton years for people $1 mil-
lion or higher, how is that for a com-
promise? Would you accept it? Well, I 
would ask any of my colleagues to 
come on the floor and tell us why they 
would or would not accept it. 

We all know there was greater pros-
perity in the Clinton years than there 
was during the Bush years. We all 
know there was less of a deficit—in 
fact, a surplus at the end of the Clinton 
years—and a huge deficit in the Bush 
years. We also all know just about 
every economist tells us that tax cuts, 
taxes for millionaires, do not create 
jobs. This is not capital gains. This is 
not an investment tax credit. This is 
personal income of millionaires and 
billionaires. It is one of the least effec-
tive ways to create jobs. 

So, again, I would ask my colleagues, 
are you willing to accept that com-
promise? I am. 

I would like the RECORD to show no 
Republican colleague has accepted that 
compromise. 

I have another proposal I would like 
to offer before I yield back quickly to 
my colleague from Missouri. 

ORRIN HATCH and I passed a bipar-
tisan bill, a tax cut for small busi-
nesses and large businesses, called the 
HIRE Act. It said if you hired some-
body during the course of 2010, and 
they were unemployed for 60 days, they 
did not pay payroll tax. It has been re-
garded as a success. Five million jobs 
have been created since it passed. We 
cannot attribute all of them to the 
HIRE Act, but certainly it had to do 
with a good number of them. I would 
like to see us move that bill right now. 
It is a tax cut. It is for business. It cre-
ates jobs. 

So I ask unanimous consent—and I 
would like to do that now, not to wait 
until we give a tax break to million-
aires. These could be retired people 
who do nothing, who have a load of 
money, not small businesses working 
hard that would get a tax break. 

So I ask unanimous consent that the 
Finance Committee be discharged from 
further consideration of S. 3623 and 
that the Senate then proceed to its im-
mediate consideration, the bill be read 
three times and passed, the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table with 
no intervening action or debate, and 
that any statements related to the 
measure be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I would say as to the 
question raised by my esteemed col-
league, I respect his economic judg-
ment, but I respect the economic judg-
ment more of Mr. Zandi of Moody’s, 
Mr. Blinder of Princeton, and Mr. Tay-
lor of the Taylor rule. They all have 
said without exception: Do not raise 
taxes in this economy, and those per-
sons who might be making higher in-
comes most likely are the people who 
have the most employees and could be 
affected. They could pay for that by re-
ducing employees. I would also cite 
him Mr. Peter Orszag, President 
Obama’s own former budget director. 
Therefore, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I yield 
for my colleague from Missouri who 
graciously yielded to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, 
sometimes we selectively like certain 
testimony and dislike other testimony 
around here. My friend from Alabama 
is so proud of Mr. Zandi. I think it is 
important we put on the record what 
else Mr. Zandi said. 

Mr. Zandi said if we had not passed 
the stimulus, we would have a depres-
sion. Now I hear the other side saying 
there was nothing worse than the stim-
ulus. Mr. Zandi said if we had not done 
the stimulus, we would have a depres-
sion. 

Now, I think Mr. Zandi would also 
say, if he were here right now, that the 
least stimulative tax cut we could do is 
a personal tax rate at the very highest 
bracket. Do you know what he would 
say is the most stimulative thing we 
could do to the economy right now? 
Unemployment benefits. And what are 
we fighting over? They are blocking 
the most stimulating thing we can do 
for the economy to do the least stimu-
lating thing for the economy for the 
millionaires and billionaires. 

Let’s go over that again to make sure 
we understand this. The same econo-
mist my Republican friend is hanging 
his hat on has said, time and time 
again, the only thing that stood be-
tween this country and a depression 
was passing the stimulus. Now my col-
leagues want to use that same econo-
mist to justify holding up unemploy-
ment benefits, holding up the START 
Treaty, national security, and holding 
up any other business of the Senate, ju-
dicial nominations, work that needs to 
be done, to protect the millionaires and 
billionaires. 

We do not need to argue about 
whether tax cuts are good. I think we 
have shown that. The proof is in the 
pudding. All my Republican friends 
know we have passed tax cut after tax 
cut. We have passed tax cuts for almost 
everybody in America. We passed tax 
cuts through payroll taxes. We passed 
middle-class tax cuts. We passed tax 
cuts for small businesses, which they 
were busy opposing. That is rich. They 
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opposed the tax cut for small busi-
nesses, and now they want to go to the 
mat for the millionaires. 

People need to understand what they 
are saying. The reason the economists 
say do not raise taxes in a down econ-
omy is because we want money to go 
into the economy in a recession. We 
are trying to get money to circulate. 
We are trying to get investment. We 
are trying to get people to buy things. 
So that is why we look at spending on 
an emergency basis like a stimulus. 
And we look at tax policy and figure 
out what is the most stimulative thing 
we can do with the Tax Code to help 
this economy. That is why we focused 
on the middle class and small busi-
nesses. And they are stuck with those 
millionaires. 

Now, I am very blessed; my husband’s 
first job out of college was in a steel 
mill. I worked my way through college 
as a waitress. My husband has been 
very successful in business. When I 
talk to him—and he is an economist, 
very bright—when I talk to him about 
the various things we can do to stimu-
late investment—he has invested in 
many businesses through the years, 
created thousands and thousands of 
jobs—when I ask him is a 3-percent dif-
ferential in your tax rate going to 
make a difference in your investment 
decisions next year, he kind of laughs. 
It may make a difference in terms of 
how much money he has to invest in 
one thing or another, but this is not 
the engine of our economy—a 3-percent 
difference in the tax rate for people 
who make millions of dollars. What 
does make a difference is a tax cut for 
the rest of America. 

Here is where their argument falls 
apart even further. How many times 
have we heard our friends on the other 
side of the aisle talk about the deficit? 
Here is the dirty little secret. They do 
not want to extend taxes temporarily 
because we have a down economy. They 
want to do it permanently. They want 
to go borrow trillions of dollars from 
China to make sure we keep this tax 
break there for the millionaires perma-
nently. They are not focused on the 
next year. They are not focused on the 
next 2 years. They want to blow the lid 
off this deficit and not pay for a dime 
of it by extending them permanently. 

So he can say: Well, we don’t raise 
taxes in a down economy. Then they 
ought to immediately acknowledge 
that this should only be a 2-year exten-
sion. But they will not even acknowl-
edge that at this point. We agree on 
permanent tax relief for the middle 
class. Book it, Danno. We agree on 
that. Let’s get that done: permanent 
tax relief for the middle class. All of us 
agree on that. 

I, frankly, think it is time we start 
looking at the deficit, take the least 
stimulative money that we spend, 
which is this extra money for million-
aires, and put that against the deficit. 
We will never get this deficit solved if 
anybody thinks we can do it on discre-
tionary spending. 

I have worked hard on discretionary 
spending. Senator SESSIONS and I have 
sponsored an amendment and put it be-
fore the Senate time after time trying 
to get our colleagues to accept a cap on 
spending. We have not been able to get 
it across the finish line. I am confident 
we will in the coming months, and we 
will put a cap on spending. That is part 
of the equation: take a hard look at en-
titlements, figure out if we really need 
to be buying prescription drugs for mil-
lionaires with tax dollars when we are 
in debt. I do not know. I do not think 
that makes a lot of sense. That is part 
of the entitlement program I think we 
should take a look at, as to how many 
rich people we are buying prescription 
drugs for. Then, finally, we need to 
look at tax policy. If we can’t bring the 
tax rate for millionaires—not talking 
about a corporate tax rate, not talking 
capital gains, not talking about divi-
dends, I am talking about the perma-
nent tax rate—if we can’t bring it back 
to the 1990s—find me a millionaire that 
didn’t do well in the 1990s. I would like 
to meet one. Man, it was tall cotton in 
the 1990s for wealthy people in this 
country and, by the way, it hasn’t been 
bad for the last 10 years. We haven’t 
seen a lot of job creation after this tax 
cut. We created 22 million jobs in the 
Clinton years with the tax rate we 
want to go to for the millionaires, and 
they created 1 million after this tax 
cut was created—22 million versus 1 
million. Really? We want to blow the 
lid off a deficit for that kind of job cre-
ation? No, we don’t. 

I wish to clarify one thing. Senator 
KYL didn’t yield for a question. I didn’t 
ever say there was a threatening on 
START in the letter written by the Re-
publicans. I said Senator KYL today— 
and let me read the quote. 

If taxes all can’t be resolved and voted on 
and completed, and spending for the govern-
ment for the next 10 months completed by 
next Monday, I don’t know how there is 
enough time to complete START. 

Keep in mind, we have had 16 hear-
ings on START; close to 1,000 congres-
sional inquiries. It is hard to find 
somebody who understands the threat 
who doesn’t support START. They are 
saying: Well, the verification doesn’t 
go far enough. We have no verification 
now. 

So Senator KYL is the one who is say-
ing that if we don’t get everything 
done by Monday, they are done on the 
START treaty. I think I can speak for 
my colleagues on this side of the aisle. 
We are not done. We are not ready to 
go home. We want to stay here until we 
make sure we cut taxes for the middle 
class and continue that tax cut for the 
middle class. We want to stay here 
until we get that START treaty done, 
and we want to stay here and make 
sure we get an agreement to continue 
to fund the government. We will stay 
here, and I think most of us are willing 
to stay here weekends, all night, 
Christmas Eve, Christmas Day, and the 
day after Christmas. I think we will 
stay here as long as it takes to com-
plete this work. 

So the sooner we find out the com-
promises they are willing to make, the 
better. Will they hold the middle class 
hostage, are they holding unemploy-
ment benefits hostage, and now will 
they hold the START treaty hostage 
for tax cuts for millionaires, the least 
stimulative tax break we can give? I 
hope not. For the sake of our economy, 
the future of this country, our grand-
children, deficit reduction, and na-
tional security, I hope not. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I wish 

to thank my colleague from Missouri 
for her outstanding words. 

Again, let us take three facts. First, 
over the last decade, middle-class in-
comes have declined for the first time 
since World War II. Second, over the 
last decade, if you made over $1 mil-
lion, you did just great. Third, in 2001, 
when George Bush took over, until 
today, we have gone from a surplus of 
$300 billion to a huge deficit. Yet what 
are my colleagues suggesting we do? 
That we hold up the entire government 
until we get tax breaks for the 
wealthy, the people who have done 
well, the people who have plenty of 
money, the people who, when they get 
a tax break, don’t rush out to the gro-
cery store or to the clothing store be-
cause they haven’t had enough money 
to buy things. 

That is what they want to do. It is 
hard to believe. It is hard to believe 
politics aren’t at stake; that there 
aren’t a group of very wealthy people 
who believe they made all their money 
all by themselves and they do not want 
to pay any taxes and that is what is 
pulling that party so far to the right. 

My good friend from Tennessee 
talked about elections. I want him to 
come to the floor and tell me that in 
this election the electorate cried out: 
Give more tax breaks to the million-
aires. Everyone knows they didn’t. 
They said: Help the middle class. If our 
party had a fault—and I believe we 
did—we didn’t pay enough attention to 
the middle class. But they are not 
going to convince us that because they 
won a few seats in the Senate and 
picked up the House that the election 
was a mandate to give more tax breaks 
to the people who need it the least—the 
millionaires and billionaires. Oh, no. 

In fact, we are listening to the elec-
torate far more than they are. We are 
saying: Give the middle class tax 
breaks and deal with the deficit not by 
preventing unemployment insurance 
from being extended, not by preventing 
the HIRE Act from being enacted, and 
not by preventing tax breaks for manu-
facturing or green energy. Oh, no. We 
want to do those things, and we want 
to deal with the deficit by not giving 
an extra huge tax cut to the million-
aires and billionaires. 

Here is another thing I don’t want to 
hear from my colleagues, if they per-
sist with this policy. I don’t want to 
hear them say: The deficit is the rea-
son we can’t spend money on middle- 
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class needs such as education or trans-
portation or unemployment insurance, 
because there are lots of middle-class 
people unemployed. 

I don’t want to ever hear that again. 
If they are willing to increase the def-
icit by $300 billion or $400 billion to 
give tax breaks to the wealthy—unpaid 
for—I don’t want to hear about deficit 
reduction from the other side because 
they are not honest about it. ‘‘Deficit 
reduction’’ is code for giving more 
money to the wealthy and less money 
to the middle class. 

I am somebody who believes in the 
American dream, and I think people 
who have made a lot of money in 
America are great. I think they are 
terrific, and they do create jobs. A 
whole lot of wealthy people—many of 
them—have inherited money, it is true, 
but many more made it by themselves. 
God bless them. But it is only a small 
percentage of the wealthy who are so 
eager to get a tax break when they 
know the country has so much trouble. 
Lots of wealthy people I speak to—Re-
publicans in my State—say: You know 
what. I know the rates could go back 
up to what they were in the Clinton 
years for me, and I can afford it. If the 
money goes to a good purpose—improv-
ing our schools, building our roads or 
decreasing our deficit—I am all for it. 
So we are not talking about class war-
fare. We are talking about an economic 
problem America faces. Middle-class 
incomes are declining and they need a 
tax break. Upper incomes are greatly 
increasing and they can help reduce 
the deficit and improve America. 

I have heard the economists whom 
my good friend from Alabama was 
talking about, and I believe that if you 
talk to them, they will also tell you 
that you get far more bang for the 
buck in other types of policies to get 
the economy going than in giving an 
additional huge tax break to the mil-
lionaires and the billionaires. 

We are not going to stop. The Repub-
licans have hidden for 15 or 20 years be-
hind the idea of ‘‘don’t increase taxes 
on anybody.’’ Those are code words. It 
means, don’t increase taxes on million-
aires. That is what they care about. 
Because right now I have offered them 
a deal. Give everybody else the tax 
break except the millionaires. Are they 
going to take it? Of course not, because 
the millionaires come first in the eco-
nomic books of my friends—most of my 
friends—on the other side of the aisle. 

I remember when my Republican 
friends discovered the words ‘‘death 
tax.’’ It had its effect in a way I didn’t 
like, but it had its effect. Well, now we 
have the millionaire tax break. Mil-
lionaire tax. You know what. It is 
going to have the same effect, and we 
are going to finally be able to show 
America what the other party has been 
all about: tax breaks for the wealthy, 
above all—above the deficit, above 
helping the middle class, above cre-
ating jobs. The days of hiding behind 
the screen are over because the tax de-
bate we are having now pulls back that 

screen and shows exactly where my Re-
publican friends are. 

So again I repeat my offer. I see my 
good friend from Tennessee is on the 
floor. I would offer him, if he wants to 
improve this by Monday—here are 
more colleagues—I will offer this deal. 
We will take the tax break for every-
one below $1 million. Will you accept 
it—that is a great compromise—or are 
you going to say: Oh, no, we are hold-
ing out for the millionaires. Take it or 
leave it. 

I can’t speak for my whole party, but 
I can speak for myself and my col-
league from Missouri and many others 
on our side. We can solve this problem 
tonight. Tax breaks for everybody else 
but not for the millionaires. Take it or 
leave it. You said you wanted to nego-
tiate, here is an offer. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Pre-

siding Officer, and I thank the Senator 
from New York for mentioning me. 

There is a little problem with our ne-
gotiating. We weren’t invited to the 
meeting. The Senator from New York 
and I were in the Capitol doing our 
work, tending to constituencies, while 
the President and the Democratic lead-
ers and the Republican leaders were at 
the White House. They had a very con-
structive meeting, from what I under-
stand, and they designated certain 
Democrats and certain Republicans to 
see if they could come up with a com-
promise. 

One of those who might have been at 
the meeting may have just walked onto 
the Senate floor and maybe he can in-
form us, but the negotiations are con-
tinuing where they should continue. I 
was delighted to see the President in-
vite the leaders down to the White 
House for such a good meeting. I know 
they have had some joint meetings be-
fore, but we are never going to get any-
where in the Senate where we have a 
relatively equal number of Members— 
as we now do or are now about to—un-
less we swap ideas. So I assume they 
are down there swapping ideas. 

I assume they can read the calendar, 
and I assume they can remember that 
last year we were standing here in the 
worst snowstorm in decades in the mid-
dle of the night—1 a.m.—voting on bills 
nobody had read. I don’t think we want 
to do that kind of thing again. So we 
Republicans have said, very simply, 
let’s deal with the tax issue because 
taxes go up automatically at the end of 
the month, let’s fund the government 
because it runs out of money on Fri-
day, and then, if we have any time left, 
let’s do whatever the Democratic lead-
er would like to do. 

If he wants to bring up the new 
START treaty, that would be fine. We 
would have time to debate it. If he 
wants to bring up a whole string of 
other things, that is up to him. 

What would the terms of the tax 
agreement be? I guess it will be what-
ever that group who discusses, our ne-

gotiators, come back with. If the Presi-
dent were to say, for example, he 
agrees with his former Budget Direc-
tor, that raising taxes on anybody in 
the middle of an economic downturn 
makes it harder to create jobs—and in 
my words, therefore, makes no sense— 
he would probably get a welcome re-
sponse on our side. 

So while the Senator from New York 
is one of the most skillful debaters and 
negotiators anywhere on the planet, 
and he would be very good in any sort 
of discussion on taxes—he is a member 
of the Finance Committee, and he is 
chairman of the Rules Committee—he 
wasn’t in the meeting and neither was 
I and those in the meeting are having 
the discussion and they will make a 
recommendation. My hope is they 
make a recommendation that permits 
tax rates to stay right where they are 
because raising taxes on anybody in 
the middle of a recession is a bad idea 
because it makes it harder to create 
jobs. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, 
through the Chair, may I ask my good 
friend from Tennessee a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I will be happy to 
yield for a question. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I un-
derstand we are not in the negotiating 
room right now, but he and I are both 
in the leadership of our respective par-
ties. We are good friends. I have tre-
mendous respect and admiration for 
my friend from Tennessee. I do. I think 
he is a fine man, and we have passed 
some good legislation together. So I 
understand the negotiators are doing 
their negotiating, but we might be able 
to help. 

Again, I repeat my offer: Will my col-
league—just he and I can agree. That 
might break the ice. We will give tax 
breaks to everyone—Bush tax cuts— 
below $1 million. We will continue 
their capital gains rates at the same 
rate, we will continue their dividend 
rates at the same rate but not the peo-
ple above $1 million because, as I men-
tioned, their incomes are doing fine. 
Most economists will tell you it is a 
highly inefficient way to get jobs or 
money flowing into the economy. Un-
employment insurance, which my col-
leagues insist be paid for, is much bet-
ter. 

Let just he and I agree that that is a 
good idea, a good starting point. Will 
he? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
am delighted to hear the eloquence of 
the Senator from New York. As I was 
listening to him I was reminded that 
most of the people whose taxes he is 
trying to raise live in New York. They 
are not in Tennessee. We are a rel-
atively low-income State. So I admire 
him for his courage—it is almost a tax 
earmark to be so specific that we are 
going to raise taxes on just a small 
number of people, most of whom live 
on Wall Street and in New York. That 
makes a pretty good line. 
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But what I agree with is what I re-

peatedly said, what the Republican 
leader said, and the former budget di-
rector said. Let me just say it again be-
cause it makes very good sense, and I 
think most Americans would instinc-
tively agree with this. We are in the 
middle of a very severe economic reces-
sion. We have had more than 9.5 per-
cent unemployment for 16 out of the 
last 17 months. We have only had 30 
months in modern history where we 
have had unemployment that high. Al-
most half of those months have been 
lately. 

Making it easier and cheaper to cre-
ate private sector jobs should be our 
main objective. Almost every econo-
mist—the President’s former budget di-
rector, almost everyone who has 
looked at this—says raising taxes on 
anybody in the middle of an economic 
downturn makes it harder to create 
jobs. 

We may want to have a big argument 
when the economy recovers about 
whether people in New York should pay 
more and people of more modest means 
in Tennessee should pay less. We could 
have that argument at some point. But 
what we are saying is at the end of the 
year, taxes are going up, almost every-
one except some on that side seem to 
agree that it makes it harder to create 
jobs if we raise taxes on anybody. We 
are saying let’s not raise taxes on any-
body. We want that permanently. But 
most of us are saying, if we would do 
what Mr. Orszag says, that would have 
wide support here. 

That is our position. We respect the 
position of the Senator from New York. 
Maybe someday we will have a debate 
about what the permanent tax rates 
ought to be. But right now the goal is 
to make it easier and cheaper to create 
private sector jobs. The single best 
thing we can do is keep tax rates where 
they are before they automatically go 
up at the end of the month. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from New York and my 
colleague from Missouri who was here 
a moment ago and all those who came 
to the floor to talk. I assume my col-
leagues are aware of the fact that all 
across America there have been cable 
TV subscribers who have been calling 
in and asking for a refund because 
when they turned on C–SPAN to see 
the Senate they saw an empty Cham-
ber and nothing going on, and at least 
now we give them a little activity on 
the Senate floor. But, unfortunately, 
that activity is not going to lead to 
anything meaningful. The Senator 
from New York even offers a legislative 
idea that doesn’t seem to be greeted by 
any applause on the other side or any 
counteroffer of any conciliatory mag-
nitude. 

I was at the meeting the Senator 
talked about yesterday, and it was a 
historic meeting with the President 
and Senator KYL, Senator MCCONNELL, 
Senator REID, myself, the President, 

the leaders of the House, as well and 
some members of the President’s Cabi-
net—Secretary Geithner, for example. 
Vice President BIDEN was there. 

I would say the reports generally 
have been accurate, that the President 
said: I want to change the environ-
ment, I want to change the dialog, I 
want there to be more meetings like 
this, open to suggestions from the 
other side about how we can work to-
gether and solve the problems facing 
our Nation. 

Then the President did something 
which those of us who have been fortu-
nate to visit the White House once in a 
while really considered to be rare. He 
stood up and said: I would like to ask 
the elected Members and the Vice 
President to come with me to my pri-
vate dining room off the Oval Office. 

We went in and had another cup of 
coffee and in a much more isolated and 
private setting had an even more can-
did conversation. I really felt good at 
the end of it. I felt we were starting at 
least to develop the kind of dialog the 
American people asked for in the No-
vember 2 election. 

The President asked us, Senator REID 
and some others: Pick someone and 
let’s sit down and talk about this tax 
situation. Let’s try to find some com-
mon ground if we can, and I understand 
the group met this morning and again 
this afternoon. It is all, from my point 
of view, a very positive development 
and good for our Nation. 

But what troubles me, I say to the 
Senator from Tennessee, is this letter. 
I see the letter is dated November 29, 
so it started circulating even before 
this peacemaking meeting we had. It 
seems that this letter which was sent 
to Senator REID is basically an ulti-
matum. The ultimatum is, we are not 
going to do anything on the floor of the 
Senate until we act on the tax measure 
and funding our government—nothing. 
It says basically that your side, the Re-
publican side, the 42 Senators who 
signed it, are going to object to moving 
to any other item of business—any-
thing. 

Now we are back into the cable TV 
problem, where people are going to see 
this empty Chamber and wonder why, 
with all the things we could be doing in 
the Senate, why we can do nothing— 
nothing whatsoever, according to this 
letter—until we reach an agreement on 
the tax issue. 

I think we all concede the fact that 
we need to do it. We all concede the 
fact we need to fund the government. 
But what is the point? Really, if we are 
going to draw a paycheck for coming 
into the Senate, shouldn’t we at least 
do the people’s business? Do we have to 
sit here with empty desks and an 
empty Chamber and quorum calls day 
after day because of this threat that 
says: Don’t try to bring up another 
issue? 

It strikes me as odd. I know the Sen-
ator from Tennessee is an industrious 
man. He served as Secretary of Edu-
cation. He was a Governor. He plays 

the piano. The man sings songs. He has 
more talents than most people I ever 
met. To think you would want us to 
just do nothing—nothing on the floor 
of the Senate. 

The Senator from New York has of-
fered an idea—I think a reasonable 
idea. Let’s agree. Let’s agree that peo-
ple making $1 million or less will have 
the same tax cuts that they had before, 
no questions asked, to invigorate the 
economy. But let’s say to Paris Hilton 
and Bill Gates and Warren Buffett, no; 
you are not going to get a $100,000 tax 
cut each year. If you make $1 million, 
that is the average. We don’t think 
that really invigorates the economy. 

I would add as a postscript to what 
the Senator from New York raised, 
wouldn’t it be reasonable for us also to 
say if we are going to give tax cuts to 
the wealthiest people in America, and 
add to our deficit in the process, 
shouldn’t we help those who are unem-
ployed in Tennessee—I see the two Sen-
ators from Tennessee—or Wyoming—I 
see the Senator from Wyoming is 
here—or Minnesota or Illinois? Do you 
think it is right for us to cut off unem-
ployment benefits for people in the 
midst of this holiday season? 

There are 127,000 people in the State 
of Illinois who will lose their unem-
ployment benefits this month. Merry 
Christmas. 

I know what those people receive. It 
is about $300 a week. I don’t know any 
of us who could survive on that. They 
try, they try to keep going. Yet we cut 
them off. There have been efforts on 
the Senate floor, unanimous consent 
requests to fund the unemployment 
benefits for another year, objected to 
by the Republican side of the aisle. 

I find it hard to follow the logic on 
the Republican side that we cannot af-
ford to help those who are out of work 
through no fault of their own but we 
can afford to give a tax break, a huge 
tax break to Warren Buffett—who is 
not asking for it, incidentally—Bill 
Gates, Paris Hilton, or any of these 
others. I don’t follow the logic. 

I think, although the Senator is fer-
vent in his belief that tax cuts are the 
key to prosperity—some of us may 
question how much they are the key— 
it really is fundamentally unfair that 
those who are unemployed would face 
this kind of problem. 

I am going to make a unanimous con-
sent request on another issue that I 
think will help create jobs. It will save 
jobs in Tennessee and Wyoming and Il-
linois and Minnesota, and it relates to 
something that is not new because it is 
already on the calendar. For those who 
want to follow this and say where is 
this coming from, turn to page 73, the 
Calendar of Business of the Senate, and 
go to order No. 578, S. 3816, a bill I in-
troduced with others to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, create 
American jobs, and prevent offshoring 
of such jobs overseas. 

It was actually read the second time 
and placed on the calendar September 
22 of this year. It relates to something 
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which has affected the Senator’s State 
and mine. When a company in Ten-
nessee decides to send jobs overseas, to 
close down a local production facility, 
and to ship those jobs and that produc-
tion facility to another country— 
China, Mexico, wherever it happens to 
be—we reward them. We give them tax 
benefits and tax deductions to help fa-
cilitate that decision. 

Many of us believe that is upside- 
down. If a company thinks it is in its 
best interest, profit motive and best in-
terest to locate overseas, so be it. Let 
them make that decision. But we 
should not encourage it. We should not 
subsidize it. We should not reward it. 
The reward should actually go to the 
many businesses that stay in Min-
nesota and Illinois and Tennessee and 
Wyoming, hiring American workers, 
paying them a decent wage and giving 
them basic benefits and retirement. 
That is where the reward ought to be in 
the Tax Code. It should not be in the 
area where we are creating tax incen-
tives for companies to move jobs over-
seas. 

If the economy, prosperity, and jobs 
are really the No. 1 goal here—I think 
they are, and I think they should be— 
then let’s change this provision in the 
Tax Code. That is what this does. It 
tries to slow down the exodus of jobs 
from the United States. It will save 
jobs in Tennessee and save jobs in 
other places as well. This provision 
called ‘‘Creating American Jobs and 
Ending Offshoring Act’’ that I intro-
duced with Senators HARRY REID, 
BYRON DORGAN, and Senator SCHUMER 
is a simple bill with three common-
sense provisions. 

Let me describe it before I make the 
unanimous consent request. I will be 
brief. 

First, we make two changes that dis-
courage U.S. companies from giving 
out pink slips to Americans while they 
open their doors abroad. We will say to 
firms: If you want to shut down oper-
ations here and move them somewhere 
else, we are not going to let you take 
tax deductions on the shutdown ex-
penses. 

We also say to firms: If you want to 
sell your products in this country, we 
are not going to let you start making 
those goods abroad, ship them back to 
this country, and avoid paying taxes on 
your profits. 

Second, we make it more attractive 
for companies to bring the production 
of goods back home. We say to firms: If 
you bring jobs home from another 
country, you don’t have to pay your 
share of payroll taxes on those U.S. 
workers for 3 years, repatriating jobs 
from overseas back into the United 
States. It is not radical, it is basic. 

There are a lot of folks who defend 
this loophole I am trying to close: the 
Chamber of Commerce, National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers. They oppose 
this. Republican leaders have spoken 
out in the past against it, but I think 
these two brilliant leaders from Ten-
nessee on the floor of the Senate are 

not going to join that group. They are 
going to stand by their workers and 
companies from Tennessee. I am sure 
of that when I make this unanimous 
consent request. 

So I hope they will join me in this ef-
fort. With this measure we can lit-
erally bring to the floor of the Senate 
a measure which will help save Amer-
ican jobs and create American jobs. We 
can debate it and get it over for a final 
vote in a matter of hours, and we can 
still have negotiations going on about 
taxes. We can walk and chew gum in 
the Senate. We can do more than one 
thing at a time. We should not be vic-
tims of an ultimatum that says: You 
will either do the tax cuts and funding 
the government or else. 

So I am going to make this unani-
mous consent request that the Finance 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of Calendar No. 578, S. 
3816, the bill be read three times and 
passed, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table with no intervening 
action or debate, and that any state-
ments be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Senator from Ten-
nessee. 

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I re-
serve the right to object and say, as is 
the Senator from New York, the Sen-
ator from Illinois is most eloquent, and 
I always enjoy listening to his com-
ments. I agree with him that many at-
tributes regarding the senior Senator 
from Tennessee are all true—and many 
more, I might add. He is a multital-
ented person. 

But I say the President’s commission 
on deficit reduction actually is ad-
dressing this issue. 

And they have actually made many 
bold steps in trying to address the 
many deficit issues, the tax expendi-
ture issues which cause our country, in 
many cases, not to be as competitive as 
we could be around the world. So 
knowing that it is imminent, that this 
group is meeting on Friday, I object. 

I would like to say for the C–SPAN 
watchers that there is not really much 
happening on the floor right now that 
matters. I would agree with the Sen-
ator from Tennessee, the senior Sen-
ator, that there is a great negotiation 
that is taking place, and I applaud the 
President for bringing members of both 
parties together. I think there is a lot 
of activity. 

I just came in from the hallway. I 
know one of our negotiators was rush-
ing to a meeting. I know that in a 
meeting about an hour ago, he had to 
step out because the President had 
called regarding this very issue we are 
talking about regarding taxes, regard-
ing keeping the government operating. 
So I think there is work taking place 
in the Senate. I know there is work 
looking at nuclear modernization, and 
there is all kinds of activity through-
out the course of this building and 
other buildings adjacent. It is just that 
here on the floor, we have somewhat of 
a charade taking place while that is oc-
curring. 

So I look forward to fruitful activity. 
I think most Americans realize that on 
Friday, our government is going to 
shut down, and I think what Repub-
lican Senators have said is that we 
think it is important that we deal with 
actually funding our government so it 
continues to operate past Friday. We 
think it is important to deal with the 
tax issues since forms are going out 
across our country—some have already 
gone out, as a matter of fact—and 
Americans want to know what they are 
going to be paying as it relates to tax 
rates. 

And actually, what the letter said is 
any legislative item. I think the Sen-
ator from Illinois, whom I greatly re-
spect, knows full well that things such 
as the START treaty are not legisla-
tive items, they are executive items. 

That was excluded in our letter on 
purpose so that in the event the 
START treaty wanted to be brought to 
the floor by the leader, it could be 
brought to the floor. I know the Presi-
dent has said this is something of great 
national interest. 

So all we are trying to do is 
prioritize. We know any debate that is 
taking place on the floor right now 
over taxes has no real meaning. The 
real debate will take place after these 
negotiators finish their discussions. I 
think, again, they are being done in a 
very fruitful and earnest manner, and 
after that the debate that takes place 
will be real. We will be talking about 
something we have given leaders of 
each party the ability to negotiate. So 
that is when the real debate will take 
place. I hope the C–SPAN watchers who 
were alluded to will actually tune in at 
that time. All of this discussion now is 
really not nearly as relevant as what is 
happening in other places. I think 
there is a lot of work taking place. 

I would just add that I think all of us 
on our side have been watching as the 
majority party has met for hours and 
hours and hours each day trying to fig-
ure out what they feel should come to 
the floor. And we understand that. But 
I think what we have said is that in-
stead of debating things that could be 
well debated next year, that do not 
have the urgency of causing govern-
ment to continue to function, when 
you have two wars underway and you 
have all kinds of issues that need to be 
dealt with, we have said: Please, we 
ask you to prioritize. Let’s deal with 
those most important issues first. If 
you want to bring up the START trea-
ty, that is not a legislative item, that 
is an executive item, bring it up. But 
let’s deal with those issues that are 
most important to the American peo-
ple first. If there is time to deal with 
all of these other issues, certainly after 
that is done, we would be more than 
glad to stay as long as the other side 
would like to debate all of those issues. 

I thank you for the time to speak. I 
thank the Senator from Illinois for all 
of the kind comments he has made 
about the senior Senator and me. I 
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thank him. I thank him for the leader-
ship he shows on the other side of the 
aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I wanted 
to give my friend from Tennessee time 
to make his objection in its entirety. I 
thank him for that. I am glad he clari-
fied the fact that we could bring the 
START treaty to the floor. I sincerely 
hope we do. I think it would be a seri-
ous mistake for us to leave Washington 
for the holiday season without voting 
on that treaty on the floor. 

This is a treaty which the President 
has worked on and which is supported 
by previous administrations, Demo-
cratic and Republican. It is an effort to 
reach an agreement with the Russians. 
It should be based on a premise that 
most Republicans applaud because it 
goes back to an earlier statement by 
President Reagan that we should 
‘‘trust but verify.’’ The fact is, for over 
1 calendar year, we have not had any 
inspectors on the ground in Russia to 
verify the safety and treaty compliance 
of their nuclear weaponry. 

Senator LUGAR, on that side of the 
aisle, a man whom I greatly respect, 
supports this treaty, and if there is one 
person in the Senate who is probably 
more expert than any other when it 
comes to this issue of nuclear weapons, 
nuclear weapon control and moderniza-
tion, it is Senator LUGAR of Indiana. 
He supports this treaty and wants it to 
come forward. I hope Senators feel he 
is right. I think he is. 

I hope we can do this. The notion 
that we do not have time—I said at an 
appearance a few days ago that we had 
time to create the Department of 
Homeland Security in a lameduck ses-
sion because two extraordinary Sen-
ators—SUSAN COLLINS of Maine, a Re-
publican, and JOSEPH LIEBERMAN, then 
a Democrat of Connecticut—worked 
overtime to put together a bipartisan 
bill which we considered in a lameduck 
session and literally reorganized the 
intelligence structure of America. It 
was an amazing undertaking and one I 
believe has served us well. We did it in 
a lameduck session, and no one stood 
up and said: I object; do not go forward. 
I object; I need 2 weeks. People really 
worked together to get it done. 

We can do it in that same spirit when 
it comes to the START treaty. Let’s 
get that done. Let’s get the tax provi-
sion done. Let’s get funding the gov-
ernment done. And let’s get the 
START treaty done before we go home. 
We can do this. We are capable of doing 
this. But an empty Chamber and empty 
desks and no Senators on the floor will 
not achieve that. 

I am glad the Senator clarified that 
he is not stepping in the way of consid-
ering the START treaty with this ulti-
matum that was sent out from 42 Re-
publican Senators. I wish we could do a 
few other things, too, such as extend 
unemployment benefits, but apparently 
there is an objection to that. 

So I hope we can work forward from 
this point in a more positive way. I 

truly value my friendship and the fact 
that I can serve with these two fine 
Senators from Tennessee. Although I 
spent a lot of time extolling the virtue 
of the senior Senator from Tennessee, I 
guarantee you, next time, I will extoll 
the virtues of the junior Senator so 
that he has a positive feeling about our 
relationship. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, if I can 

just briefly indulge, I wish to thank 
the Senator, and actually, based on his 
closing comments, I think he may have 
actually signed the letter himself had 
it been presented, because I agree that 
we should fund the government, we 
should deal with the tax issue, and that 
if we did that, there would be ample 
time to deal with the START treaty. It 
is not to say we do not want to deal 
with all of those other issues; it is to 
say: Let’s prioritize based on those 
things that are of most national sig-
nificance. 

The issue he recalled regarding 
homeland security was of national sig-
nificance at the time. I think most 
Americans would agree that making 
sure the government functions beyond 
this Friday is of national significance. 

So I thank him for his comments. I 
thank him for his good humor and 
tone. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I also 

rise to talk about the importance of 
creating jobs and how the Republican 
plan is the exact opposite. We have on 
our desks this letter that was put for-
ward that says there should be tax cuts 
for all Americans. Well, you know 
what, that is the Democratic plan. 
That is the plan we have been putting 
forward that would create tax cuts on 
the first $250,000 that every single 
American makes. But if you scanned 
the letter the Republicans signed, you 
find in the fine print, down there in the 
third paragraph that, no, it is not tax 
cuts for all Americans that they want; 
they want a version that creates bo-
nuses, paid by the taxpayer, for billion-
aires. Bonuses for billionaires. That is 
the only version they want to see de-
bated, the only version they say they 
will vote for, and it is the sole goal 
they put as an obstacle to every other 
important piece of legislation to get 
America back to work. 

We have been trying so hard this 
year to get job-creation bills on the 
floor of the Senate, and we have en-
dured a recordbreaking number of fili-
busters. 

When I came here as an intern back 
in 1976, bills were passed by majority 
vote. Upon rare occasion, someone 
would say an issue is so important as 
to obstruct the Senate. But not our Re-
publican majority. Not this year in 
2010. Not last year in 2009. No. My col-
leagues have said: It is our goal to 
paralyze the Senate. It is our goal not 

only to prevent legislation from occur-
ring but to damage the executive 
branch by obstructing nominations in 
unprecedented numbers and to damage 
the judicial branch by obstructing 
nominations. 

This attack on the American system 
of government has gone way too far, 
and now my friends across the aisle 
say: Unless we get bonuses for billion-
aires, paid for by the taxpayers of the 
United States of America, we will 
block every effort to create jobs in this 
country. At some point, it needs to be 
said on the floor of the Senate—and so 
I am saying it now—that is simply 
wrong. It is misguided to put the top 
priorities to be billionaire bonuses. I 
think the American public weighed in 
on this in the discussion over Wall 
Street. It is wrong to fund those bo-
nuses out of the pockets of working 
Americans who are paying their taxes, 
and it is certainly wrong to bring this 
body to a standstill once again in order 
to get those bonuses for billionaires. 

I would like to ask my friends across 
the aisle to reconsider the substance of 
their vision for America, a vision in 
which ordinary workers fund extrava-
gant bonuses for the richet Ameri-
cans—how big a bonus? An average of 
$100,000. Now, I can tell you, in my 
working-class neighborhood, there are 
very few people who earn $100,000 a 
year. There are folks who might not 
earn $100,000 in the course of multiple 
years because they are working for 
minimum wage. They may be earning, 
if they can get a full-time minimum 
wage job, $16,000. If they are working 
two jobs and their spouse is working, 
maybe they can bring home $30,000 or 
$40,000. 

So I would suggest that stopping the 
business of the Senate to create a 
$100,000-per-taxpayer bonus—and I say 
‘‘bonus’’ because it is on top of the tax 
cut they would get under the Demo-
cratic plan—is simply completely out 
of touch with the challenges faced by 
ordinary working Americans who are 
trying to make ends meet, who would 
like to see us spend the funds in our 
Treasury to create jobs because they 
know the best program for any single 
person is the opportunity to have a liv-
ing-wage job. It not only creates the fi-
nances that shore up the foundations of 
the family, it creates a sense of pride, 
it creates a sense of work ethic, it pro-
vides a strong example to our children, 
it builds a family. But a $100,000 bonus 
for the richest Americans does not 
build those financial foundations for 
working Americans, and funding it out 
of the pockets of the working Ameri-
cans is absolutely one of the most dia-
bolical plots I could have ever imag-
ined—in fact, I couldn’t probably have 
imagined. If it would have been in a 
novel that my colleagues are bringing 
the work of the Senate to a stop in 
order to do $100,000 bonuses for the 
richest Americans, funded by the rest 
of the taxpayers, I would have said: No 
way. That plot is beyond anything that 
could possibly happen on the Senate 
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floor. But today we have it right here 
in writing that it has to be the billion-
aire bonus plan or none at all. 

But at any point, the Senate can, by 
unanimous consent, come back to its 
senses and pursue that which builds 
our economy, builds opportunity for 
working Americans. There have been a 
host of bipartisan bills that have said: 
There is a strategy that is estimated to 
create more jobs than any other per 
dollar invested, and that is low-cost 
loans for energy-saving renovations. 
This core idea recognizes that very few 
of us can go out and put double-paned 
vinyl windows in our house or full insu-
lation in our house because we do not 
have the money in our bank account 
for the upfront costs. But if we can get 
a low-cost loan, then we can, in fact, 
pay for those vinyl windows out of the 
savings on our electric bill. 

This basic concept is a concept now 
embodied in the HOME Star bill, a bi-
partisan bill. It is the basic concept 
embodied in the Building Star bill, 
which aims more at commercial build-
ings. It is the same basic concept em-
bodied in the Rural Energy Savings 
Program, which is not only a bipar-
tisan bill but is fiercely advocated for 
by our rural electrical co-ops that un-
derstand this would be a tremendous 
value to Americans in rural America. 
Knowing we can bring the Senate back 
to do good work through unanimous 
consent, I am going to ask for such 
unanimous consent. 

I will start with a bill, which is the 
rural energy savings plan bill, sup-
ported by rural co-ops across America 
so rural Americans such as those in 
rural Oregon, such as those in rural Il-
linois, such as those in rural Ten-
nessee, such as those throughout rural 
America everywhere can pursue these 
low-cost, easy-to-arrange loans 
through their local electric co-op. One 
of the reasons people get excited about 
this concept is, it is not just about the 
fact that your house now functions a 
lot better with these energy-saving 
renovations. It is not just about the 
fact that now the monthly cost of your 
electric bill or your gas bill goes down, 
often more than your loan payments 
would be, but it is the fact that 
through this kind of conservation, we 
actually create jobs—installation jobs 
and jobs producing the products for 
those energy-saving installations. Be-
cause virtually every aspect, from 
caulk to pink fiberglass to double- 
paned windows, is made here in Amer-
ica, manufactured in America. So peo-
ple know they are not only creating 
jobs locally, but they are creating jobs 
in manufacturing America. If we don’t 
build things in America, we will not 
have a middle class in America. People 
understand this at their core. 

There is something else they like 
about this. Every time we address our 
energy needs domestically, we are de-
creasing our demand for foreign oil. 
Why does that make Americans smile? 
Because we would rather have red, 
white, and blue American energy and 

American energy savings than import 
oil from overseas. When we buy that oil 
from overseas, the money goes out of 
the economy. It doesn’t go into the 
local grocery store. It doesn’t go into 
the local retailer on Main Street. It 
doesn’t build the financial foundations 
of American families. It goes to places 
such as Iraq and Saudi Arabia and Ni-
geria and Venezuela. What is hap-
pening with the money that goes over-
seas to places such as that? Some of it 
ends up in the hands of terrorists who 
oppose our policies around the world. 

It has been said by national security 
experts that our current wars in Iraq 
and Afghanistan are the first American 
wars where we are funding both sides. 
What they are referring to is our pur-
chase of foreign oil. So when we engage 
in energy savings here, we are doing 
what is right for our economy and for 
our families and for our national secu-
rity. 

By the way, these types of jobs can-
not be shipped overseas, installation 
cannot be shipped overseas. Not only 
are the materials made in America, the 
installation can’t be shipped overseas. 
It is the perfect strategy to help ad-
dress the challenges in our current 
economy. That is why I have some 
hope my colleagues across the aisle 
will join in this unanimous consent to 
get this bill done so we can help folks 
in rural America get back to work, im-
prove their homes, shore up their fi-
nancial foundations and, in the proc-
ess, improve our national security. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Agriculture Committee be discharged 
from further consideration of S. 3102; 
that the Senate proceed to its imme-
diate consideration, the bill be read 
three times and passed, the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, with 
no intervening action or debate, and 
that any statements relating to the 
measure be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BEGICH). Is there objection? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, there must 
be something about the interval be-
tween the Thanksgiving holiday and 
Christmas and the effect it has on our 
Democratic friends. Again, this year, 
as they did last year, they begin to dis-
appear for hours at a time into a room 
together, without any Republicans or 
any other kind of person there to talk 
and they get excited about issues and 
they come together. They persuade 
each other that they are right, and 
then they rush to the Senate floor 
after several hours and offer a bill of 
the most urgent kind. In this case, it is 
about double-paned vinyl windows. 
Here we are. The Senator from Oregon, 
a good colleague, a distinguished 
friend—this may be a good bill, but he 
is asking by his request that we not de-
bate, that we not amend, and that we 
just pass it. 

He is saying, at the same time, that 
this must be the most urgent thing be-
fore us. When he is finished with his 
other matters, I wish to say a little bit 

more. But let me reiterate what I have 
said over and over again. We have sug-
gested to the majority leader that we 
focus on dealing with funding the gov-
ernment first, since we run out of 
money Friday, and deal with the tax 
issue next since taxes automatically go 
up the first of the year. After we have 
done those two things, we move to 
whatever the majority leader brings 
up. He may wish to bring up the new 
START treaty. He could bring up the 
new START treaty today. We said 
nothing about that in our letter. So all 
this talk I just heard has nothing to do 
with our letter, with what has been 
said on the floor. 

I will have more to say about that in 
a moment. But we should fund the gov-
ernment, keep tax rates where they 
are. Then I think what the American 
people said to us was: Go home, bring 
this new Congress back, and let’s begin 
to deal with the debt. We have a report 
of the debt commission coming out. We 
should be making it easier and cheaper 
to create private sector jobs. The best 
way to do that is not to raise taxes on 
anybody in the middle of an economic 
downturn. That makes it harder to cre-
ate jobs and makes no sense. We want 
to do that first. Therefore, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate that my good friend from Ten-
nessee rose to defend his caucus’s let-
ter. I certainly enjoy working with 
him. Here I am talking about energy 
efficiency. We have had the pleasure of 
working together on a bill that is 
about deployment of electric cars that 
can save enormous amounts of fuel and 
have many beneficial effects that I 
have been speaking to in regard to the 
importation of foreign oil, cutting off 
that flow of oil from abroad, and the 
American money that goes out to buy 
it. I certainly treasure that relation-
ship, that working relationship. But we 
couldn’t have a more different perspec-
tive. We couldn’t have a broader dis-
agreement on this issue. I have noted 
that the Democrats have laid out a 
plan that provides tax cuts for all 
Americans. But my good friend from 
Tennessee just noted he wants the 
version that has no increase on anyone. 

What he didn’t explain—but I will—is 
that the difference between the two is 
additional bonus tax cuts for the rich-
est Americans. Those are the tax cuts 
that are $100,000 per person. Those are 
the tax cuts that will create a $700 bil-
lion addition to the national debt over 
the next 10 years. When I have families 
who are struggling to get by on the 
best jobs they can find—and those jobs 
are paying near minimum wage, and 
they are lucky to make $16,000 to 
$20,000 a year, if they can find a min-
imum wage job—is it justifiable to give 
bonuses paid by other taxpayers or by 
additional debt on our children to the 
richest Americans to the tune of 
$100,000 each? I would say, no, that is a 
bad decision. In that regard, we are 
coming from different places. 
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I can tell my colleagues, if there is 

something in the air in this period be-
tween Thanksgiving and Christmas, it 
is that it further increases or should 
increase our connection to the fact 
that American families are suffering. 
They need jobs, and it is our duty to 
create them, not our role to charge 
working Americans so $100,000 bonuses 
can be handed out to the richest Amer-
icans. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, if I 

could reflect for a few minutes on what 
we have heard. There is a lot of passion 
in the Senate. This is actually a place 
where there is supposed to be. We come 
here to debate the most important 
issues that are before us. Let me talk 
first about what Republicans have sug-
gested. I have said this a few times dur-
ing the debate, but I wish to say it 
again. We have suggested setting prior-
ities in the Senate. We have a right to 
be heard. There are 42 of us now. There 
will be 47 after January. It is not our 
voices. It is the voices of the American 
people. They expect to be heard. Just a 
few weeks ago they said to us and to 
the entire country: 

We have had a government of too 
much taxes, too much debt, too much 
spending, and too many Washington 
takeovers. We would like Members of 
Congress to focus on making it easier 
and cheaper to create private sector 
jobs, No. 1; bring spending under con-
trol so we don’t have such a debt, No. 
2; and be smart about terror, No. 3. 
That is what we would like to do. 

This lameduck session is a period 
after an election where people usually 
listen to the voters. So our rec-
ommended view is we should keep the 
tax rates where they are, fund the gov-
ernment, consider the debt commis-
sion’s report, which we hope to receive 
this week, and go home and bring the 
new Congress back, which was just 
elected, to begin to deal with jobs, 
debt, and terror. 

If the President feels it is sufficiently 
important for the new START treaty 
to be dealt with before Christmas, his 
majority leader can bring it up any day 
he wants to. He has a right to do that 
tonight, this afternoon. He can put it 
on the floor, and we can have several 
days of debate. But remember, the gov-
ernment runs out of money Friday. 
Tax forms are being filled out because 
taxes automatically go up in January 
for almost everybody, and we are say-
ing: Why have we waited so late to deal 
with this? Let’s do it. 

There is nothing wrong with priority 
in government. In fact, I respectfully 
suggest that for the last couple years 
the lack of priorities has been a big 
part of the problem. We have had a lot 
of very smart people in the govern-
ment, but managers, leaders usually 
say: Here is the most important thing. 
Let’s work on it until we fix it. 

We do not have to go far back in his-
tory to have General Eisenhower, run-

ning for President in 1952, saying: I 
shall go to Korea. He did not announce 
23 different things he needed to do. He 
said: I shall go to Korea. In October he 
said that, and in November he was 
elected. By the beginning of December 
he was in Korea, and he said: I shall 
spend my time on this until I get it 
done, and the people of the world and 
of the United States believed in him 
because they knew that a President of 
the United States who throws himself 
into almost any subject, with as much 
as he has for as long as it takes, can 
get a pretty good result. 

We should be doing that with jobs. 
There is no magic formula on that. But 
virtually every economist who has tes-
tified—either those called by the 
Democrats or the Republicans—have 
said to us this simple fact that I bet 
most Americans would agree with: 
Raising taxes on anybody in the middle 
of an economic downturn makes it 
harder to create jobs. If our No. 1 pri-
ority is to make it easier and cheaper 
to create private sector jobs, raising 
taxes makes no sense as a policy. That 
is our position. 

We would like for those tax rates to 
be permanent. The President’s former 
Budget Director, Mr. Orszag, after he 
left the President’s employ just a few 
months ago, said: Well, perhaps a 2- 
year extension of the current tax rates 
would be a good idea because it does 
make it harder to create jobs. He is 
aware, as all of us are aware, that for 
16 out of the last 17 months unemploy-
ment has been at more than 9.5 per-
cent. 

So it is all right to consider a bill to 
deal with double-paned windows, but 
when tax rates are going up on every-
body in America, including the job cre-
ators, if we want to take a step toward 
making it easier and cheaper to create 
private sector jobs, not more govern-
ment jobs, we need to keep the tax 
rates right where they are right now 
and send that signal to the American 
people. All we are saying to the Demo-
cratic majority is, let’s do that first, 
let’s fund the government, and then 
let’s go to the other issues. 

The President, to his great credit, 
had a meeting yesterday which had a 
decidedly different tone to it. I had 
been mystified by the relationship of 
the President and the Republican lead-
er over the last 2 years. I came up here 
40 years ago in the Senate as a young 
aide. I remember Senator Howard 
Baker’s story of when he first came 
here. I was his legislative assistant. He 
said he was sitting in there in the Re-
publican leader’s office, the phone 
rang, and it was President Johnson 
calling Senator Dirksen. He heard Sen-
ator Dirksen say: No, Mr. President, I 
can’t come down and have a drink with 
you tonight. I did that last night and 
Louella is very mad at me. 

Then, about 30 minutes later, there 
was a big rustle outside and the noise 
came up and two beagles came through 
the door with the President behind 
them and the President said to the Re-

publican leader: Everett, if you won’t 
come have a drink with me, I will have 
one with you. 

David Gergen told me that President 
Johnson called the Republican leader 
at 5 o’clock almost every afternoon. 
That was the kind of relationship they 
had. 

Yet for the first 2 years, the current 
President and the Republican leader 
had only one one-on-one meeting be-
cause the whole attitude around here 
was: We won the election. We will write 
the bill. 

So you jammed the health care law 
through last Christmas, which nobody 
had a chance to read, feeling pretty 
good about it. So there have been im-
mediate, multiple efforts to repeal it 
from the day it passed. 

Compare that with the relationship 
40 years ago when the civil rights bill 
passed. It was written in the Repub-
lican leader’s office, even though the 
Democratic majority was large and the 
President was a Democrat, because 
they not only wanted to pass it, they 
wanted it to be supported by the coun-
try. When it was passed, even though 
Senator Russell, for whom one of the 
buildings here is named, had opposed it 
for years—the Civil Rights Act of 
1968—he went back to Georgia and said: 
It is the law of the land. We should en-
force it, because he respected the proc-
ess by which it had been done. 

So this attitude that we won the 
election, we will write the bill, we will 
jam it down your throat whether you 
like it or not—that was the last 2 
years, but that is over. When 47 Repub-
licans come in, it is going to be a bal-
anced Senate. There is going to be a 
change toward more balance, and that 
is an important part of what the Amer-
ican people voted for just a few weeks 
ago. 

The President, to his credit, recog-
nizes that. He had a meeting yesterday 
at the White House which had a decid-
edly different tone it to. Everybody 
who was a part of it says that, both 
Democrats and Republicans. One thing 
they talked about was taxes. We have 
to deal with it. So they formed a little 
group, and they are busy trying to 
work that out. The other thing is fund 
the government. We run out of money 
Friday. We are busy trying to work 
that out. 

On the New START treaty, senators 
have very strong opinions: Senator 
KYL, Senator CORKER, Senator LUGAR. 
We respect the President on matters of 
national security, and if he says some-
thing is important, it is important to 
us, even if he is a Democratic President 
and we are Republicans. So the major-
ity leader may want to bring that up. 
But he is the majority leader. It is up 
to him to bring it up. We cannot do 
that until we have the majority, which 
we hope we do someday. So he can 
bring it up. 

So we have said: Let’s set a couple of 
priorities around here: deal with taxes, 
fund the government, and then if there 
is time left, Mr. Majority Leader, bring 
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up what you want. If you want to bring 
up a bill about double-paned windows, 
that is fine. If you want to bring up 
don’t ask, don’t tell, that will take a 
week of debate. If you want to bring up 
a bill about this, that or the other, 
that is fine. You set the priorities. 

There is one other thing I heard dur-
ing this discussion: Why aren’t we 
working? 

I will tell you why we are not work-
ing. It is because of the schedule of the 
Democratic leader. Forty times he has 
brought up legislation, and then he 
said there will be no amendment and 
no debate. That is like having the 
Grand Ole Opry open and saying: There 
will be no singing. That is what we do. 
We offer amendments. We debate on be-
half of the American people. This is the 
only body in the world where you have 
unlimited debate and unlimited amend-
ment. 

When you bring up any bill, whether 
it is the double-paned windows bill that 
was so urgently presented a moment 
ago, whether it is the New START 
treaty, which has to do with our nu-
clear modernization and our national 
security, we bring it up, hopefully, 
after it has had careful consideration 
by the committees, where the military 
experts and the foreign policy experts 
have weighed in, and then we have a 
debate and everyone gets to offer their 
amendments and everyone gets to say 
what they think about those amend-
ments. If we have to stay Monday 
night, we should stay Monday night— 
and Tuesday night and Wednesday 
night and we can even stay Friday. We 
have not voted on one Friday this year. 
That is not because of the Republican 
schedule. We are not in charge of the 
schedule. So, why is there nobody here 
to debate? Because there is nothing to 
debate. The Democratic leader brings 
up a bill and then he says there will be 
no amendment and no debate. 

My hope is that as a result of this 
more evenly balanced Senate and the 
good will of the Democratic leader, 
whom I greatly respect, and the Repub-
lican leader—he and Senator REID are 
very much veterans of the Senate. 
They respect this institution greatly. I 
would like to see us get back to the 
point at which we were not very long 
ago. 

I can remember the Senate in the 
days of the late Senator Byrd and Sen-
ator Baker, with whom I first came to 
the Senate as a staff member. They ba-
sically had an agreement that worked 
like this: Senator Baker was majority 
leader for 4 years, Senator Byrd major-
ity leader for 4 years, but they led 
their parties for 8 years. When they 
did, Senator Baker would say to the 
committees: Don’t bring a bill to the 
floor unless it has the chairman and 
the ranking minority committee mem-
ber both agreeing to it. Then, when it 
came to the floor, they would say: All 
right, let everybody offer their amend-
ments. There might be 300 amend-
ments. Then, after a while, they would 
offer a motion to agree to have no 

more amendments, and usually they 
would get that. Then they would, by 
discussion, narrow that down to a num-
ber and then people would get their 
amendments. You might have to be 
here late one night. You might have to 
be here Friday. You might have to be 
here Saturday. Senators would say: 
Well, I wonder how important this 
amendment is. But the American peo-
ple were heard on the floor of the Sen-
ate. 

So it is my great hope that in the 
new Congress, where there will be a rel-
atively even number of Senators— 
Democrats will still be setting the 
agenda, they can bring up whatever 
they wish—I would hope what we agree 
to do is to go back to this body being 
what it was and can be and should be. 

We have 16 new Senators, 3 of them 
Democratic, 13 Republican. They ran 
for this office in very difficult races. It 
is not easy to do these days. They are 
here not just for their voices to be 
heard but for the voices of the people of 
their States to be heard—for the people 
of Kentucky, for the people of Wyo-
ming, for the people of Pennsylvania, 
for the people of Delaware. They want 
to be heard here. 

If we bring up the New START treaty 
or the double-paned window bill or the 
tax bill or whatever it is, the Senator 
from Delaware, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania, the Senator from Tennessee 
ought to have a chance to amend it, 
ought to have a chance to be heard. 
Then, after we do that, we can decide: 
OK. That is enough of that. Let’s have 
a vote. 

That is the way we do things. I think 
we can do that. I have seen it happen 
time and time again. We did it on the 
energy bill. We tried it on the immi-
gration bill. Sometimes it works; 
sometimes it does not. It is a great way 
to legislate. So it would again be a joy 
to be a Member of the Senate. 

This period between Thanksgiving 
and Christmas is not a great time to do 
very much. We have been here for 2 
years. We just had an election. We are 
waiting for the new Members to come. 
They have their marching orders. I said 
to some of my friends the other day: 
My friends on the Democratic side keep 
insisting on an encore for a concert 
that drew a lot of boos. 

I think what most Americans would 
like for us to do is keep the tax rates 
right where they are, fund the govern-
ment before it runs out of money, con-
sider the proposals for reducing the 
debt, and go home. If the President 
thinks it is important for us to deal 
with the New START treaty before 
Christmas, then he might say a word to 
the Democratic leader that after we 
deal with taxes and fund the govern-
ment, that maybe that ought to be the 
next order of business instead of the 
double-paned window bill or any other 
variety of bills, all of which may be 
fine legislation. But you just do not 
walk in here 3 weeks before Christmas 
with some bill with nobody here and 
ask it be passed by unanimous consent. 

That is not the way the American peo-
ple want us to do business, and that 
does not give this body the respect it 
deserves. 

So I greatly appreciate my friends on 
the other side and their passion for 
their point of view. I respect that pas-
sion. I think one of the cardinal rules 
of this body is never to question the 
motive of another Senator and always 
to respect the passion and point of view 
of another Senator. But I would like 
for us to get back to the point where 
you bring up something and we debate 
it—not you bring up something and 
you cut off amendments, you cut off 
debate, and then you do not do any-
thing for a week. That is why nobody is 
here. 

I will conclude with these remarks, 
by just restating our position. We sent 
this letter at the beginning of the week 
saying that the 42 Republican Senators 
want to use our voices to say that first 
we should fund the government, since 
we run out of money by the end of the 
week, and, second, we should deal with 
taxes so we can prevent a tax increase 
on anybody in the middle of an eco-
nomic downturn. Then we should go to 
any other legislative item the majority 
leader wishes. Of course, he is free to 
bring up something like the New 
START treaty any time he wants to. 

That seems, to me, to be a very rea-
sonable approach, presented at the 
right time, in the right way, during a 
time when the President and the Re-
publican and Democratic leaders are 
meeting together, when negotiations 
are going on about what the tax bill 
might be, when discussions are going 
on about how to fund the government, 
and when we are all in meetings right 
through this stretch about whether we 
are modernizing our nuclear weapons 
sufficiently so we can, in good con-
science, vote to ratify the New START 
treaty. 

Those are the most important issues, 
and that is what we should be talking 
about this month. 

I thank the Presiding Officer and 
yield the floor. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEMIEUX. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

JOB CREATION AND SPENDING 
Mr. LEMIEUX. Mr. President, I rise 

today to talk about the issues and the 
topics this body badly needs to get to. 
Just a month ago there was an election 
in this country, and the people of this 
country spoke loudly and clearly. What 
they said is they wanted this Congress 
to focus on two things: No. 1, they 
wanted us to focus on creating jobs. 
This is the most difficult economy any-
one who is working now has ever had to 
experience. 
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In my home State of Florida, unem-

ployment is nearly 12 percent. If you 
figure in all the people who are under-
employed—who have lost their job and 
now must work two or three jobs to 
make even less than what they used to 
make to barely get by, to provide for 
their families—nearly one out of five 
people of working age in Florida are 
unemployed or underemployed. 

We are in the top three in mortgage 
foreclosures. In the first half of the 
year, Floridians were No. 1 on being be-
hind on their mortgage payments. Al-
though there are some spots of hope 
and some things to look at as poten-
tially growing our economy again, we 
just recently found out that in south-
east Florida—which in many ways has 
been ground zero for mortgage fore-
closures—mortgage foreclosures have 
gone up in the third quarter more than 
25 percent over the second quarter. 

Times are tough in Florida. Times 
are tough all across this country. So 
the people of this country spoke, and 
they sent new people to Washington 
who will be taking office—some have 
already taken office, most will take of-
fice in January—to get this country 
back to work. What they asked this 
Congress to do is to focus on job cre-
ation. 

The second thing they want this Con-
gress to do is to stop the out-of-control 
spending. This government is putting 
this country on the brink of financial 
disaster. We know from the Congres-
sional Budget Office, which keeps 
count of spending in this country, that 
this last year, 2010, the Congress spent 
$1.3 trillion more than it took in—$1.3 
trillion more than it took in. It took 
200 years for this country to go in debt. 
Yet just this last year, this Congress 
went $1.3 trillion in debt. 

Our national debt—the total amount 
of deficits that have accumulated over 
time—is nearly $14 trillion. In the past 
4 years, the national debt has gone up 
$5 trillion. The American people are 
worried about this. When I go around 
Florida and talk to my constituents, 
they tell me they are concerned about 
the future for their kids, for their 
grandkids. They wonder whether our 
children are going to grow up in a 
country that has the same promise and 
opportunity that we have all experi-
enced. 

So these have been the two big 
issues. They are resounding. If you 
turn on the television and watch any of 
these cable talk shows, the two issues 
that come up are jobs and the out-of- 
control spending. Yet despite the over-
whelming chorus from the people of 
this country—which manifested itself a 
month ago on election day—this Con-
gress is failing to address these two 
primary issues. 

Why in the world are we talking 
about a bunch of ancillary issues—al-
beit important in their own right— 
when the most pressing issues facing 
this country, and what the American 
people want us to do, is to focus on 
these two issues? 

Part and parcel of the economic prob-
lem is the uncertainty that is being 
caused by Washington. For the past 2 
years, instead of focusing on creating 
jobs, creating an environment that 
would allow businesses to create jobs, 
we have created all sorts of uncer-
tainty for American entrepreneurs. I 
come from a State of small businesses. 
There are not a lot of big businesses in 
Florida. When I meet with small busi-
ness, they tell me there is so much un-
certainty that it is preventing them 
from hiring. 

They cite the health care bill. How 
do we know if we can hire a new per-
son? If we do we may be under some 
new mandate, some new penalty or fine 
that will make us pay more. We don’t 
know whether we can afford that new 
employee. Therefore, they do not hire. 
No wonder unemployment is so high 
and has not come down. 

They wonder about the financial reg-
ulatory reform bill. One business in 
Florida told me they will move some of 
their employees overseas so as to not 
come under the restrictions of that 
bill. 

Most of all what they tell me is they 
do not know what their taxes are going 
to be next year. They do not know 
what they are going to pay in taxes. 
Because they can’t plan, they cannot 
hire. Because they can’t plan, they do 
not buy that new piece of equipment. 
Because they can’t plan, they do not 
take on that extra lease space or hire 
the construction company to build an 
addition on their building or build a 
new facility. 

So all of this uncertainty created by 
Washington not having its focus on 
what the American people want Wash-
ington to have its focus on is exacer-
bating the problem with the economy. 
So why in the world—knowing for the 
past 2 years that these tax cuts were 
set to expire—have we not addressed 
them? 

When we voted to adjourn before the 
election, I voted not to adjourn because 
I thought it was fundamentally unfair 
to the businesses and job creators in 
this country for us to leave and not fin-
ish our work with them not knowing 
what their taxes would be next year. I 
knew that would hurt the effort to em-
ploy more people in my State. Yet here 
we are, the first day of December, just 
a month left in the time of this Con-
gress, and we still have not addressed 
the tax issues. 

We are talking about food safety, we 
are talking about the DREAM Act, we 
are talking about the repeal of don’t 
ask, don’t tell. However you feel about 
those issues—and I respect that people 
have differing views—that is not what 
the American people are focused on. 
We should be about the work of focus-
ing on the issues that matter most, 
putting first things first. What should 
be first is creating an environment so 
that entrepreneurs and job creators 
can get people back to work. 

Secondly, we must tackle this issue 
of spending. We just saw the report 

from the debt commission, and we are 
all still reviewing the good work they 
have done. Let me say, first of all, this 
is a serious proposal from serious and 
responsible people, and it is the kind of 
work that should be done in Wash-
ington. I don’t agree with all of its pro-
visions, but I am proud of the work 
they have done because it is serious, it 
is sober, and it addresses the compel-
ling crisis that confronts us and 
threatens the very future of this coun-
try. 

As the cochairmen of that commis-
sion—Erskine Bowles and former Sen-
ator Simpson—have said this crisis will 
not wait 10, 20 years. This crisis is now. 

But as much as I respect the work 
they have done, it doesn’t go nearly far 
enough. Realize that the proposals 
they have made will cut the national 
debt and deficit $4 trillion. That is a 
lot of money. It is a good start. It is 
being widely condemned by Democrats 
and Republicans. It tackles defense 
spending, so some Republicans don’t 
like it. It tackles Medicare, Medicaid, 
and Social Security, so some Demo-
crats don’t like it. I think the Speaker 
of the House, NANCY PELOSI, dismissed 
it because of what it does on Social Se-
curity. But realize this: It only cuts $4 
trillion out of the next $12 trillion that 
will be incurred in the next decade. 

So let’s put it in perspective. Right 
now our national debt is nearly $14 tril-
lion. It is projected to be $26 trillion by 
2020. If we adopted every proposal of 
the debt commission—every single one 
of them—we would reduce the pro-
jected national debt from $26 trillion to 
$22 trillion, and that is not enough. It 
is not even close to being enough. 

Now, why is that the case? It is the 
case because we spend $200 billion a 
year right now in our current budg-
etary environment on debt service— 
$200 billion a year paying interest on 
money we have borrowed for things we 
should not have spent money on in the 
past. 

Here is the truth the American peo-
ple have not been told: For the past 30 
or 40 years, this government has spent 
much more money than it has taken 
in. What it did first was it took the 
money out of Social Security and 
wrote an IOU to Social Security. When 
the Social Security money was unable 
to be raided anymore by Congress, 
which has been just recently, then this 
government had to go out and borrow 
the money from foreign countries such 
as China and Japan. That is why we 
have this huge unfunded portion of So-
cial Security that is tens of trillions of 
dollars and that is why we have this 
national debt that is racking up. 

For the last 30 or 40 years, this Con-
gress has spent way more than it has 
taken in. Now we are in a situation 
where we put the future of this country 
in peril. At the end of this decade, if we 
have a $26 trillion national debt—and 
even if it is $22 trillion if we adopted 
every measure from the debt commis-
sion—we will still be $800 to $900 billion 
in debt service by the end of the dec-
ade, $800 billion to $900 billion. When 
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we are that far into our debt service 
payments—basically for the average 
American family this is similar to, 
thinking of this like a credit card, 
when you can’t pay the minimum bal-
ance and every month the amount you 
owe keeps cascading more and more. 
That is where the American Govern-
ment is headed. 

When we get to $800 billion or $900 
billion a year in interest payments, the 
government will not function. As 
Erskin Bowles said today, the world 
markets will not wait for that point. 
So what you are seeing in Europe right 
now with Greece and Ireland and Por-
tugal and Spain will happen here, ex-
cept there will not be a European 
Union or anybody else to bail out the 
United States of America. 

It is a crisis. Yet this Congress is not 
doing anything about it. We are talk-
ing about adopting a continuing resolu-
tion because this Congress will not do 
an appropriations bill. A continuing 
resolution at its best will freeze spend-
ing at last year’s level. 

Some of my colleagues will say: That 
is good. See, we are not increasing the 
spending. 

It is not an accomplishment, when 
last year we were more than $1 trillion 
in deficit, to freeze spending at that 
level. 

The two issues the American people 
want us to deal with are jobs and out- 
of-control government spending. Yet 
we are failing to do both. There is a lot 
of frustration in this Chamber. I 
watched some of my colleagues on the 
other side today come speak on the 
floor, and they are frustrated that we 
are not getting things done. I am frus-
trated too. Two of my colleagues are 
proposing a change to the way the pro-
cedures of this body work. They do not 
think it should take 60 votes for us to 
do some things. 

I do not agree with them, but I share 
their frustration because, as much as I 
am privileged to be here—and I am in 
awe of this institution—the way this 
Congress works and this body works is 
dysfunctional. The way it should work 
and the way it used to work, from what 
people tell me who were here before, is 
that a proposal would come up, a piece 
of legislation, and it would come to the 
floor and we would all have a chance to 
offer an amendment. We would all have 
a chance to make it better. 

My constituents in Florida think I 
have the opportunity to offer amend-
ments and let their voices be heard 
through my actions. If my proposal is 
not good or not worthy, then it should 
not pass. But it should see the light of 
day. This was a time when Senators 
stayed by their desks and listened to 
the proposals and amendments of other 
Senators and were able to quickly call 
home to the group that the proposal 
might affect. Say it was an agricul-
tural proposal. They might call their 
local farmers or if it would affect 
banks, they might call banks to see 
how it would affect their constituents 
in their home State, and the level of 
discourse was better. 

The people of this country expect us 
to get to work. They expect us to get 
to work on the issues that matter 
most. They are suffering and we should 
get about the work that they want us 
to do because the future of the country 
is at stake. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

ADVANCED PRACTICE 
REGISTERED NURSE PROGRAMS 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, today I 

rise to recognize the need to transition 
the Advanced Practice Registered 
Nurse—APRN—programs at the Uni-
formed Services University of the 
Health Sciences—USUHS—to the Doc-
torate of Nursing Practice. It was my 
hope to establish a program to educate 
advanced practice nurses at USUHS 
and in 1993 Congress founded the Uni-
formed Services University of the 
Health Sciences Graduate School of 
Nursing, GSN. Doctoral nursing pro-
grams are designed to prepare ad-
vanced practice nurses and Ph.D.s for 
the unique challenges of military 
health care. The GSN students explore 
the fields of nursing through a signa-
ture blend of science, research, and 
field training. The lessons learned on 
the USU campus and beyond the tradi-
tional classroom prepare the GSN grad-
uates to take on a diverse range of 
challenges that have led to their suc-
cess in any environment. 

The American Association of Col-
leges of Nursing—AACN—Position 
Statement on the Doctorate of Nursing 
Practice, DNP, dated October 2004, 
identified 13 advanced practice degree 
recommendations in response to the in-
creasing complexity of healthcare and 
rising patient acuities. In rec-
ommendation 10 of its position state-
ment, the AACN stated, ‘‘the practice 
doctorate be the graduate degree for 
advanced nursing practice preparation 
including, but not limited, to the four 
current APRN roles: clinical nurse spe-
cialist, nurse anesthetist, nurse mid-
wife and nurse practitioner.’’ Addition-
ally, the American Association of Col-
leges of Nursing and the American As-
sociation of Nurse Anesthetists, Coun-
cil on Accreditation have stated that 
APRN programs should be converted 
from the master’s degree to Doctorate 
of Nursing Practice programs by 2015 
and 2025, respectively. These endorse-
ments were preceded by almost 4 years 
of research and consensus-building by 
an AACN task force charged with ex-
amining the need for the practice doc-
torate with a variety of stakeholder 
groups. Of the 388 APRN programs in 
the country, 72 percent are offering or 
planning DNP programs. To maintain 
professional standards for military 
APRNs and remain competitive for 
high quality students, the Graduate 
School of Nursing at USUHS must 
transition to the DNP for its APRN 
programs. A report is requested from 
USUHS, within 180 days, outlining the 
GSN’s progress toward DNP program 
transition and planned implementa-
tion. 

WORLD AIDS DAY 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, next 
year marks the 30th anniversary of the 
first diagnosis by the Centers for Dis-
ease Control of acquired immune defi-
ciency syndrome or AIDS. This year, 
33.3 million people are living with HIV. 
Last year 2.6 million people were in-
fected with HIV, and 1.8 million people 
died from AIDS. And today we com-
memorate World AIDS Day, acknowl-
edging the suffering and death that 
AIDS has caused and reaffirming our 
commitment to fight the global AIDS 
pandemic. 

For three decades this preventable 
disease has devastated families and 
communities. But there also has been a 
global response from the research com-
munity, government, health workers, 
and patient advocates to fight this dis-
ease and save lives. This battle has 
yielded notable victories. Fewer people 
are becoming infected with HIV, bio-
medical innovations have created 
drugs that can transform AIDS into a 
chronic disease rather than a death 
sentence, more people have access to 
HIV treatment, and mothers can pre-
vent their babies from becoming in-
fected with HIV. A recent CDC report, 
indicating that 11.4 million more peo-
ple were tested for HIV in 2006 com-
pared to 2009, highlights the advance-
ments that have been made. 

The U.S. has been at the frontline 
combating the AIDS pandemic. We 
have established aggressive and effec-
tive programs, notably the Ryan White 
HIV/AIDS Program and the Tom Lan-
tos and Henry J. Hyde U.S. Global 
Leadership against HIV/AIDS, Tuber-
culosis and Malaria Act, known more 
commonly as PEPFAR. These pro-
grams provide funding and support to 
initiatives combating AIDS and pro-
viding critical services to people in the 
U.S. and developing countries. 

Progress has certainly been made, 
but the U.S. must continue to be a 
leader in the fight against HIV/AIDS. 
In the United States over 1.1 million 
people have HIV, but one in five of 
these people do not know they are in-
fected. Each year 56,300 Americans be-
come infected with HIV. 

We can bring this number to zero. 
While Black Americans represent 12 
percent of the U.S. population, they ac-
count for almost half of people living 
with HIV and half of new infections 
each year. We can alter the trajectory 
of this disease and eliminate these dis-
parities. 

World AIDS Day causes us to remem-
ber those who have been lost to this 
disease, but it is also an opportunity to 
renew our commitment to fighting the 
AIDS pandemic, to eliminating stigma 
against those with this disease, and to 
stopping the spread of HIV. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to make these goals a re-
ality. 
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HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 

SPECIALIST DAVID S. ROBINSON 
Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, today 

I honor SPC David S. Robinson, 25, of 
Fort Smith, AR, who died November 20, 
2010, in Zabul Province, Afghanistan, in 
support of Operation Enduring Free-
dom. According to initial reports, Spe-
cialist Robinson died of injuries sus-
tained when his military vehicle over-
turned. 

My heart goes out to the family of 
Specialist Robinson, who made the ul-
timate sacrifice on behalf of our Na-
tion. Along with all Arkansans, I am 
grateful for his service and for the 
service and sacrifice of all of our mili-
tary servicemembers and their fami-
lies. 

More than 11,000 Arkansans on Active 
Duty and more than 10,000 Arkansas re-
servists have served in Iraq or Afghani-
stan since September 11, 2001. These 
men and women have shown tremen-
dous courage and perseverance through 
the most difficult of times. As neigh-
bors, as Arkansans, and as Americans, 
it is incumbent upon us to do every-
thing we can to honor their service and 
to provide for them and their families, 
not only when they are in harm’s way 
but also when they return home. It is 
the least we can do for those whom we 
owe so much. 

Specialist Robinson was assigned to 
A Troop, 2nd Squadron, 2nd Stryker 
Cavalry Regiment, V Corps, Vilseck, 
Germany. His mother resides in Fort 
Smith, AR, and his father in Canton, 
PA. His wife and children reside in 
Clarksville, TN. 

STAFF SERGEANT KEVIN MATTHEW PAPE 
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I rise 

today to honor the life of SSG Kevin 
Matthew Pape of the U.S. Army and 
Fort Wayne, IN. 

Staff Sergeant Pape was assigned to 
C Company, 1st Battalion, in the 75th 
Ranger Regiment at Hunter Army Air-
field in Georgia. He was 30 years old 
when he lost his life on November 16, 
2010, while bravely serving in support 
of Operation Enduring Freedom in 
Kunar Province, Afghanistan. He was 
on his third tour of duty in Afghani-
stan, after three tours in Iraq. 

A native of Fort Wayne, Staff Ser-
geant Pape graduated from Concordia 
High School in 1998. He enlisted in the 
U.S. Army in 2005 and graduated from 
the Ranger Assessment and Selection 
Program in 2006, where he served as a 
machine gunner, team leader and squad 
leader. 

COL Michael Kurilla, Commander of 
the 75th Ranger Regiment, recalled 
that Staff Sergeant Pape, ‘‘had two pri-
orities in his life—his family and the 
Rangers he led. By the manner in 
which he lived his life, Staff Sergeant 
Pape defined sacrifice, dedicated, and 
selfless service.’’ 

Staff Sergeant Pape’s numerous 
awards and decorations include the 
Ranger Tab, the Expert Infantry 
Badge, the Combat Infantry Badge and 
the Parachutist Badge. He was post-

humously awarded the Bronze Star 
Medal, the Purple Heart and the Meri-
torious Service Medal. 

Today, I join Staff Sergeant Pape’s 
family and friends in mourning his 
death. He is survived by his wife Amel-
ia Rose Pape and his daughter Anneka 
Sue, both of Savannah, GA, and his fa-
ther Marc Dennis Pape of Fort Wayne, 
IN. 

We take pride in the example of this 
dedicated soldier and American hero, 
even as we struggle to express our grief 
over this loss. We cherish the legacy of 
his service and his life. 

As I search for words to honor this 
fallen soldier, I recall President Lin-
coln’s words to the families of the fall-
en at Gettysburg: ‘‘We cannot dedicate, 
we cannot consecrate, we cannot hal-
low this ground. The brave men, living 
and dead, who struggled here, have 
consecrated it, far above our poor 
power to add or detract. The world will 
little note nor long remember what we 
say here, but it can never forget what 
they did here.’’ 

It is my sad duty to enter the name 
of SSG Kevin Matthew Pape in the 
RECORD of the U.S. Senate for his serv-
ice to our country and for his profound 
commitment to freedom, democracy 
and peace. 

f 

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, today, 
without congressional action, hundreds 
of thousands of Americans will lose 
their unemployment benefits. Earlier 
this week, along with 19 of my col-
leagues, I introduced the Unemploy-
ment Insurance Stabilization Act of 
2010—the USA bill. Our bill would reau-
thorize the Federal unemployment 
benefits program. 

Unemployment benefits are the only 
lifeline that many workers in Montana 
and across the nation have left in this 
tough economy. These benefits help 
millions of Americans to put food on 
the table and roofs over their heads. 
These benefits pump money into our 
economy and help to create jobs. 

The nonpartisan Congressional Budg-
et Office says that unemployment ben-
efits have one of the largest effects on 
economic output and employment per 
dollar spent of any policy. 

This Congress has spent a lot of time 
reauthorizing unemployment benefits 
for a few months at a time. This bill 
would reauthorize the program for a 
full year. 

A longer reauthorization of the un-
employment benefits program would 
provide certainty. It would provide cer-
tainty for our economy. And it would 
provide the certainty that Americans 
looking for work need. 

This bill would fund unemployment 
insurance for people who have lost 
their jobs in the latter portion of the 
recession. 

This bill would not provide anyone 
with more than 99 weeks of benefits. 
This bill would ensure that out-of-work 
Americans who lost their jobs recently 

would get benefits similar to those re-
ceived by their neighbors who lost 
their jobs earlier in the recession. 

The Department of Labor reports 
that for every dollar spent on unem-
ployment insurance, two dollars are re-
invested in the economy. 

This bill is crucial to our economy. 
This bill is about jobs. 

This bill is about jobs because unem-
ployment insurance goes to people who 
will spend it immediately. That in-
creases economic demand. And that 
helps to support our fragile economic 
recovery. 

CBO says that aid to the unemployed 
is among the policies best suited to 
creating jobs per dollar of budgetary 
cost. 

With unemployment at 9.6 percent, 
now is not the time to stop investing in 
economic recovery. This bill would 
keep in place a major source of our re-
covery. This bill would support Ameri-
cans who have worked, are looking for 
work, and will work again. 

For millions of people, unemploy-
ment insurance is the bridge to the 
next job. This bill would provide a 
bridge over troubled waters. 

I think of a woman from Helena, MT, 
who called my office. She told us that 
unemployment benefits are keeping 
her family afloat. She was laid off 
when she was 8 months pregnant. And 
she wants the Senate to know that she 
has worked since she was a teenager. 
She wants to work. And she will work 
again. 

And I think of a Montana father with 
three small children who was laid off 
after 18 years of service. The company 
could no longer pay his wages. He has 
no income. But he continues to look 
for work. His home is going into fore-
closure. Unemployment insurance has 
been his only income. It is what puts 
food on the table for his family. 

This is America. When there is an 
emergency, we don’t leave people be-
hind. 

We cannot take Federal unemploy-
ment insurance benefits away before 
our economy and out-of-work Ameri-
cans have found their footing. 

Let’s not leave the unemployed be-
hind. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
commonsense legislation. 

f 

HEALTH CARE 

Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, I rise today to continue to 
urge my colleagues for quick passage 
of my legislation that would restore 
access to life-saving medicines for chil-
dren’s hospitals. 

As my colleagues are aware, I intro-
duced independent legislation in Sep-
tember that would protect the lives of 
the most vulnerable among us—our Na-
tion’s children—by immediately restor-
ing access and ensuring children’s hos-
pitals across the country are able to 
purchase orphan drugs at a discount. 

Children’s hospitals lost access to 
these medicines when Congress passed 
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the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act. 

That wasn’t right. 
And so my legislation sought to fix it 

and restore access to these life-saving 
medicines for children’s hospitals. 
Without this fix, children’s hospitals 
across the country will be faced with 
higher drug costs. I introduced this leg-
islation with the support of several of 
my Republican colleagues. And I know 
that my Democratic colleagues support 
the intent of my legislation too. 

Unfortunately, and despite passage in 
the House, the Senate has not passed 
legislation to correct this flaw in the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act. 

But I am hopeful that the Senate will 
take action soon. I continue to work 
with my colleagues on the Senate Fi-
nance Committee and with Senate 
leadership to ensure that the Senate 
acts swiftly to correct this error in the 
Federal health care reform bill. 

As my colleagues are aware, access 
to orphan drugs are critically impor-
tant to children, many of whom, if 
they are ill, suffer from rare diseases or 
conditions. Orphan drugs, by defini-
tion, are designed and developed to 
help and treat diseases or conditions 
that affect fewer than 200,000 people, 
many of whom are children. On a daily 
basis, the Children’s Hospital of Boston 
uses most of the 347 medicines that are 
designated orphan drugs. 

I will say again that my legislation 
has the support of my colleagues from 
both sides of the aisle. And I have this 
support because fixing this provision 
and restoring access to life-saving 
medicines is the right thing to do. 

My legislation restores and protects 
the ability for children’s hospitals to 
access those outpatient medicines 
through the 340B drug discount pro-
gram authorized in the Public Health 
Services Act. Access to this program 
and the corresponding discount saves 
the Children’s Hospital of Boston near-
ly $3 million annually, but more impor-
tantly, Children’s Hospital of Boston is 
able to save lives as a result. Hospitals 
and doctors at children’s hospitals are 
able to access life-saving medicines, 
children live better lives, and families 
are given peace of mind. 

Passing my bill quickly is the right 
thing to do and I encourage my col-
leagues in the Senate to act swiftly to 
enact my legislation to ensure that 
children’s hospitals can once again re-
ceive discounted pricing on these life- 
saving medicines. 

There is no cause for delay. The 
House has passed this restorative lan-
guage twice already. The Senate needs 
to do the same. And we should do so be-
fore the end of this year. 

I believe quick passage is possible— 
quick passage should be possible—be-
cause of the support and efforts that I 
have seen demonstrated by my fellow 
Senators. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

COLORADO RAPIDS SOCCER TEAM 

∑ Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, today I 
congratulate and honor the tenacious 
play of the Colorado Rapids soccer 
team, that recently fought their way 
to victory over F.C. Dallas in the MLS 
Cup. This was truly a come-from-be-
hind victory. The Rapids struggled 
against F.C. Dallas in two games ear-
lier this season, and in the champion-
ship game, Dallas scored first, early in 
the first half. But as they had done 
throughout the playoffs, the Rapids re-
lied on their character, concentration, 
and grit and came back in the cham-
pionship game to win 2 to 1 in over-
time. 

This is the first MLS Cup champion-
ship victory in Colorado Rapids his-
tory. And it is a testament to the resil-
iency of the team. From the creativity 
of our strikers to the concentration of 
our goalkeeper, our side showed that 
they have what it takes to win, again 
and again. The Rapids have proudly 
represented our State and the Colorado 
ideal that hard work and determina-
tion pay off. That is a lesson I am 
proud to share with my three daugh-
ters, all of whom play soccer. The Rap-
ids have proven that we have world- 
class teams and world-class fans in Col-
orado. I am proud to support the Colo-
rado Rapids and again congratulate 
them on this remarkable accomplish-
ment.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DOMINIC CALABRO 

∑ Mr. LEMIEUX. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize the distinguished ca-
reer of Mr. Dominic Calabro of Talla-
hassee, FL, who is in his 30th year of 
public service with Florida TaxWatch, 
a nonpartisan, nonprofit government 
watchdog and research institute that 
has served the taxpayers for decades in 
my home State of Florida. The group 
has been chaired for the past 2 years by 
the distinguished leadership of David 
A. Smith of Jacksonville, FL. 

Florida TaxWatch first hired Mr. 
Calabro in 1980 as a senior research an-
alyst. His hard work and dedication 
was quickly recognized, as he was pro-
moted to executive director in 1982 and 
CEO in 1986. Mr. Calabro has guided the 
growth of TaxWatch into a dynamic, 
influential organization dedicated to 
improving government productivity 
and taxpayer value through research 
and civic engagement. Approximately 
70 percent of TaxWatch’s recommenda-
tions have been adopted by Florida’s 
government, saving billions of dollars 
for Florida taxpayers. 

Under Mr. Calabro’s leadership, Flor-
ida TaxWatch has grown from an orga-
nization with a membership of approxi-
mately 30 and annual revenues of ap-
proximately $64,000 to a statewide or-
ganization boasting a membership of 
nearly 1,000 individuals and organiza-
tions and revenues that have grown 
more than twentyfold to over $1,500,000. 

In addition to identifying and work-
ing to improve government spending in 
the public interest, Mr. Calabro and 
TaxWatch are the key players in the 
annual Prudential-Davis Productivity 
Awards, a nationally unique public-pri-
vate partnership that recognizes and 
rewards exceptional Florida state em-
ployees whose innovative work measur-
ably increases productivity and saves 
taxpayer money. Mr. Calabro has re-
ceived numerous honors and awards, 
including being named by the National 
Junior Chamber of Commerce as one of 
Ten Outstanding Young Americans for 
1994. 

Mr. Calabro has been supported in all 
of his endeavors by his loving wife of 31 
years, Debbie. They are devoted to 
their four children, Diana, Dominic, 
Christina, and Danny. 

Mr. Calabro is also a driving force for 
improvements in public education. He 
is on the Board of Advisors for Florida 
State University’s Graduate School of 
Social Work. Mr. Calabro also serves 
on the Florida Education Foundation 
and Communities in Schools of Flor-
ida. 

Many Florida TaxWatch rec-
ommendations have served as the im-
petus for important changes to Florida 
budgetary and taxation policy, includ-
ing the Taxpayers Bill of Rights of 
1992, the Government Performance Ac-
countability Act of 1994, the complete 
phase-out of the Intangibles Tax, and a 
recent Government Cost Savings Task 
Force that so far has saved the state 
nearly $3 billion to weather the current 
economic climate. 

I congratulate Mr. Calabro on his 30 
years of service with Florida 
TaxWatch, and to wish him nothing 
but the best in his future endeavors.∑ 

f 

REMEMBERING FATHER ALLEN 
NOVOTNY 

∑ Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, on 
October 27th the Gonzaga College High 
School and Jesuit community lost a 
leader and dear friend. Father Allen 
Novotny served as the president of the 
oldest private high school in Wash-
ington, DC, and led the charge to mod-
ernize the school’s aging facilities. 
When I moved my family to Wash-
ington, DC, I knew that under the lead-
ership of Father Novotny, my two sons 
would receive the best education pos-
sible at Gonzaga. The school, which is 
known for its motto ‘‘Men for Others’’ 
encourages students to participate in 
service projects throughout DC, the 
country, and the world. During his 16 
years at Gonzaga, Father Novotny in-
creased the funding and variety of 
these essential service projects that 
gave thousands of young men the op-
portunity to grow in their faith and 
serve those in need. 

Allen Paul Novotny was born in Bal-
timore in 1952 and received his edu-
cation at the Sacred Heart of Jesus 
School in Baltimore and then Loyola 
High School in Towson. He entered the 
Society of Jesus at the Novitiate of St. 
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Isaac Jogues in Wernersville, PA, in 
1970, and received a degree in history 
from Fordham University in 1975. He 
then went on to teach history at his 
alma mater Loyola, and by 1989 had re-
ceived three master’s degrees in divin-
ity, pastoral counseling, and business 
administration. These credentials 
along with Father Novotny’s passion to 
provide a productive learning environ-
ment for the young men at Gonzaga re-
sulted in a $30 million campaign to ren-
ovate and expand the schools aging caf-
eteria, classrooms, gymnasium, and 
other facilities. 

Along with his tireless efforts to im-
prove the school structurally, Father 
Novotny also ensured the spiritual and 
educational improvement of the stu-
dent body, parents, and faculty. With 
his calm demeanor and strong faith, he 
guided the school through times of na-
tional tragedy in 2001 when the Sep-
tember 11 attacks took the lives of 
family and friends in the Gonzaga com-
munity and again in 2002 during the 
Washington DC, sniper shootings. He 
also led the school to great educational 
and athletic triumphs. During his ten-
ure, courses offered for college credit 
at Gonzaga significantly increased and 
Gonzaga’s basketball program has con-
sistently been nationally ranked. 

Father Novotny had a very personal 
connection with his students, which I 
always admired as a parent. He con-
stantly attended the games of 
Gonzaga’s various sports teams and 
participated with the students in their 
service projects. In the weeks since his 
passing, there has been an outpouring 
of condolences from thousands of 
former and current students, parents, 
faculty, and friends who have shared 
their stories of the influence that Fa-
ther Novotny had on their lives. Gon-
zaga will now have to search for a re-
placement to serve as the school’s 
president, but we will never be able to 
replace in our hearts such a great lead-
er, mentor, teacher, and friend. May he 
rest in peace.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec-
retaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 10:16 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-

nounced that the House has agreed to 
the amendments of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 4783) to accelerate the income 
tax benefits for charitable cash con-
tributions for the relief of victims of 
the earthquake in Chile, and to extend 
the period from which such contribu-
tions for the relief victims of the earth-
quake in Haiti may be accelerated. 

At 12:19 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 5866. An act to amend the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 2005 requiring the Secretary of En-
ergy to carry out initiatives to advance in-
novation in nuclear energy technologies, to 
make nuclear energy systems more competi-
tive, to increase efficiency and safety of ci-
vilian nuclear power, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 5953. An act to direct the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to display in each facility of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs a Women 
Veterans Bill of Rights and to display in 
each prosthetics and orthotics clinic of the 
Department an Injured and Amputee Vet-
erans Bill of Rights, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 6398. An act to require the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation to fully insure 
Interest on Lawyers Trust Accounts. 

H.R. 6411. An act to provide for the ap-
proval of the Agreement Between the Gov-
ernment of the United States of America and 
the Government of Australia Concerning 
Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy. 

At 3:31 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following joint resolution, in which it 
requests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 101. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, and for other purposes. 

At 6:24 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 6184. An act to amend the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2000 to extend 
and modify the program allowing the Sec-
retary of the Army to accept and expend 
funds contributed by non-Federal public en-
tities to expedite the evaluation of permits, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, 
without amendment: 

S. 1338. An act to require the accreditation 
of English language training programs, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 1421. An act to amend section 42 of title 
18, United States Code, to prohibit the im-
portation and shipment of certain species of 
carp. 

S. 3250. An act to provide for the training 
of Federal building personnel, and for other 
purposes. 

The message further announced that 
that House has agreed to the following 
concurrent resolution, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 323. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the goal of ensuring that all Hol-
ocaust survivors in the United States are 

able to live with dignity, comfort, and secu-
rity in their remaining years. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolution, without amend-
ment: 

S. Con. Res. 75. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the rotunda of the Cap-
itol for an event marking the 50th anniver-
sary of the inaugural address of President 
John F. Kennedy. 

The message further announced that 
the House has agreed to the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
5283) to provide for adjustment of sta-
tus for certain Haitian orphans paroled 
into the United States after the earth-
quake of January 12, 2010. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

At 6:54 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills: 

H.R. 6162. An act to provide research and 
development authority for alternative coin-
age materials to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, increase congressional oversight over 
coin production, and ensure the continuity 
of certain numismatic items. 

H.R. 6166. An act to authorize the produc-
tion of palladium bullion coins to provide af-
fordable opportunities for investments in 
precious metals, and for other purposes. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 5866. An act to amend the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 2005 requiring the Secretary of En-
ergy to carry out initiatives to advance in-
novation in nuclear energy technologies, to 
make nuclear energy systems more competi-
tive, to increase efficiency and safety of ci-
vilian nuclear power, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

H.R. 5953. An act to direct the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to display in each facility of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs a Women 
Veterans Bill of Rights and to display in 
each prosthetics and orthotics clinic of the 
Department an Injured and Amputee Vet-
erans Bill of Rights, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

H.R. 6411. An act to provide for the ap-
proval of the Agreement Between the Gov-
ernment of the United States of America and 
the Government of Australia Concerning 
Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The following concurrent resolution 
was read, and referred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 323. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the goal of ensuring that all Hol-
ocaust survivors in the United States are 
able to live with dignity, comfort, and secu-
rity in their remaining years; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bills were read the sec-
ond time, and placed on the calendar: 

S. 3991. A bill to provide collective bar-
gaining rights for public safety officers em-
ployed by States or their political subdivi-
sions. 
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S. 3992. A bill to authorize the cancellation 

of removal and adjustment of status of cer-
tain alien students who are long-term United 
States residents and who entered the United 
States as children and for other purposes. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 
ON NOVEMBER 30, 2010 

The following bills were read the first 
time: 

S. 3991. A bill to provide collective bar-
gaining rights for public safety officers em-
ployed by States or their political subdivi-
sions. 

S. 3992. A bill to authorize the cancellation 
of removal and adjustment of status of cer-
tain alien students who are long-term United 
States residents and who entered the United 
States as children and for other purposes. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–8246. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the American Battle Monuments 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report relative to a violation of the 
Antideficiency Act that occurred within the 
Commission; to the Committee on Appro-
priations. 

EC–8247. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting a report on 
the approved retirement of Lieutenant Gen-
eral Kevin T. Campbell, United States Army, 
and his advancement to the grade of lieuten-
ant general on the retired list; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC–8248. A communication from the Execu-
tive Secretary, Operations, Federal Finan-
cial Institutions Examination Council, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Description of Office, Proce-
dures, and Public Information’’ (12 CFR Part 
1101) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on November 30, 2010; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC–8249. A communication from the Chair-
man and President of the Export-Import 
Bank, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to transactions involving U.S. 
exports to Ireland; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–8250. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, an annual report relative to the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve for calendar year 
2009; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

EC–8251. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Guidance on Pre- 
Approved Individual Retirement Arrange-
ments (IRAs)’’ (Rev. Proc. 2010–48) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on November 30, 2010; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC–8252. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the 
Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, as amended, 
the report of the texts and background state-
ments of international agreements, other 
than treaties (List 2010–0171—2010–0175); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–8253. A communication from the Dep-
uty Director of Regulations and Policy Man-
agement Staff, Food and Drug Administra-

tion, Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘New Animal Drugs 
for Minor Use and Minor Species’’ (Docket 
No. FDA–2010–N–0534) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on November 
30, 2010; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–8254. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Department of Energy, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Semi-Annual 
Report of the Inspector General for the pe-
riod from April 1, 2010 through September 30, 
2010; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–8255. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Semi-Annual Report of the Inspector Gen-
eral for the period from April 1, 2010 through 
September 30, 2010; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–8256. A communication from the Spe-
cial Assistant to the President and Director, 
Office of Administration, Executive Office of 
the President, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to personnel employed 
in the White House Office, the Executive 
Residence at the White House, the Office of 
the Vice President, the Office of Policy De-
velopment (Domestic Policy Staff), and the 
Office of Administration; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–8257. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, National Labor Relations 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, the Of-
fice of Inspector General’s Semiannual Re-
port for the period of April 1, 2010 through 
September 30, 2010; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–8258. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
Programs, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Fisheries in the Western Pacific; Hawaii 
Bottomfish and Seamount Groundfish; Meas-
ures to Rebuild Overfished Armorhead at 
Hancock Seamounts’’ (RIN0648–AY92) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on November 30, 2010; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8259. A communication from the Acting 
Director of the Office of Sustainable Fish-
eries, National Marine Fisheries Service, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Western and Central Pacific Fisheries for 
Highly Migratory Species; 2010 Bigeye Tuna 
Longline Fishery Closure’’ (RIN0648–XZ39) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on November 30, 2010; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8260. A communication from the Acting 
Director of the Office of Sustainable Fish-
eries, National Marine Fisheries Service, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Pacific Ocean Perch in the Ber-
ing Sea Subarea of the Bering Sea and Aleu-
tian Islands Management Area’’ (RIN0648– 
XAO21) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on November 30, 2010; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8261. A communication from the Acting 
Director of the Office of Sustainable Fish-
eries, National Marine Fisheries Service, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Pacific Ocean Perch in the West-

ern Aleutian District of the Bering Sea and 
Aleutian Islands Management Area’’ 
(RIN0648–XAO36) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on November 30, 
2010; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8262. A communication from the Acting 
Director of the Office of Sustainable Fish-
eries, National Marine Fisheries Service, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Pacific Ocean Perch in the East-
ern Aleutian District of the Bering Sea and 
Aleutian Islands Management Area’’ 
(RIN0648–XA034) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on November 30, 
2010; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8263. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures (54); Amdt. 3399’’ 
(RIN2120–AA65) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on November 30, 
2010; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8264. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Berryville, AR’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2010–0690)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on No-
vember 30, 2010; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8265. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment and Amend-
ment of Area Navigation (RNAV) Routes; 
Alaska’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) (Docket No. FAA– 
2010–0397)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on November 30, 2010; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8266. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Kennett, MO’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) (Dock-
et No. FAA–2010–0606)) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on November 
30, 2010; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8267. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘IFR Altitudes; Miscella-
neous Amendments (51); Amendment No. 
490’’ (RIN2120–AA63) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on November 30, 
2010; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8268. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Aging Airplane Program: 
Widespread Fatigue Damage’’ ((RIN2120– 
AI05) (Docket No. FAA–2006–24281)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on November 30, 2010; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8269. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Austro Engine GmbH Model E4 Diesel Piston 
Engines’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA– 
2010–1055)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on November 30, 2010; to 
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the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8270. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Eurocopter France (Eurocopter) Model SA– 
365N1, AS–365N2, and AS 365 N3 Helicopters’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2010–1082)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on November 30, 2010; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8271. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
General Electric Company (GE) CT7–9C and 
–9C3 Turboprop Engines’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA–2010–0732)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on No-
vember 30, 2010; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8272. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Viking Air Limited (Type Certificate Pre-
viously Held by Bombardier, Inc.) Model 
DHC–7 Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA–2010–0699)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on November 30, 
2010; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8273. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
MD Helicopters, Inc. Model MD900 Heli-
copters’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA– 
2010–1126)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on November 30, 2010; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8274. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Eurocopter France (Eurocopter) Model 
AS332L2 Helicopters’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA–2010–1125)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on No-
vember 30, 2010; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8275. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bell Helicopter Textron Canada Model 206L, 
206L–1, and 206L–3 Helicopters’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2008–1242)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on November 30, 2010; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8276. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
The Boeing Company Model 777–200, –200LR, 
–300, and –300ER Series Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2010–0376)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on November 30, 2010; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8277. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Model CL–600–2B19 (Re-
gional Jet Series 100 and 440), CL–600–2C10 

(Regional Jet Series 700, 701, and 702), CL– 
600–2D15 (Regional Jet Series 705), and CL– 
600–2D24 (Regional Jet Series 900) Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2010–0223)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on November 30, 2010; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8278. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Eurocopter France (Eurocopter) Model 
AS332C, L, L1, and L2 Helicopters’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2010–0907)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on November 30, 2010; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8279. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
PIAGGIO AERO INDUSTRIES S.p.A. Model 
PIAGGIO P–180 Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA–2010–0778)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on No-
vember 30, 2010; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8280. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Austro Engine GmbH Model E4 Diesel Piston 
Engines’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA– 
2010–1055)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on November 30, 2010; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8281. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Model A318, A319, A320, and A321 Se-
ries Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. 
FAA–2010–0279)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on November 30, 
2010; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8282. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Model DHC–8–400 Series 
Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. 
FAA–2010–1041)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on November 30, 
2010; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8283. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
EADS CASA (Type Certificate Previously 
Held by Construcciones Aeronauticas, S.A.) 
Model CN–235, CN–235–100, CN–235–200, and 
CN–235–300 Airplanes, and Model C–295 Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA– 
2010–0640)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on November 30, 2010; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8284. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
The Boeing Company Model 757 and 767 Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA– 
2010–1040)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on November 30, 2010; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8285. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
McDonnell Douglas Corporation Model DC–9– 
14, DC–9–15, and DC–9–15F Airplanes; and 
Model DC–9–20, DC–9–30, DC–9–40, and DC–9–50 
Series Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA–2010–0705)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on November 30, 
2010; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8286. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Model A330–201, –202, –203, –223, –223F, 
–243, and –243F Airplanes, Model A330–300 Se-
ries Airplanes, and Model A340–200, A340–300, 
A340–500, and A340–600 Series Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2010–0675)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on November 30, 2010; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8287. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Empresa Brasileira de Aeronautica S.A. 
(EMBRAER) Model EMB–500 Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2010–0870)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on November 30, 2010; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8288. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Model CL–600–2C10 (Re-
gional Jet Series 700 , 701, and 702), CL–600– 
2D15 (Regional Jet Series 705), and CL–600– 
2D24 (Regional Jet Series 900) Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2010–0700)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on November 30, 2010; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8289. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
The Boeing Company Model 757 Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2010–0483)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on November 30, 2010; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8290. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Model CL–600–2C10 (Re-
gional Jet Series 700, 701, and 702), Model CL– 
600–2D15 (Regional Jet Series 705), and Model 
CL–600–2D24 (Regional Jet Series 900) Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA– 
2010–1106)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on November 30, 2010; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8291. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Model A380–800 Series Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2010–1102)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on November 30, 2010; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 
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EC–8292. A communication from the Senior 

Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Model BD–700–1A10 and BD– 
700–1A11 Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA–2010–0548)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on November 30, 
2010; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8293. A communication from the Chief 
of Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Custer and 
Onekama, Michigan)’’ (MB Docket No. 08–86) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on November 30, 2010; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8294. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, an annual report relative to 
the Maritime Administration for fiscal year 
2008; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN, from the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs, without amendment: 

H.R. 5758. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 2 
Government Center in Fall River, Massachu-
setts, as the ‘‘Sergeant Robert Barrett Post 
Office Building’’. 

H.R. 6118. To designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 2 
Massachusetts Avenue, NE, in Washington, 
D.C., as the ‘‘Dorothy I. Height Post Office’’. 

H.R. 6237. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
1351 2nd Street in Napa, California, as the 
‘‘Tom Kongsgaard Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 6387. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
337 West Clark Street in Eureka, California, 
as the ‘‘Sam Sacco Post Office Building’’. 

By Mr. DORGAN, from the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, with amendments: 

S. 2802. A bill to settle land claims within 
the Fort Hall Reservation. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN, from the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs, without amendment: 

S. 3784. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
4865 Tallmadge Road in Rootstown, Ohio, as 
the ‘‘Marine Sgt. Jeremy E. Murray Post Of-
fice’’. 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. HARKIN for the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

*Robert Anacletus Underwood, of Guam, to 
be a Member of the Board of Directors of the 
National Board for Education Sciences for a 
term expiring November 28, 2012. 

*Anthony Bryk, of California, to be a Mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the National 
Board for Education Sciences for a term ex-
piring November 28, 2011. 

*Kris D. Gutierrez, of Colorado, to be a 
Member of the Board of Directors of the Na-
tional Board for Education Sciences for a 
term expiring November 28, 2012. 

*Sean P. Buckley, of New York, to be Com-
missioner of Education Statistics for a term 
expiring June 21, 2015. 

*Susan H. Hildreth, of Washington, to be 
Director of the Institute of Museum and Li-
brary Services. 

*Allison Blakely, of Massachusetts, to be a 
Member of the National Council on the Hu-
manities for a term expiring January 26, 
2016. 

By Mr. LEAHY for the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Susan L. Carney, of Connecticut, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the Second 
Circuit. 

James E. Graves, Jr., of Mississippi, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the Fifth 
Circuit. 

Amy Totenberg, of Georgia, to be United 
States District Judge for the Northern Dis-
trict of Georgia. 

James Emanuel Boasberg, of the District 
of Columbia, to be United States District 
Judge for the District of Columbia. 

Amy Berman Jackson, of the District of 
Columbia, to be United States District Judge 
for the District of Columbia. 

James E. Shadid, of Illinois, to be United 
States District Judge for the Central Dis-
trict of Illinois. 

Sue E. Myerscough, of Illinois, to be 
United States District Judge for the Central 
District of Illinois. 

Paul Kinloch Holmes, III, of Arkansas, to 
be United States District Judge for the West-
ern District of Arkansas. 

Anthony J. Battaglia, of California, to be 
United States District Judge for the South-
ern District of California. 

Edward J. Davila, of California, to be 
United States District Judge for the North-
ern District of California. 

Diana Saldana, of Texas, to be United 
States District Judge for the Southern Dis-
trict of Texas. 

Michele Marie Leonhart, of California, to 
be Administrator of Drug Enforcement. 

Stacia A. Hylton, of Virginia, to be Direc-
tor of the United States Marshals Service. 
vice John F. Clark, resigned. 

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate. 

(Nominations without an asterisk 
were reported with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed.) 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. RISCH, 
Mr. CRAPO, and Mr. MERKLEY): 

S. 3993. A bill to expand geothermal pro-
duction, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself and Mr. 
SCHUMER): 

S. 3994. A bill to delay the effective date of 
the mandatory purchase requirement for new 
flood hazard areas, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Mr. 
WARNER): 

S. 3995. A bill to direct the Administrator 
of the General Services Administration to 
install Wi-Fi hotspots and wireless neutral 
host systems in all Federal buildings in 

order to improve in-building wireless com-
munications coverage and commercial net-
work capacity by offloading wireless traffic 
onto wireless broadband networks; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 
S. 3996. A bill to amend the Truth in Lend-

ing Act and the Higher Education Act of 1965 
to require additional disclosures and protec-
tions for students and cosigners with respect 
to student loans, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. 
JOHNSON, and Mr. CONRAD): 

S. 3997. A bill to authorize appropriations 
for certain Native American programs; to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr. 
HATCH): 

S. 3998. A bill to extend the Child Safety 
Pilot Program; considered and passed. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 3999. A bill to provide for reductions in 

the number of employees in Federal depart-
ments and agencies, freeze Federal employee 
compensation, reduce funding to the White 
House and Congress, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 2747 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2747, a bill to amend the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Act of 1965 to provide consistent and 
reliable authority for, and for the fund-
ing of, the land and water conservation 
fund to maximize the effectiveness of 
the fund for future generations, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 3934 

At the request of Mr. WICKER, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3934, a bill to provide tax relief 
for persons affected by the discharge of 
oil in connection with the explosion on, 
and sinking of, the mobile offshore 
drilling unit Deepwater Horizon. 

S. 3950 

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3950, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
provide for the application of a con-
sistent Medicare part B premium for 
all Medicare beneficiaries for 2011. 

S. 3981 

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3981, a bill to provide for a 
temporary extension of unemployment 
insurance provisions. 

S. 3992 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3992, a bill to authorize the cancella-
tion of removal and adjustment of sta-
tus of certain alien students who are 
long-term United States residents and 
who entered the United States as chil-
dren and for other purposes. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:25 Dec 02, 2010 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A01DE6.027 S01DEPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
B

9S
0Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8349 December 1, 2010 
AMENDMENT NO. 4626 

At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, the name of the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN) was added 
as a cosponsor of amendment No. 4626 
intended to be proposed to S. 3454, an 
original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2011 for military 
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. 
RISCH, Mr. CRAPO, and Mr. 
MERKLEY): 

S. 3993. A bill to expand geothermal 
production, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my colleagues 
from Idaho and Oregon, Senator JAMES 
RISCH, Senator MIKE CRAPO, and Sen-
ator JEFF MERKLEY, in introducing the 
Geothermal Production Expansion Act 
of 2010. This legislation will amend an 
already existing law—the Geothermal 
Steam Act—governing the way the 
Federal Government leases public 
lands for the development of geo-
thermal energy projects. 

Geothermal energy facilities provide 
a continuous supply of renewable en-
ergy with very few environmental im-
pacts. Although the United States has 
more geothermal capacity than any 
other country, this potential has been 
barely tapped. This shortfall is partly 
due to the high initial cost and risk in-
volved in locating and developing geo-
thermal resources. Like oil and natural 
gas exploration, until exploration and 
production wells are actually drilled, 
the true energy value of the site is not 
known nor is the full extent of the un-
derground reservoir or energy source. 

This legislation is intended to expand 
the future production of geothermal 
energy on federally-owned lands by 
taking some of the uncertainty and 
guess work out of the leasing and de-
velopment process by allowing the In-
terior Department to issue geothermal 
leases for adjacent lands on a non-com-
petitive basis, based on fair-market 
value. This would allow a geothermal 
developer to expand a successful geo-
thermal lease without being forced into 
a bidding war with speculators or unco-
operative competitors who might 
threaten project expansion or even pre-
vent the project from reaching com-
mercial scale. 

Under current law, the Department 
of Interior is charged with issuing geo-
thermal energy leases through a com-
petitive lease sale. There are, however, 
several situations where the Depart-
ment is allowed to issue non-competi-
tive leases, for example, if there were 
no competitive bids offered, or where 
there is an already existing mining 

claim, or where the geothermal energy 
will be used directly on site for heating 
or other uses and not sold as elec-
tricity. This legislation would add an 
additional category of non-competitive 
leases for lands that are immediately 
adjacent to an existing, competitively- 
awarded, geothermal lease where there 
is an identified, validated geothermal 
energy discovery. They would not just 
be given away to an existing lease 
holder. These non-competitive leases 
would be made at fair-market value as 
independently determined by the De-
partment of Interior. They could also 
not be taken away from any existing 
lease holder, if they were already 
leased, nor could they be removed from 
competitive leasing if they had already 
been nominated to be competitively 
leased. 

These safeguards are intended to in-
sure that this new non-competitive 
lease authority is a limited exception 
to the general policy of competitive 
leasing for geothermal resources on our 
public lands. At the same time, this 
new authority will help ensure that 
when and where a geothermal resource 
has been discovered, the project devel-
oper will be able to tap that resource 
and turn it into a viable, commercial 
energy business and provide clean, re-
newable energy for our country. 

This bill is a companion to bipartisan 
legislation sponsored by Representa-
tive JAY INSLEE in the House of Rep-
resentatives. The House Committee on 
Natural Resources held hearings on the 
underlying House bill, H.R. 3709, in 
February of this year. The legislation 
Sen. RISCH and I are introducing today 
incorporates changes resulting from 
those hearings, primarily making it 
clear that any non-competitive leases 
issued under this authority would be at 
fair-market value. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the addi-
tional material was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 3993 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Geothermal 
Production Expansion Act of 2010’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) it is in the best interest of the United 

States to develop clean renewable geo-
thermal energy; 

(2) development of that energy should be 
promoted on appropriate Federal land; 

(3) under the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 
U.S.C. 15801 et seq.), the Bureau of Land 
Management is authorized to issue 3 dif-
ferent types of noncompetitive leases for 
production of geothermal energy on Federal 
land, including— 

(A) noncompetitive geothermal leases to 
mining claim holders that have a valid oper-
ating plan; 

(B) direct use leases; and 
(C) leases on parcels that do not sell at a 

competitive auction; 
(4) Federal geothermal energy leasing ac-

tivity should be directed towards persons 

seeking to develop the land as opposed to 
persons seeking to speculate on geothermal 
resources and artificially raising the cost of 
legitimate geothermal energy development; 

(5) developers of geothermal energy on 
Federal land that have invested substantial 
capital and made high risk investments 
should be allowed to secure a discovery of 
geothermal energy resources; and 

(6) successful geothermal development on 
Federal land will provide increased revenue 
to the Federal Government, with the pay-
ment of production royalties over decades. 
SEC. 3. NONCOMPETITIVE LEASING OF ADJOIN-

ING AREAS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF 
GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES. 

Section 4(b) of the Geothermal Steam Act 
of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 1003(b)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(4) ADJOINING LAND.— 
‘‘(A) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 
‘‘(i) FAIR MARKET VALUE PER ACRE.—The 

term ‘fair market value per acre’ means a 
dollar amount per acre that— 

‘‘(I) except as provided in this clause, shall 
be equal to the market value per acre as de-
termined by the Secretary under regulations 
issued under this paragraph; 

‘‘(II) shall be determined by the Secretary 
with respect to a lease under this paragraph, 
by not later than the end of the 90-day period 
beginning on the date the Secretary receives 
an application for the lease; and 

‘‘(III) shall be not less than the greater of— 
‘‘(aa) 4 times the median amount paid per 

acre for all land leased under this Act during 
the preceding year; or 

‘‘(bb) $50. 
‘‘(ii) INDUSTRY STANDARDS.—The term ‘in-

dustry standards’ means the standards by 
which a qualified geothermal professional as-
sesses whether downhole or flowing tempera-
ture measurements with indications of per-
meability are sufficient to produce energy 
from geothermal resources, as determined 
through flow or injection testing or measure-
ment of lost circulation while drilling. 

‘‘(iii) QUALIFIED FEDERAL LAND.—The term 
‘qualified Federal land’ means land that is 
otherwise available for leasing under this 
Act. 

‘‘(iv) QUALIFIED GEOTHERMAL PROFES-
SIONAL.—The term ‘qualified geothermal pro-
fessional’ means an individual who is an en-
gineer or geoscientist in good professional 
standing with at least 5 years of experience 
in geothermal exploration, development, or 
project assessment. 

‘‘(v) QUALIFIED LESSEE.—The term ‘quali-
fied lessee’ means a person that may hold a 
geothermal lease under part 3202.10 of title 
43, Code of Federal Regulations, as in effect 
on the date of enactment of the Geothermal 
Production Expansion Act of 2010. 

‘‘(vi) VALID DISCOVERY.—The term ‘valid 
discovery’ means a discovery of a geo-
thermal resource by a new or existing slim 
hole or production well, that exhibits 
downhole or flowing temperature measure-
ments with indications of permeability that 
are sufficient to meet industry standards. 

‘‘(B) AUTHORITY.—An area of qualified Fed-
eral land that adjoins other land for which a 
qualified lessee holds a legal right to develop 
geothermal resources may be available for a 
noncompetitive lease under this section to 
the qualified lessee at the fair market value 
per acre, if— 

‘‘(i) the area of qualified Federal land— 
‘‘(I) consists of not less than 1 acre and not 

more than 640 acres; and 
‘‘(II) is not already leased under this Act or 

nominated to be leased under subsection (a); 
‘‘(ii) the qualified lessee has not previously 

received a noncompetitive lease under this 
paragraph in connection with the valid dis-
covery for which data has been submitted 
under clause (iii)(I); and 
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‘‘(iii) sufficient geological and other tech-

nical data prepared by a qualified geo-
thermal professional has been submitted by 
the qualified lessee to the applicable Federal 
land management agency that would lead in-
dividuals who are experienced in the subject 
matter to believe that— 

‘‘(I) there is a valid discovery of geo-
thermal resources on the land for which the 
qualified lessee holds the legal right to de-
velop geothermal resources; and 

‘‘(II) that thermal feature extends into the 
adjoining areas. 

‘‘(C) DETERMINATION OF FAIR MARKET 
VALUE.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 
‘‘(I) publish a notice of any request to lease 

land under this paragraph; 
‘‘(II) determine fair market value for pur-

poses of this paragraph in accordance with 
procedures for making those determinations 
that are established by regulations issued by 
the Secretary; 

‘‘(III) provide to a qualified lessee and pub-
lish any proposed determination under this 
subparagraph of the fair market value of an 
area that the qualified lessee seeks to lease 
under this paragraph; 

‘‘(IV) provide to the qualified lessee the op-
portunity to appeal the proposed determina-
tion during the 30-day period beginning on 
the date that the proposed determination is 
provided to the qualified lessee; and 

‘‘(V) provide to any interested member of 
the public the opportunity to appeal the pro-
posed determination in accordance with the 
process established under parts 4 and 1840, 
and section 3200.5, of title 43, Code of Federal 
Regulations (as in effect on the date of en-
actment of the Geothermal Production Ex-
pansion Act of 2010) during the 30-day period 
beginning on the date that the proposed de-
termination is published. 

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION ON NOMINATION.—After 
publication of a notice of request to lease 
land under this paragraph, the Secretary 
may not accept under subsection (a) any 
nomination of the land for leasing unless the 
request has been denied or withdrawn. 

‘‘(D) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of the Geo-
thermal Production Expansion Act of 2010, 
the Secretary shall issue regulations to 
carry out this paragraph.’’. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and 
Mr. WARNER): 

S. 3995. A bill to direct the Adminis-
trator of the General Services Adminis-
tration to install Wi-Fi hotspots and 
wireless neutral host systems in all 
Federal buildings in order to improve 
in-building wireless communications 
coverage and commercial network ca-
pacity by offloading wireless traffic 
onto wireless broadband networks; to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today, along with Senator WARNER, to 
introduce pro-consumer wireless legis-
lation, which will improve wireless 
coverage and go a long way toward pre-
venting the annoying dropped phone 
calls that many of us frequently expe-
rience indoors and in rural areas. 

Specifically, the Federal Wi-Net Act 
would require the installation of small 
wireless base stations, such as 
femtocells or similar technologies, and 
Wi-Fi hot-spots in Federal buildings to 
improve wireless coverage and network 
capacity. In addition, the bill would 
streamline Federal rights-of-way and 

wireless transmitter sitings on Federal 
buildings, which will simplify and ex-
pedite the placement of wireless and 
broadband network infrastructure, re-
sulting in the expansion of coverage 
and more reliable service to consumers 
and businesses. 

Over the past year, there has been 
growing concern about a looming radio 
spectrum crisis given the significant 
growth in the wireless industry. Cur-
rently, there are more than 276 million 
wireless subscribers in the U.S., and 
American consumers use more than 6.4 
billion minutes of air time per day. 
While the foundation for wireless serv-
ices has been voice communication, 
more subscribers are utilizing it for 
broadband. According to the Pew Re-
search Center, 56 percent of adult 
Americans have accessed the Internet 
via a wireless device. And ABI Re-
search forecasts there will be 150 mil-
lion mobile broadband subscribers by 
2014—a 2,900 percent increase from 2007. 

To meet this growing demand, a 
multi-faceted solution is required that 
includes fostering technological ad-
vancement and more robust spectrum 
management. Such technologies as 
femtocells and Wi-Fi hotspots will help 
alleviate growing wireless demand by 
offloading that traffic onto wireline 
broadband networks. 

To that point, approximately 40 per-
cent of cell phone calls are made in-
doors and more than 25 percent of U.S. 
households have ‘‘cut-the-cord,’’ rely-
ing solely on cell phones to make voice 
calls. On the data side, Cisco’s Virtual 
Network Index reports that approxi-
mately 60 percent of mobile Internet 
use is done inside—either at home or at 
work. 

As the Federal Communications 
Commission’s National Broadband Plan 
highlights, most smartphones sold 
today have Wi-Fi capabilities to take 
advantage of the growing ubiquity of 
wireless networks. According to a No-
vember 2008 report from AdMob, 42 per-
cent of all iPhone traffic was trans-
ported over Wi-Fi networks rather 
than AT&T’s cellular network. So in-
stalling more mini-base stations, such 
as femtocells, and Wi-Fi hotspots will 
improve indoor coverage and wireless 
network capacity. 

But in addition to improving indoor 
coverage and network capacity, we 
must take steps to expand wireless cov-
erage—primarily in rural areas. The 
General Services Administration, GSA, 
manages approximately 8,600 buildings 
across the country that can be used to 
house wireless and broadband infra-
structure. 

As the National Broadband Plan ac-
knowledges, ‘‘to effectively deploy 
broadband, providers often need to be 
able to place equipment on this feder-
ally controlled property, or to use the 
rights-of-way that pass through the 
property.’’ So we must make it a pri-
ority to streamline the processes, zon-
ing, and permitting to ensure that car-
riers have reasonable, timely, and ap-
propriate access to Federal buildings. 

Doing so will, without question, dra-
matically improve the service avail-
ability on which more than 276 million 
wireless subscribers rely daily. 

The increasing importance of wire-
less communications and broadband 
has a direct correlation to our Nation’s 
competitiveness, economy, and na-
tional security and therefore demands 
that we make the appropriate changes 
to current spectrum policy and man-
agement to avert a spectrum crisis and 
continue to realize the boundless bene-
fits of spectrum-based services. That is 
why I sincerely hope that my col-
leagues join Senator WARNER and me in 
supporting this important legislation. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 4722. Mr. UDALL of Colorado submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3454, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2011 for military ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense activi-
ties of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 4723. Mr. UDALL of Colorado submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 3454, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 4724. Mr. WARNER (for himself and Mr. 
WEBB) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 3454, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 4725. Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for Mr. DUR-
BIN) proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
987, to protect girls in developing countries 
through the prevention of child marriage, 
and for other purposes. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 4722. Mr. UDALL of Colorado sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 3454, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2011 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle J of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 594. SUICIDE PREVENTION MONITORING OF 

MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES 
ADMINISTRATIVELY SEPARATED 
FOR HIGH RISK BEHAVIOR DURING 
THEIR TRANSITION TO DEPART-
MENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS CARE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Suicide rates for members of the Armed 
Forces on active duty and veterans have 
risen as a result of multiple tours of duty in 
ongoing military operations in Afghanistan 
and Iraq, with 20 percent of all suicides in 
the United States committed by veterans. 
On average, 18 veterans commit suicide each 
day, but just 5 such veterans–or 27 percent– 
are under the care of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs at the time. 

(2) The 2010 Army Health Promotion Risk 
Reduction Suicide Prevention Report states 
that the current suicide problem in the 
Army is exacerbated by an acceptance of 
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high risk behaviors, which have been in-
creasing since fiscal year 2004. The report 
contains recommendations that could result 
in the separation from the Armed Forces for 
disciplinary reasons of members who have a 
potential for suicide. 

(3) To address this possibility, the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs should jointly develop policies 
and procedures to specifically mitigate the 
risks associated with such separations. 

(b) SUICIDE PREVENTION MONITORING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense 

and the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall 
jointly carry out a program to monitor 
members of the Armed Forces who are ad-
ministratively separated from the Armed 
Forces for high risk behavior during their 
transition to receipt of care from the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs and to otherwise 
assist such members in that transition. The 
program shall be known as the ‘‘DOD-to-VA 
Suicide Prevention Pipeline Program’’. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—Under the program, the 
Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs shall jointly assign to each 
individual who is administratively separated 
from the Armed Forces for high risk behav-
ior a case worker who shall meet with such 
individual, with such frequency as the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs jointly determine appropriate, 
in order to monitor the behavior of such in-
dividual, offer support to such individual, 
and encourage such individual to take ad-
vantage of benefits and care provided by the 
Department of Veterans Affairs. Such meet-
ings shall continue for a given individual 
until the individual is under the effective ju-
risdiction of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs or the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs otherwise 
jointly determine such meetings are no 
longer necessary. 

(3) HIGH RISK BEHAVIOR.—For purposes of 
this subsection, high risk behavior includes 
attempted suicide, illicit use of drugs 
(whether prescription or illegal), substance 
abuse, criminal activity, gambling, infi-
delity, excessive spending, reckless driving, 
and other such behavior that alone or in 
combination with other behavior results in 
administrative separation from the Armed 
Forces. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs shall jointly submit to 
the Committee on Armed Services of the 
Senate and Committee on Armed Services of 
the House of Representatives a report on the 
program required by subsection (b). The re-
port shall set forth a description of the pro-
gram and an assessment of the effectiveness 
of the program in preventing suicide among 
individuals who are administratively sepa-
rated from the Armed Forces for high risk 
behavior. 

SA 4723. Mr. UDALL of Colorado sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 3454, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2011 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title VII, add 
the following: 

SEC. 718. EXPANSION OF EMBEDDING OF BEHAV-
IORAL HEALTH PROVIDERS IN 
OPERATIONAL UNITS OF THE ARMY 
THROUGH MOBILE BEHAVIORAL 
HEALTH TEAMS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The Final Report of the Department of 
Defense Task Force on the Prevention of 
Suicide by Members of the Armed Forces, 
published in August 2010, states that ‘‘Serv-
ice Members and behavioral health providers 
report overwhelmingly positive experiences 
with embedded mental health providers in 
operational units; however, the practice is 
underutilized.’’ The report further states 
that embedded behavioral health providers 
help members of the Armed Forces retain 
functionality in stressful environments, im-
prove their psychological and emotional fit-
ness, expedite their return to duty when ex-
posed to traumatic events, and reduce stig-
ma associated with behavioral healthcare, 
and calls for an expansion of the practice of 
embedding behavioral health providers in 
operational units. 

(2) An evaluation of the pilot Mobile Be-
havioral Health Service (MBHS) at Fort Car-
son, Colorado, determined that the level of 
support for the Mobile Behavioral Health 
Service among soldiers and key unit leaders 
at Fort Carson and the positive effect of the 
Mobile Behavioral Health Teams on inpa-
tient psychiatric admissions, off-post refer-
rals, unit risk behaviors, soldiers character-
ized as non-deployable for behavioral health 
reasons, and potential cost savings of the 
Mobile Behavioral Health Service warranted 
replication of this model at other Army in-
stallations. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—By not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of the Army shall put in place 
at not less than four Army installations with 
a brigade combat team selected by the Sec-
retary for purposes of this section a Mobile 
Behavioral Health Team (MBHT) for pur-
poses of facilitating early identification and 
treatment of behavioral health concerns 
among members of such combat teams and 
mitigating both inpatient psychiatric admis-
sions and the necessity of referrals off-post 
for mental health care among such members. 

(c) ELEMENTS OF MBHT.—The Secretary 
shall consider utilizing a model for each Mo-
bile Behavioral Health Team put in place 
under subsection (b) that includes the as-
signment of credentialed behavioral health 
providers exclusively to a single battalion 
within a brigade combat team to identify be-
havioral health problems early and with 
more accuracy, to remove barriers to care, 
and to improve treatment outcomes. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee 
on Armed Services of the Senate and the 
Committee on Armed Services of the House 
of Representatives a report on the actions 
taken under this section. The report shall in-
clude a comprehensive description of the ac-
tivities of the Mobile Behavioral Health 
Teams put in place under this section and an 
assessment of the effectiveness of such teams 
in meeting the purposes of such teams as de-
scribed in subsections (b) and (c). 

SA 4724. Mr. WARNER (for himself 
and Mr. WEBB) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 3454, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2011 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 

year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle E of title III, add the 
following: 
SEC. 349. REPORT ON AIR SURVEILLANCE CON-

FLICTS AT VIRGINIA BEACH, VIR-
GINIA. 

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to 
the congressional defense committees a re-
port on potential air surveillance conflicts 
at Virginia Beach, Virginia. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required under 
subsection (a) shall include the following: 

(1) An assessment of the impact on the per-
formance of the Oceana Air Surveillance 
Radar (ARSR) of proposed construction of 
buildings in the Virginia Beach, Virginia, 
oceanfront area that are less than 200 feet 
high. 

(2) An evaluation of the cost and impact on 
air surveillance operations of various options 
for reducing or eliminating potential air sur-
veillance conflicts in the area, including— 

(A) relocating the Oceana ARSR; 
(B) upgrading the signal processing or 

power management capabilities of the 
Oceana ARSR; 

(C) providing supplementary, ‘‘gap filler’’ 
radar through sources other than Oceana 
ARSR, including a cost estimate for the pro-
curement and installation of such radar; and 

(D) any other alternative options that 
would mitigate potential air surveillance 
conflicts. 

(c) CONSULTATION.—In preparing the report 
required under subsection (a), the Secretary 
of Defense shall consult with the Secretary 
of the Navy, the Secretary of the Air Force, 
the Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Administration, the Commander of the 
North American Aerospace Defense Com-
mand, and the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity. 

SA 4725. Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for Mr. 
DURBIN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 987, to protect girls in devel-
oping countries through the prevention 
of child marriage, and for other pur-
poses; as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Inter-
national Protecting Girls by Preventing 
Child Marriage Act of 2010’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) Child marriage, also known as ‘‘forced 

marriage’’ or ‘‘early marriage’’, is a harmful 
traditional practice that deprives girls of 
their dignity and human rights. 

(2) Child marriage as a traditional prac-
tice, as well as through coercion or force, is 
a violation of article 16 of the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights, which states, 
‘‘Marriage shall be entered into only with 
the free and full consent of intending 
spouses’’. 

(3) According to the United Nations Chil-
dren’s Fund (UNICEF), an estimated 
60,000,000 girls in developing countries now 
ages 20 through 24 were married under the 
age of 18, and if present trends continue 
more than 100,000,000 more girls in devel-
oping countries will be married as children 
over the next decade, according to the Popu-
lation Council. 

(4) Between 1⁄2 and 3⁄4 of all girls are mar-
ried before the age of 18 in Niger, Chad, Mali, 
Bangladesh, Guinea, the Central African Re-
public, Mozambique, Burkina Faso, and 
Nepal, according to Demographic Health 
Survey data. 
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(5) Factors perpetuating child marriage in-

clude poverty, a lack of educational or em-
ployment opportunities for girls, parental 
concerns to ensure sexual relations within 
marriage, the dowry system, and the per-
ceived lack of value of girls. 

(6) Child marriage has negative effects on 
the health of girls, including significantly 
increased risk of maternal death and mor-
bidity, infant mortality and morbidity, ob-
stetric fistula, and sexually transmitted dis-
eases, including HIV/AIDS. 

(7) According to the United States Agency 
for International Development (USAID), in-
creasing the age at first birth for a woman 
will increase her chances of survival. Cur-
rently, pregnancy and childbirth complica-
tions are the leading cause of death for 
women 15 to 19 years old in developing coun-
tries. 

(8) Most countries with high rates of child 
marriage have a legally established min-
imum age of marriage, yet child marriage 
persists due to strong traditional norms and 
the failure to enforce existing laws. 

(9) Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has 
stated that child marriage is ‘‘a clear and 
unacceptable violation of human rights’’, 
and that ‘‘the Department of State categori-
cally denounces all cases of child marriage 
as child abuse’’. 

(10) According to an International Center 
for Research on Women analysis of Demo-
graphic and Health Survey data, areas or re-
gions in developing countries in which 40 
percent or more of girls under the age of 18 
are married are considered high-prevalence 
areas for child marriage. 

(11) Investments in girls’ schooling, cre-
ating safe community spaces for girls, and 
programs for skills building for out-of-school 
girls are all effective and demonstrated 
strategies for preventing child marriage and 
creating a pathway to empower girls by ad-
dressing conditions of poverty, low status, 
and norms that contribute to child marriage. 
SEC. 3. CHILD MARRIAGE DEFINED. 

In this Act, the term ‘‘child marriage’’ 
means the marriage of a girl or boy, not yet 
the minimum age for marriage stipulated in 
law in the country in which the girl or boy 
is a resident or, where there is no such law, 
under the age of 18. 
SEC. 4. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) child marriage is a violation of human 

rights, and the prevention and elimination of 
child marriage should be a foreign policy 
goal of the United States; 

(2) the practice of child marriage under-
mines United States investments in foreign 
assistance to promote education and skills 
building for girls, reduce maternal and child 
mortality, reduce maternal illness, halt the 
transmission of HIV/AIDS, prevent gender- 
based violence, and reduce poverty; and 

(3) expanding educational opportunities for 
girls, economic opportunities for women, and 
reducing maternal and child mortality are 
critical to achieving the Millennium Devel-
opment Goals and the global health and de-
velopment objectives of the United States, 
including efforts to prevent HIV/AIDS. 
SEC. 5. STRATEGY TO PREVENT CHILD MAR-

RIAGE IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES. 
(a) ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The President is author-

ized to provide assistance, including through 
multilateral, nongovernmental, and faith- 
based organizations, to prevent the incidence 
of child marriage in developing countries 
through the promotion of educational, 
health, economic, social, and legal empower-
ment of girls and women. 

(2) PRIORITY.—In providing assistance au-
thorized under paragraph (1), the President 
shall give priority to— 

(A) areas or regions in developing coun-
tries in which 40 percent or more of girls 
under the age of 18 are married; and 

(B) activities to— 
(i) expand and replicate existing commu-

nity-based programs that are successful in 
preventing the incidence of child marriage; 

(ii) establish pilot projects to prevent child 
marriage; and 

(iii) share evaluations of successful pro-
grams, program designs, experiences, and 
lessons. 

(b) STRATEGY REQUIRED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall estab-

lish a multi-year strategy to prevent child 
marriage and promote the empowerment of 
girls at risk of child marriage in developing 
countries, which should address the unique 
needs, vulnerabilities, and potential of girls 
under age 18 in developing countries. 

(2) CONSULTATION.—In establishing the 
strategy required by paragraph (1), the Presi-
dent shall consult with Congress, relevant 
Federal departments and agencies, multilat-
eral organizations, and representatives of 
civil society. 

(3) ELEMENTS.—The strategy required by 
paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) focus on areas in developing countries 
with high prevalence of child marriage; 

(B) encompass diplomatic initiatives be-
tween the United States and governments of 
developing countries, with attention to 
human rights, legal reforms, and the rule of 
law; 

(C) encompass programmatic initiatives in 
the areas of education, health, income gen-
eration, changing social norms, human 
rights, and democracy building; and 

(D) be submitted to Congress not later 
than one year after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than three years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President should submit to Congress a 
report that includes— 

(1) a description of the implementation of 
the strategy required by subsection (b); 

(2) examples of best practices or programs 
to prevent child marriage in developing 
countries that could be replicated; and 

(3) an assessment, including data 
disaggregated by age and sex to the extent 
possible, of current United States funded ef-
forts to specifically prevent child marriage 
in developing countries. 

(d) COORDINATION.—Assistance authorized 
under subsection (a) shall be integrated with 
existing United States development pro-
grams. 

(e) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—Assistance au-
thorized under subsection (a) may be made 
available for activities in the areas of edu-
cation, health, income generation, agri-
culture development, legal rights, democ-
racy building, and human rights, including— 

(1) support for community-based activities 
that encourage community members to ad-
dress beliefs or practices that promote child 
marriage and to educate parents, community 
leaders, religious leaders, and adolescents of 
the health risks associated with child mar-
riage and the benefits for adolescents, espe-
cially girls, of access to education, health 
care, livelihood skills, microfinance, and 
savings programs; 

(2) support for activities to educate girls in 
primary and secondary school at the appro-
priate age and keeping them in age-appro-
priate grade levels through adolescence; 

(3) support for activities to reduce edu-
cation fees and enhance safe and supportive 
conditions in primary and secondary schools 
to meet the needs of girls, including— 

(A) access to water and suitable hygiene 
facilities, including separate lavatories and 
latrines for girls; 

(B) assignment of female teachers; 

(C) safe routes to and from school; and 
(D) eliminating sexual harassment and 

other forms of violence and coercion; 
(4) support for activities that allow adoles-

cent girls to access health care services and 
proper nutrition, which is essential to both 
their school performance and their economic 
productivity; 

(5) assistance to train adolescent girls and 
their parents in financial literacy and access 
economic opportunities, including livelihood 
skills, savings, microfinance, and small-en-
terprise development; 

(6) support for education, including 
through community and faith-based organi-
zations and youth programs, that helps re-
move gender stereotypes and the bias 
against girls used to justify child marriage, 
especially efforts targeted at men and boys, 
promotes zero tolerance for violence, and 
promotes gender equality, which in turn help 
to increase the perceived value of girls; 

(7) assistance to create peer support and fe-
male mentoring networks and safe social 
spaces specifically for girls; and 

(8) support for local advocacy work to pro-
vide legal literacy programs at the commu-
nity level to ensure that governments and 
law enforcement officials are meeting their 
obligations to prevent child and forced mar-
riage. 
SEC. 6. RESEARCH AND DATA. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Presi-
dent and all relevant agencies should, as part 
of their ongoing research and data collection 
activities— 

(1) collect and make available data on the 
incidence of child marriage in countries that 
receive foreign or development assistance 
from the United States where the practice of 
child marriage is prevalent; and 

(2) collect and make available data on the 
impact of the incidence of child marriage 
and the age at marriage on progress in meet-
ing key development goals. 
SEC. 7. DEPARTMENT OF STATE’S COUNTRY RE-

PORTS ON HUMAN RIGHTS PRAC-
TICES. 

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is 
amended— 

(1) in section 116 (22 U.S.C. 2151n), by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(g) The report required by subsection (d) 
shall include, for each country in which child 
marriage is prevalent, a description of the 
status of the practice of child marriage in 
such country. In this subsection, the term 
‘child marriage’ means the marriage of a girl 
or boy, not yet the minimum age for mar-
riage stipulated in law or under the age of 18 
if no such law exists, in the country in which 
such girl or boy is a resident.’’; and 

(2) in section 502B (22 U.S.C. 2304), by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(i) The report required by subsection (b) 
shall include, for each country in which child 
marriage is prevalent, a description of the 
status of the practice of child marriage in 
such country. In this subsection, the term 
‘child marriage’ means the marriage of a girl 
or boy, not yet the minimum age for mar-
riage stipulated in law or under the age of 18 
if no such law exists, in the country in which 
such girl or boy is a resident.’’. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on De-
cember 1, 2010, at 9:30 a.m., to conduct 
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a hearing entitled, ‘‘Problems in Mort-
gage Servicing from Modifications to 
Foreclosure, Part II.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on De-
cember 1, 2010, at 10:30 a.m., in room 253 
of the Russell Senate Office Building. 
The Committee will hold a hearing en-
titled, ‘‘Transition and Implementa-
tion: The NASA Authorization Act of 
2010.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on De-
cember 1, 2010, at 2:30 p.m., in room 253 
of the Russell Senate Office Building. 
The Committee will hold a hearing en-
titled, ‘‘Are Mini Med Policies Really 
Health Insurance?’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on December 1, 2010, at 2:30 
p.m., to hold a hearing entitled, ‘‘Latin 
America in 2010: Opportunities, Chal-
lenges and the Future of U.S. Policy in 
the Hemisphere.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on De-
cember 1, 2010, at 9:45 a.m., in SD–430. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet, 
during the session of the Senate, to 
conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Is Stronger 
Management and Oversight Needed?’’ 
on December 1, 2010. The hearing will 
commence at 10:15 a.m. in room 430 of 
the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate, on December 1, 2010, at 10 a.m., in 
SD–226 of the Dirksen Senate Office 

Building, to conduct an executive busi-
ness meeting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

EXTENDING THE CHILD SAFETY 
PILOT PROGRAM 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the Senate pro-
ceed to the immediate consideration of 
S. 3998, which was introduced earlier 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The assistant editor of the Daily Di-
gest read as follows: 

A bill (S. 3998) to extend the Child Safety 
Pilot Program. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask the bill be 
read a third time and passed, the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de-
bate, and any statements be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (S. 3998) was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, was read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

S. 3998 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Criminal 
History Background Checks Pilot Extension 
Act of 2010’’. 
SEC. 2. EXTENSION. 

Section 108(a)(3)(A) of the PROTECT Act 
(42 U.S.C. 5119a note) is amended by striking 
‘‘92-month’’ and inserting ‘‘104-month’’. 

f 

INTERNATIONAL PROTECTING 
GIRLS BY PREVENTING CHILD 
MARRIAGE ACT OF 2010 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the Senate pro-
ceed to the immediate consideration of 
Calendar No. 637, S. 987. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The assistant editor of the Daily Di-
gest read as follows: 

A bill (S. 987) to protect girls in developing 
countries through the prevention of child 
marriage and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, with an amend-
ment to strike all after the enacting 
clause and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘International 
Protecting Girls by Preventing Child Marriage 
Act of 2010’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) Child marriage, also known as ‘‘forced 

marriage’’ or ‘‘early marriage’’, is a harmful 
traditional practice that deprives girls of their 
dignity and human rights. 

(2) Child marriage as a traditional practice, as 
well as through coercion or force, is a violation 

of article 16 of the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights, which states, ‘‘Marriage shall be 
entered into only with the free and full consent 
of intending spouses’’. 

(3) According to the United Nations Children’s 
Fund (UNICEF), an estimated 60,000,000 girls in 
developing countries now ages 20 through 24 
were married under the age of 18, and if present 
trends continue more than 100,000,000 more girls 
in developing countries will be married as chil-
dren over the next decade, according to the Pop-
ulation Council. 

(4) Between 1⁄2 and 3⁄4 of all girls are married 
before the age of 18 in Niger, Chad, Mali, Ban-
gladesh, Guinea, the Central African Republic, 
Mozambique, Burkina Faso, and Nepal, accord-
ing to Demographic Health Survey data. 

(5) Factors perpetuating child marriage in-
clude poverty, a lack of educational or employ-
ment opportunities for girls, parental concerns 
to ensure sexual relations within marriage, the 
dowry system, and the perceived lack of value of 
girls. 

(6) Child marriage has negative effects on the 
health of girls, including significantly increased 
risk of maternal death and morbidity, infant 
mortality and morbidity, obstetric fistula, and 
sexually transmitted diseases, including HIV/ 
AIDS. 

(7) According to the United States Agency for 
International Development (USAID), increasing 
the age at first birth for a woman will increase 
her chances of survival. Currently, pregnancy 
and childbirth complications are the leading 
cause of death for women 15 to 19 years old in 
developing countries. 

(8) Most countries with high rates of child 
marriage have a legally established minimum 
age of marriage, yet child marriage persists due 
to strong traditional norms and the failure to 
enforce existing laws. 

(9) Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has stat-
ed that ‘‘child marriage is a clear and unaccept-
able violation of human rights, and that the De-
partment of State denounces all cases of child 
marriage as child abuse’’. 

(10) According to an International Center for 
Research on Women analysis of Demographic 
and Health Survey data, areas or regions in de-
veloping countries in which 40 percent or more 
of girls under the age of 18 are married are con-
sidered high-prevalence areas for child mar-
riage. 

(11) Investments in girls’ schooling, creating 
safe community spaces for girls, and programs 
for skills building for out-of-school girls are all 
effective and demonstrated strategies for pre-
venting child marriage and creating a pathway 
to empower girls by addressing conditions of 
poverty, low status, and norms that contribute 
to child marriage. 
SEC. 3. CHILD MARRIAGE DEFINED. 

In this Act, the term ‘‘child marriage’’ means 
the marriage of a girl or boy, not yet the min-
imum age for marriage stipulated in law in the 
country in which the girl or boy is a resident. 
SEC. 4. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) child marriage is a violation of human 

rights, and the prevention and elimination of 
child marriage should be a foreign policy goal of 
the United States; 

(2) the practice of child marriage undermines 
United States investments in foreign assistance 
to promote education and skills building for 
girls, reduce maternal and child mortality, re-
duce maternal illness, halt the transmission of 
HIV/AIDS, prevent gender-based violence, and 
reduce poverty; and 

(3) expanding educational opportunities for 
girls, economic opportunities for women, and re-
ducing maternal and child mortality are critical 
to achieving the Millennium Development Goals 
and the global health and development objec-
tives of the United States, including efforts to 
prevent HIV/AIDS. 
SEC. 5. STRATEGY TO PREVENT CHILD MARRIAGE 

IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES. 
(a) ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZED.— 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8354 December 1, 2010 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The President is authorized 

to provide assistance, including through multi-
lateral, nongovernmental, and faith-based orga-
nizations, to prevent the incidence of child mar-
riage in developing countries through the pro-
motion of educational, health, economic, social, 
and legal empowerment of girls and women. 

(2) PRIORITY.—In providing assistance au-
thorized under paragraph (1), the President 
shall give priority to— 

(A) areas or regions in developing countries in 
which 40 percent or more of girls under the age 
of 18 are married; and 

(B) activities to— 
(i) expand and replicate existing community- 

based programs that are successful in pre-
venting the incidence of child marriage; 

(ii) establish pilot projects to prevent child 
marriage; and 

(iii) share evaluations of successful programs, 
program designs, experiences, and lessons. 

(b) STRATEGY REQUIRED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall establish 

a multi-year strategy to prevent child marriage 
and promote the empowerment of girls at risk of 
child marriage in developing countries, and 
should include addressing the unique needs, 
vulnerabilities, and potential of girls under age 
18 in developing countries. 

(2) CONSULTATION.—In establishing the strat-
egy required by paragraph (1), the President 
shall consult with relevant stakeholders. 

(3) ELEMENTS.—The strategy required by 
paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) focus on areas in developing countries 
with high prevalence of child marriage; 

(B) encompass diplomatic initiatives between 
the United States and governments of devel-
oping countries, with attention to human rights, 
legal reforms and the rule of law, and pro-
grammatic initiatives in the areas of education, 
health, income generation, changing social 
norms, human rights, and democracy building; 
and 

(C) be implemented not later than one year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than three years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Presi-
dent shall submit to Congress a report that in-
cludes— 

(1) a description of the implementation of the 
strategy required by subsection (b); 

(2) examples of best practices or programs to 
prevent child marriage in developing countries 
that could be replicated; and 

(3) an assessment, including data 
disaggregated by age and sex to the extent pos-
sible, of current United States funded efforts to 
specifically prevent child marriage in developing 
countries. 

(d) COORDINATION.—Assistance authorized 
under subsection (a) shall be integrated with ex-
isting United States programs for advancing ap-
propriate age and grade-level basic and sec-
ondary education through adolescence, ensure 
school enrollment and completion for girls, 
health, income generation, agriculture develop-
ment, legal rights, democracy building, and 
human rights, including— 

(1) support for community-based activities 
that encourage community members to address 
beliefs or practices that promote child marriage 
and to educate parents, community leaders, reli-
gious leaders, and adolescents of the health 
risks associated with child marriage and the 
benefits for adolescents, especially girls, of ac-
cess to education, health care, livelihood skills, 
microfinance, and savings programs; 

(2) support for activities to educate girls in 
primary and secondary school at the appro-
priate age and keeping them in age-appropriate 
grade levels through adolescence; 

(3) support for activities to reduce education 
fees and enhance safe and supportive conditions 
in primary and secondary schools to meet the 
needs of girls, including— 

(A) access to water and suitable hygiene fa-
cilities, including separate lavatories and la-
trines for girls; 

(B) assignment of female teachers; 
(C) safe routes to and from school; and 
(D) eliminating sexual harassment and other 

forms of violence and coercion; 
(4) support for activities that allow adolescent 

girls to access health care services and proper 
nutrition, which is essential to both their school 
performance and their economic productivity; 

(5) assistance to train adolescent girls and 
their parents in financial literacy and access 
economic opportunities, including livelihood 
skills, savings, microfinance, and small-enter-
prise development; 

(6) support for education, including through 
community and faith-based organizations and 
youth programs, that helps remove gender 
stereotypes and the bias against girls used to 
justify child marriage, especially efforts targeted 
at men and boys, promotes zero tolerance for vi-
olence, and promotes gender equality, which in 
turn help to increase the perceived value of 
girls; 

(7) assistance to create peer support and fe-
male mentoring networks and safe social spaces 
specifically for girls; and 

(8) support for local advocacy work to provide 
legal literacy programs at the community level 
to ensure that governments and law enforce-
ment officials are meeting their obligations to 
prevent child and forced marriage. 
SEC. 6. RESEARCH AND DATA. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the President 
and all relevant agencies should work through 
the Administrator of the United States Agency 
for International Development and any other 
relevant agencies of the Department of State, 
and in conjunction with relevant executive 
branch agencies as part of their ongoing re-
search and data collection activities, to— 

(1) collect and make available data on the in-
cidence of child marriage in countries that re-
ceive foreign or development assistance from the 
United States where the practice of child mar-
riage is prevalent; and 

(2) collect and make available data on the im-
pact of the incidence of child marriage and the 
age at marriage on progress in meeting key de-
velopment goals. 
SEC. 7. DEPARTMENT OF STATE’S COUNTRY RE-

PORTS ON HUMAN RIGHTS PRAC-
TICES. 

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amend-
ed— 

(1) in section 116 (22 U.S.C. 2151n), by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(g) The report required by subsection (d) 
shall include for each country in which child 
marriage is prevalent at rates at or above 40 per-
cent in at least one subnational region, a de-
scription of the status of the practice of child 
marriage in such country. In this subsection, 
the term ‘child marriage’ means the marriage of 
a girl or boy, not yet the minimum age for mar-
riage stipulated in law or under the age of 18 if 
no such law exists, in the country in which such 
girl or boy is a resident.’’; and 

(2) in section 502B (22 U.S.C. 2304), by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(i) The report required by subsection (b) 
shall include for each country in which child 
marriage is prevalent at rates at or above 40 per-
cent in at least one subnational region, a de-
scription of the status of the practice of child 
marriage in such country. In this subsection, 
the term ‘child marriage’ means the marriage of 
a girl or boy, not yet the minimum age for mar-
riage stipulated in law or under the age of 18 if 
no such law exists, in the country in which such 
girl or boy is a resident.’’. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, today, 
with the passage of the International 
Protecting Girls by Preventing Child 
Marriage Act, the Senate takes a step 
toward ending child marriage. 

Child marriage is often carried out 
through force or coercion. It deprives 

young girls, and sometimes boys, of 
their dignity and human rights. And it 
poses grave health risks. In some coun-
tries, it is not uncommon for girls as 
young as 7 or 8 years old to be married. 

Child marriage also undermines U.S. 
foreign assistance to developing coun-
tries. We invest in education and 
skills-building for girls, improving ma-
ternal and child health, ending the 
transmission of HIV/AIDS, preventing 
gender-based violence, and reducing 
poverty. But where the girls targeted 
for assistance are married, these devel-
opment strategies only go so far. 

UNICEF estimates that 60 million 
girls in developing countries now ages 
20 to 24 were married under the age of 
18. The Population Council estimates 
that the number will increase by 100 
million over the next decade if trends 
continue. 

The International Protecting Girls 
by Preventing Child Marriage Act 
seeks to reverse those trends. Thanks 
to Senator OLYMPIA SNOWE and 41 
other cosponsors from both sides of the 
aisle, the leadership of Senators JOHN 
KERRY and RICHARD LUGAR on the For-
eign Relations Committee, and Rep-
resentatives BETTY MCCOLLUM and 
ANDER CRENSHAW in the House for sup-
porting the legislation to make ending 
child marriage a priority in foreign af-
fairs. 

I would also like to thank The El-
ders, a group of world leaders including 
Nelson Mandela, Desmond Tutu, and 
President Jimmy Carter, who work to-
gether to address major causes of 
human suffering around the globe. 
Their help and persistence on the legis-
lation have been invaluable. 

The human rights community has 
rightly identified the practice of child 
marriage as a major concern that 
treats young girls as property and 
traps them in a life of servitude. It de-
nies girls educational and economic op-
portunities, sustaining a cycle of pov-
erty in some of the world’s poorest 
countries. 

Many child brides live their lives in 
crushing hopelessness. Some are driven 
to attempt suicide to escape their mis-
ery. 

A recent New York Times article en-
titled, ‘‘For Afghan Wives, a Desperate, 
Fiery Way Out,’’ shared the story of 
Farzana, engaged at 8 and married by 
12. By the age of 17, she had endured 
years of verbal and physical abuse from 
her husband and his family. 

She thought of ways to get out. She 
thought of running away but worried it 
would offend her family’s sense of 
honor. 

Finally, seeing no other way out and 
desperate, Farzana doused herself in 
cooking fuel and lit herself on fire. 

Before this hell, Farzana had 
dreamed of becoming a teacher. Now, 
after 57 days in the hospital and mul-
tiple skin grafts, she has recovered 
from burns that covered more than half 
of her body. 

Today she says, ‘‘Five years I spent 
in his house with those people. My 
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marriage was for other people. They 
should never have given me in a child 
marriage.’’ Unfortunately, in many 
parts of the world, stories like these 
are common. Except, unlike Farzana, 
many succeed in killing themselves. 
Young girls in the developing world 
should not be made to face the choice 
between life as a child bride without 
hope or dying at their own hands to es-
cape their torment. 

In addition to denying tens of mil-
lions of women and girls their dignity, 
child marriage also endangers their 
health. Marriage at an early age puts 
girls at greater risk of dying as a result 
of childbirth. Pregnancy and childbirth 
complications are the leading cause of 
death for women 15 to 19 years old in 
developing countries. Their children 
also face higher mortality rates. 

In September 2009, a highly pub-
licized example of this occurred in 
Yemen. A 12-year-old girl died of severe 
bleeding after three agonizing days in 
labor. Her child died as well. She was 
married to a 24-year old man. Child 
brides are also at an increased risk of 
contracting a sexually transmitted dis-
ease, including HIV and AIDS. 

The bill we passed today would re-
quire our government to develop an in-
tegrated, strategic approach to com-
bating child marriage with the goal of 
eliminating this scourge worldwide. It 
authorizes assistance to prevent child 
marriage in developing countries and 
to promote the educational, health, 
economic, social and legal empower-
ment of girls and women. It would re-
quire priority for regions in developing 
countries with a high prevalence of 
child marriage. 

The bill also would require the Fed-
eral Government to do a better job of 
tracking child marriage prevalence 
overseas. 

In the Senate today, we take a big 
step toward helping children we will 
never meet in places we will never 
visit. There are some issues we must 
look at through the shared experience 
of humanity. Ensuring that children 
throughout the world do not have their 
childhoods robbed of them is one such 
issue. 

The United States has always tried 
to be a leader in international human 
rights. By passing this bill, the Senate 
shows its determination to keep the 
United States at the forefront of 
human rights protection around the 
world. 

I urge my colleagues in the House to 
work with Representatives MCCOLLUM 
and CRENSHAW and House Foreign Af-
fairs Committee Chairman HOWARD 
BERMAN and Ranking Member ILEANA 
ROS-LEHTINEN and Speaker PELOSI to 
do the same. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Durbin amendment be 
agreed to; the committee-reported sub-
stitute, as amended, be agreed to; the 
bill, as amended, be read a third time 
and passed with no intervening action 
or debate; and that any statements be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 4725) was agreed 
to. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Text of 
Amendments.’’) 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The bill (S. 987), as amended, was or-
dered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, was read the third time, and 
passed. 

f 

THE CALENDAR 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed en bloc to the following 
Federal naming bills, Calendar Nos. 658 
through 661: H.R. 4387, H.R. 5651, H.R. 
5706, and H.R. 5773. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bills. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the bills 
be read a third time and passed en bloc, 
the motions to reconsider be laid upon 
the table en bloc with no intervening 
action or debate, and any statements 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

WINSTON E. ARNOW FEDERAL 
BUILDING 

The bill (H.R. 4387) to designate the 
Federal Building located at 100 North 
Palafox Street in Pensacola, Florida, 
as the ‘‘Winston E. Arnow Federal 
Building,’’ was ordered to a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

f 

ANDREW W. BOGUE FEDERAL 
BUILDING AND UNITED STATES 
COURTHOUSE 

The bill (H.R. 5651) to designate the 
Federal building and United States 
courthouse located at 515 9th Street in 
Rapid City, South Dakota, as the ‘‘An-
drew W. Bogue Federal Building and 
United States Courthouse,’’ was or-
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

f 

FRANK EVANS GOVERNMENT 
PRINTING OFFICE BUILDING 

The bill (H.R. 5706) to designate the 
building occupied by the Government 
Printing Office located at 31451 East 
United Avenue in Pueblo, Colorado, as 
the ‘‘Frank Evans Government Print-
ing Office Building,’’ was ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

f 

ROBERT M. BALL FEDERAL 
BUILDING 

The bill (H.R. 5773) to designate the 
Federal building located at 6401 Secu-
rity Boulevard in Baltimore, Maryland, 
commonly known as the Social Secu-

rity Administration Operations Build-
ing, as the ‘‘Robert M. Ball Federal 
Building,’’ was ordered to a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

f 

WREATHS ACROSS AMERICA 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Judi-
ciary Committee be discharged from 
further consideration of and the Senate 
now proceed to S. Res. 686. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 

The assistant editor of the Daily Di-
gest read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 686) designating 
December 11, 2010, as ‘‘Wreaths Across 
America Day.’’ 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, in 
honor of the hard work and generosity 
of all those involved in the Wreaths 
Across America project, U.S. Senators 
OLYMPIA J. SNOWE and I have sub-
mitted a resolution in the Senate that 
would designate Saturday, December 
11, as ‘‘Wreaths Across America Day.’’ 

On Saturday, December 11, a convoy 
of Mainers will arrive at Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery to honor our Nation’s 
fallen heroes. At each of the thousands 
of gravesites at our country’s most hal-
lowed resting place, citizens from 
Maine will lay Maine-made balsam 
wreaths at each gravesite that identi-
fies one of our Nation’s fallen veterans. 
Joining them will be the Patriot Guard 
Riders, an organization made up of 
men and women who have volunteered 
a portion of their lives to consecrating 
the sacrifice of the service men and 
women who gave their all for our coun-
try. Together, they will continue their 
tradition of escorting and driving trac-
tor-trailers filled with donated wreaths 
on the journey from Harrington, ME, 
to Arlington National Cemetery. This 
is the 19th consecutive year that Mor-
rill Worcester, owner of Worcester 
Wreath Company in Harrington, has 
made this generous donation. And once 
again, more than 100,000 wreaths will 
be placed in more than 400 locations, 
including Arlington National Cemetery 
and at veterans cemeteries in America 
and abroad. 

The holiday season is one that many 
Americans enjoy by spending time in 
the comfort and company of their fam-
ily and close friends. Many families 
who have lost loved ones serving their 
country will not share the same com-
fort and joy during this holiday season. 
The men and women behind the 
Wreaths Across America project work 
hard to honor these families and their 
lost love ones. Our resolution is a mod-
est way for the U.S. Senate to honor 
these men and women, as well as the 
veterans and families who sacrifice so 
much in order to make it possible for 
us to celebrate this holiday season in 
freedom. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
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agreed to, and the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 686) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 686 

Whereas 19 years ago, the Wreaths Across 
America project began an annual tradition, 
during the month of December, of donating, 
transporting, and placing Maine balsam fir 
holiday wreaths on the graves of the fallen 
heroes buried at Arlington National Ceme-
tery; 

Whereas since that tradition began, 
through the hard work and generosity of the 
individuals involved in the Wreaths Across 
America project, hundreds of thousands of 
wreaths have been sent to national ceme-
teries and veterans memorials in every State 
and to locations overseas; 

Whereas in 2009, wreaths were sent to over 
400 locations across the United States, 100 
more locations than the previous year, and 
24 sites overseas; 

Whereas in December 2010, the Patriot 
Guard Riders, a motorcycle and motor vehi-
cle group that is dedicated to patriotic 
events and includes more than 200,000 mem-
bers nationwide, will continue their tradi-
tion of escorting a tractor-trailer filled with 
donated wreaths from Harrington, Maine, to 
Arlington National Cemetery; 

Whereas thousands of individuals volun-
teer each December to escort and lay the 
wreaths; 

Whereas December 12, 2009, was previously 
designated by the Senate as ‘‘Wreaths Across 
America Day’’; and 

Whereas the Wreaths Across America 
project will continue its proud legacy on De-
cember 11, 2010, bringing 15,000 wreaths to 
Arlington National Cemetery on that day: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates December 11, 2010, as 

‘‘Wreaths Across America Day’’; 
(2) honors the Wreaths Across America 

project, the Patriot Guard Riders, and all of 
the volunteers and donors involved in this 
worthy tradition; and 

(3) recognizes the sacrifices our veterans, 
members of the Armed Forces, and their 
families have made, and continue to make, 
for our great Nation. 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, 
DECEMBER 2, 2010 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 9:30 a.m. on Thursday, 
December 2; that following the prayer 
and pledge, the Journal of proceedings 
be approved to date, the morning hour 
be deemed expired, the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day, and the Senate proceed to a 
period of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 10 
minutes each, with the majority con-
trolling the first 30 minutes and the 
Republicans controlling the next 30 
minutes. Finally, I ask that the Senate 
recess from 12:30 until 3:30 p.m. for the 
Democratic caucus meeting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. If there is no fur-
ther business to come before the Sen-
ate, I ask unanimous consent that it 
adjourn under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:32 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
December 2, 2010, at 9:30 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 

THE JUDICIARY 

BERNICE BOUIE DONALD, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE 
UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE SIXTH CIR-
CUIT, VICE RONALD LEE GILMAN, RETIRED. 

ARENDA L. WRIGHT ALLEN, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN 
DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA, VICE JEROME B. FRIEDMAN, RE-
TIRED. 

MICHAEL FRANCIS URBANSKI, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE WESTERN 
DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA, VICE NORMAN K. MOON, RE-
TIRED. 

CLAIRE C. CECCHI, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW 
JERSEY, VICE JOSEPH A. GREENAWAY, ELEVATED. 

ESTHER SALAS, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW 
JERSEY, VICE KATHARINE SWEENEY HAYDEN, RETIRED. 

MARK RAYMOND HORNAK, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE WESTERN 
DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA, VICE DONETTA W. AM-
BROSE , RETIRED. 

ROBERT DAVID MARIANI, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE MIDDLE DIS-
TRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA, VICE JAMES M. MUNLEY, RE-
TIRED. 

JOHN ANDREW ROSS, OF MISSOURI, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT 
OF MISSOURI, VICE CHARLES A. SHAW, RETIRED. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

CHRISTOPHER R. THYER, OF ARKANSAS, TO BE UNITED 
STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF AR-
KANSAS FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE HARRY E. 
CUMMINS, III, RESIGNED. 
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CONGRATULATING MEDRAD ON 
2010 MALCOLM BALDRIGE NA-
TIONAL QUALITY AWARD 

HON. JASON ALTMIRE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Madam Speaker, it is my 
privilege to recognize MEDRAD Incorporated 
as a recipient of the 2010 Malcolm Baldrige 
National Quality Award—the nation’s highest 
presidential honor for excellence in manufac-
turing. 

MEDRAD began in the kitchen of its found-
er, Dr. M. Stephen Heilman, more than forty 
years ago and continues to showcase western 
Pennsylvania as a leader in medical tech-
nology. Today, the company manufactures 
cutting edge medical devices used for diag-
nosing and treating diseases. MEDRAD’s 
international headquarters are located in my 
district and it employs more than 1,400 individ-
uals throughout the Pittsburgh region. 

The company is recognized as a market 
leader in the United States and Europe as it 
continues to produce quality medical equip-
ment for healthcare providers and patients. 
MEDRAD has been a pioneer in medical im-
aging technology, enabling doctors to get spe-
cific scans that lead to faster, more accurate 
treatment. The company has also been an ex-
cellent source of job creation and economic 
development in western Pennsylvania. It has 
helped the region transform itself from one 
dominated by the steel industry and manufac-
turing to an emerging medical, life-science, 
and technology hub. 

The Malcolm Baldridge National Quality 
Award recognizes exemplary companies com-
mitted to high achievement and superior per-
formance strategies. Congress established the 
award in 1987 in an effort to enhance the 
competitiveness of U.S. businesses through 
recognition of model companies. 

Madam Speaker, since 1988 only 86 organi-
zations have received this award. As a pre-
vious recipient of this award in 2003, 
MEDRAD becomes one of only five repeat- 
winners in the award’s 23-year history. 

I would like to extend my congratulations to 
MEDRAD and its employees for receiving the 
2010 Malcolm Baldrige National Quality 
Award. 

f 

CLAIMS RESOLUTION ACT OF 2010 

SPEECH OF 

HON. ELIJAH E. CUMMINGS 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 30, 2010 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in strong support of the motion to concur in 
the Senate amendments to H.R. 4783. I ap-
plaud Chairman RAHALL for his work on this 
legislation and commend Speaker PELOSI and 

Leader HOYER for bringing this legislation to 
the floor. 

The Senate amendments to H.R. 4783 in-
clude, among other provisions, the funds nec-
essary to implement settlements reached in 
the Pigford case brought by black farmers who 
were discriminated against by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, USDA, between 1983 and 
1997. 

These farmers were denied farm loans and 
related financial assistance—such as disaster 
assistance—or were forced to wait so long to 
receive such assistance that many of them 
suffered significant financial loss and even the 
foreclosure of their property. 

Perhaps not surprisingly given how the 
USDA had already treated them, many of 
these farmers were subsequently unable to 
obtain justice from the USDA when they 
brought discrimination complaints to the agen-
cy. 

Multiple studies of the USDA’s lending proc-
ess revealed the scope of the discrimination 
inherent in the USDA’s practices, showing that 
the agency awarded a disproportionate portion 
of aid to white farmers and even to major cor-
porations—and had made significantly larger 
awards to white farmers. Discrepancies were 
noted particularly in the provision of disaster 
assistance payments. 

I note that according to the 2007 Census, 
the average annual market value of African 
American-owned farms was less than 
$31,000. By comparison, the average value of 
farms owned by white farmers exceeded 
$140,000—and many of the corporations that 
were receiving USDA payments were worth 
millions of dollars. 

While the USDA changed its practices in the 
late 1990s, the agency remained unable or 
simply unwilling to rectify the harm its discrimi-
natory action had caused to black farmers— 
leading Timothy Pigford to file a class action 
lawsuit seeking relief. 

A settlement resolving this suit was ap-
proved in 1999—and according to the Con-
gressional Research Service, as of September 
2010, nearly 7,000 of the 22,721 farmers eligi-
ble to join this class action suit had received 
approved adjudications. 

However, many thousands more who suf-
fered discrimination and were eligible to re-
ceive a settlement have still not received an 
adjudication—or missed the deadline to submit 
a claim under the original settlement. 

Subsequently, Congress enacted legislation 
permitting those who had not received a deter-
mination to petition for one in civil court. And 
in February of this year, the Obama adminis-
tration reached a $1.25 billion settlement of 
these so-called ‘‘Pigford II’’ claims. 

The Senate amendments to H.R. 4783 in-
clude the funds necessary to pay these claims 
and bring closure to thousands of families who 
have waited for so many years for this restitu-
tion. 

I note that the Senate amendments also in-
clude the funds necessary to resolve suits 
brought by Native Americans pertaining to the 
mismanagement by the Department of the In-
terior of natural resource royalty funds. 

The finalization of these funds is a critical 
step that we take as a nation to show the 
world that we are truly committed to equality, 
and that we are a nation where every person 
is treated fairly, regardless of race, creed or 
color. We are also a nation where even the 
Federal Government is not above the law—as 
evidenced by the payment of reparations to 
those who have been harmed by the govern-
ment’s illegal and discriminatory acts. 

I urge the adoption of the Senate amend-
ments to H.R. 4783. 

f 

A TRIBUTE IN HONOR OF THE 
LIFE OF THEODORE C. SORENSEN 

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Ms. ESHOO. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to honor the extraordinary life of Theodore C. 
‘‘Ted’’ Sorensen, peerless wordsmith and 
presidential counselor, who died on October 
31, 2010, only a week before the 50th anni-
versary of President John F. Kennedy’s elec-
tion. 

Born in Lincoln, Nebraska, Ted Sorensen al-
ways mused about the impact that Lincoln— 
the President and the place—had on his life. 
He grew up immersed in the language and 
lore of Lincoln, excelling at speech and debate 
and engaging in impassioned discussions with 
his father, C.A. Sorensen, Nebraska’s Attorney 
General and a close associate of the progres-
sive Republican Senator George Norris. By 
the time Ted Sorensen made his way to 
Washington DC after graduating with honors 
from the University of Nebraska and its law 
school, his rigorous, homespun upbringing 
made him the perfect partner for Kennedy. 

Joining Kennedy’s staff as a legislative aide 
only days after Kennedy’s election to the Sen-
ate, Ted Sorensen remained with him until the 
fateful day in Dallas that forever changed 
America. For a decade, they were insepa-
rable. Kennedy called Ted Sorensen his ‘‘intel-
lectual blood bank,’’ and Ted often said that 
he could finish Kennedy’s sentences for him. 
Together they renewed our commitment to 
civil rights, averted a nuclear war, and began 
the race to reach the stars. Their unique and 
enduring relationship defined a decade, and in 
concert they called on a nation to serve and 
to sacrifice. 

Though shattered by loss, Ted Sorensen did 
not let unspeakable tragedy silence him. He 
wrote and lectured widely on public affairs, 
publishing a bestselling Kennedy biography 
and his own memoirs. He practiced law, aided 
candidates and officeholders, and mentored a 
younger generation of writers. As one of the 
last living links to the Kennedy legacy, Ted 
Sorensen felt a special responsibility to share 
the spirit of his fallen friend. After Ted’s pass-
ing, Caroline Kennedy thanked him for ‘‘his 
guidance, his generosity of spirit and the spe-
cial time he took to teach my children about 
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their grandfather.’’ For 82 years, he remained 
committed to the same people and principles. 
In the final analysis, Ted Sorensen was sus-
tained by the world of words, just as his words 
sustained the world. 

How do we honor a man whose own endur-
ing words pay him far greater tribute than ours 
ever could? Paying tribute to Nebraska Sen-
ator George Norris, President Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt proposed the following criteria: ‘‘History 
asks, ’Did the man have integrity? ‘Did the 
man have unselfishness? Did the man have 
courage? Did the man have consistency?’ ’’ 
Like his lifelong political hero Norris, this much 
Ted Sorensen had—and more. 

Much more than a counselor to a president, 
Ted Sorensen was the keeper of the Kennedy 
flame, and the conscience and unrivaled com-
municator of liberalism in America. Largely 
thanks to him, Kennedy campaigned in poetry 
and governed in the same manner. Ted 
Sorensen’s speeches were poetry written in 
the meter of American memory, and it is fitting 
that he has become part of our national nar-
rative himself as his prose takes its place in 
the pantheon of the past. Together with his 
friend and political patron, Ted Sorensen lit a 
fire, and the glow from that fire continues to 
truly light the world. 

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join 
me in extending our deepest condolences to 
Ted’s wife, Gillian Martin Sorensen; his chil-
dren, Eric, Stephen, Philip, and Juliet; his 
seven grandchildren; his brother, Philip; and 
his sister, Ruth. Ted Sorensen was the last 
and the best of the New Frontier, and words 
cannot adequately express his impact. We 
have lost the man who challenged our country 
to live up to its promise in liquid, living prose. 
His words and his work will live on in the 
muted marble of the Kennedy gravesite, and 
in the hearts and minds of all those who 
thrilled to his vision of a kinder, more just 
America. He and President Kennedy inspired 
me and drew me to public service, and I am 
especially blessed to pay tribute to this ex-
traordinary American. Ted Sorensen has draft-
ed the words and the blueprint; now, the trum-
pet summons us once more, and again the 
torch has been passed to a new generation of 
Americans. We mourn his passing and we ac-
cept his final challenge to realize our Nation’s 
best ideals. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE PUBLIC SERV-
ICE OF THE HONORABLE PAUL 
W. TRESSLER 

HON. JIM GERLACH 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. GERLACH. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize the Honorable Paul W. 
Tressler who is retiring after faithfully serving 
the people of Montgomery County, Pennsyl-
vania as a judge, prosecutor and public de-
fender for much of the last four decades. 

Judge Tressler’s distinguished public service 
career started as a prosecutor in the District 
Attorney’s Office in 1968, eventually orga-
nizing and supervising the County’s first Nar-
cotics Task Force and serving as head of the 
appellate division. Appointed by Gov. Richard 
Thornburgh to fill a vacancy on the bench in 
April 1983, Judge Tressler later that year was 

elected to a full term and has held the job 
since then. 

Improving the adjudication process for juve-
niles, and ensuring the effectiveness of the 
various programs for young offenders, have 
been hallmarks of Judge Tressler’s tenure. As 
Juvenile Judge, he established the first tru-
ancy program in Montgomery County and 
played a central role in securing a grant to es-
tablish a model program to prevent children 
from being held in secured detention for more 
than six hours. Thanks to Judge Tressler’s 
hard work and dedication as Administrative 
Juvenile Judge, County juvenile agencies 
have been recognized with numerous pres-
tigious state and national awards, including 
Shelter Education Program of the Year, the 
Residential Program of the Year, the Out-
standing Detention Program and the Commu-
nity Service and Victim Services Award. He is 
sharing his tremendous knowledge as an in-
structor with the Federal Law Enforcement 
Training Center and the Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention, currently 
teaching prosecutorial practices in its child 
abuse and exploitation course. 

Madam Speaker, I ask that my colleagues 
join me today in recognizing the outstanding 
service and extraordinary career of the Honor-
able Paul W. Tressler and all who dedicate 
their careers to the pursuit of justice. 

f 

HONORING WILLIS EDWARDS 

HON. DIANE E. WATSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Ms. WATSON. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to congratulate Civil Rights icon Willis Ed-
wards for being honored during tonight’s ‘‘He-
roes in the Struggle’’ gala in recognition of his 
commitment to HIV/AIDS activism. 

For decades, Mr. Edwards has been dedi-
cated to maintaining a national dialogue on 
HIV/AIDS. As a member of the National Board 
of the NAACP he helped to establish the HIV/ 
AIDS Committee of the NAACP, and has 
served as a member of that committee since 
1997. He has spoken across the country and 
around the world on HIV/AIDS issues, and 
served as Associate Producer for the film 
‘‘The Faces of AIDS.’’ 

Too often people do not want to confront 
the HIV/AIDS epidemic, but it is advocates like 
Mr. Edwards who remind us that millions of 
people around the world continue to contract 
and to suffer from this deadly virus. 

HIV/AIDS is but one of the many areas for 
which Mr. Edwards has served as a leader 
and advocate over the course of his lifetime, 
and I am pleased to offer my congratulations 
for this award he so clearly deserves. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. TIMOTHY V. JOHNSON 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Madam Speaker, 
Monday, November 29, I was unable to cast 
my votes on H.R. 5877 and H. Res. 771 and 
wish the record to reflect my intentions had I 

been able to vote. Last night I was conducting 
a meeting with local businesses in my district 
and was unable to travel to Washington, DC 
in time for the votes. 

Had I been present on rollcall No. 581 on 
suspending the rules and passing H.R. 5877, 
To designate the facility of the United States 
Postal Service located at 655 Centre Street in 
Jamaica Plain, Massachusetts, as the ‘‘Lance 
Corporal Alexander Scott Arredondo, United 
States Marine Corps Post Office Building’’, I 
would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Had I been present on rollcall No. 582 on 
suspending the rules and passing H. Res. 
771, Supporting the goals and ideals of a Na-
tional Mesothelioma Awareness Day, I would 
have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

H.R. 6464, THE ‘‘FIREFIGHTER 
SAFETY ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 
2010’’ 

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to introduce H.R. 6464, the ‘‘Firefighter 
Safety Enhancement Act of 2010’’. This bill 
helps address the needs of this country’s dedi-
cated heroes—our firefighters—who risk their 
lives every day as they race to save ours. 
Many of these brave men and women, wheth-
er they are volunteer, on-call, or career fire-
fighters, are in dire need of new and up-to- 
date fire stations and training facilities. We 
truly need to address this matter, because 
their duties already place firefighters’ lives and 
health in danger, and we should not allow 
them to work in facilities that also put them at 
risk. 

I have seen firsthand in my own district that 
our fire stations are deteriorating and many 
are beyond repair. In Virginia, Minnesota, the 
fire station is more than 100 years old. It was 
originally designed for horse-drawn apparatus, 
and the floor is so stressed that giant timbers 
have been used to support the structure so 
the fire engines do not fall through the floor 
into the basement. In Pine City and Hoyt 
Lakes, Minnesota, the fire stations outlived 
their usefulness decades ago. 

We expect our Nation’s firefighters to pro-
tect us, and yet we have not provided them 
with the necessary fire stations and training fa-
cilities that help us protect them. When he 
was running for President a number of years 
ago, Senator John Kerry said, ‘‘we shouldn’t 
be opening firehouses in Baghdad and closing 
them down in our own communities.’’ That 
message remains as true today as it was 
then. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting H.R. 6464, the ‘‘Firefighter Safety En-
hancement Act of 2010’’. 

f 

A TRIBUTE IN HONOR OF THE 
HONORABLE MARY CURTIS DAVEY 

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Ms. ESHOO. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to honor the long life and lasting legacy of 
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Mary Curtis Davey, a distinguished Californian 
and the conscience of our community, who 
died October 2, 2010. Throughout her life, 
Mary was a consummate community activist 
and advocate whose tremendous accomplish-
ments remind us of the difference one person 
can make. 

A native of Columbus, Ohio, Mary attended 
Smith College and graduated with degrees in 
English and government. She met and married 
Jack Davey, a Korean War veteran, and 
moved to Baltimore, where she first became 
involved in fighting housing discrimination. 
After moving to Los Altos Hills in 1961, Mary 
brought her compassion and intensity of pur-
pose to the Peninsula, making her mark al-
most immediately. She became Mayor of Los 
Altos Hills in 1966, where her fair housing ad-
vocacy caused her to be recalled from the City 
Council. Unfazed, Mary continued to fight vig-
orously for equity and opportunity through 
countless community channels. 

Among her many invaluable roles, Mary 
served as the Director of Midpeninsula Citi-
zens for Fair Housing, CEO of Santa Clara 
County Advocates for Women, Interim Execu-
tive Director of the Palo Alto Red Cross, 
Board Member of Hidden Villa, and Co-Found-
er of the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space 
District, which was one of her proudest ac-
complishments. But even the stunning 56,000 
acres couldn’t contain Mary’s boundless en-
thusiasm and dedication . . . she was truly a 
local force of nature, a civic superwoman of 
remarkable poise and power. 

When Mary was honored with the Josephine 
and Frank Duveneck Humanitarian Award in 
2001, I was privileged to pay tribute to her in 
Congress. I said then that ‘‘Mary Curtis Davey 
was ‘‘an exceptional voice and advocate for 
improving the quality of life in our community’’ 
and an extraordinary woman who ‘‘dedicated 
her life to making the San Mateo Peninsula a 
more humane, beautiful and healthy place.’’ 
She continued her commitment to community 
right up until the day she died. 

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join 
me in extending our deepest condolences to 
Mary Davey’s husband, Jack; her children, Kit, 
John, and Curtis; and her grandchildren, John, 
Devon, Christopher, and Callan. The Rev-
erend Carl Frederick Buechner writes that vo-
cation is ‘‘where your deep gladness and the 
world’s deep hunger meet.’’ Few people better 
embody this intersection than Mary. For 80 
years she applied her own inimitable talents to 
the concerns of her community, raising our 
spirits and feeding our souls. Her extraor-
dinary environmental and humanitarian con-
tributions have enriched the Bay Area in 
countless ways, and will live on in the open 
spaces, fair housing, and social services she 
championed. I consider myself blessed to 
have been her friend and her Representative 
and I ask the entire House of Representatives 
to join me in honoring the life of this singularly 
exceptional woman who strengthened her 
community and her country with unparalleled 
contributions. 

HONORING BRANDON GEORGE 
HECHT 

HON. SAM GRAVES 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Madam Speaker, 
I proudly pause to recognize Brandon George 
Hecht. Brandon is a very special young man 
who has exemplified the finest qualities of citi-
zenship and leadership by taking an active 
part in the Boy Scouts of America, Troop 332, 
and earning the most prestigious award of 
Eagle Scout. 

Brandon has been very active with his 
troop, participating in many Scout activities. 
Over the many years Brandon has been in-
volved with Scouting, he has not only earned 
numerous merit badges, but also the respect 
of his family, peers, and community. Most no-
tably, Brandon has contributed to his commu-
nity through his Eagle Scout project. Brandon 
designed and constructed an outdoor class-
room for a local day care, providing an excel-
lent opportunity for the students to learn about 
nature and the world around them. 

Madam Speaker, I proudly ask you to join 
me in commending Brandon George Hecht for 
his accomplishments with the Boy Scouts of 
America and for his efforts put forth in achiev-
ing the highest distinction of Eagle Scout. 

f 

IN HONOR OF CURTIS J. HILL 

HON. SAM FARR 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. FARR. Madam Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Curtis J. Hill, a model public servant 
who is retiring from the position of San Benito 
County Sheriff/Coroner after a thirty-four year 
career in law enforcement. Over the course of 
my tenure in the House of Representatives, I 
have had the great pleasure of working with 
Curtis. I have come to value his profes-
sionalism and admire his steady counsel on 
public safety matters. I am proud to honor and 
thank him for his service. 

Curtis was born in Ankara, Turkey. He lived 
in Germany, Southern California and in Texas 
before he settled in San Benito County. Curtis 
holds a Bachelor of Science degree in Crimi-
nology from California State University Fresno. 
He is also a graduate of the FBI National 
Academy, a professional course of study for 
U.S. and international law enforcement lead-
ers that serves to improve the administration 
of justice in police departments and agencies 
at home and abroad, which raises law en-
forcement standards, knowledge, and co-
operation worldwide. 

Curtis began his career with the San Benito 
County Sheriff’s Office in 1976, working in the 
Patrol, Training, Civil, Corrections, Coroner 
and Investigations Divisions. He became a 
court expert, testifying on problems sur-
rounding illegal drug production. Curtis also 
became the first Fingerprint Examiner for the 
Sheriff’s Department and gave expert testi-
mony in various high profile court cases. In 
1988 he was appointed Undersheriff, by Sher-
iff Harvey S. Nylan and held the position for 
ten years. In January 1999, he was elected as 

Sheriff/Coroner and was reelected to his third 
term in 2006. 

Curtis is the current president of the Cali-
fornia State Sheriffs’ Association and is the 
past President of the California State Coro-
ner’s Association. He is a past member of the 
Corrections Standards Authority. At the federal 
level, Curtis sits on the Health and Human 
Services Organ Donation Leadership Coordi-
nating Counsel, and is a tireless advocate for 
saving lives through organ donation. He has 
been appointed to the Mental Health Services 
Oversight and Accountability Commission and 
is a strong supporter of prevention and inter-
vention activities for youth. 

Madam Speaker, on behalf of the House of 
Representatives, I would like to extend our na-
tion’s deepest gratitude to Sheriff Curtis Hill’s 
thirty-four years of service in law enforcement. 
He was a great Sheriff/Coroner and he will 
continue to be a strong community leader, lov-
ing husband to wife Ellen and proud father of 
son Kevin. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CARLA WARRICK 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise to rec-
ognize the retirement of Carla Warrick, library 
technician at the Ericson Public Library in 
Boone, Iowa after 37 years of service. I would 
like to express my appreciation for her devo-
tion to literature and spreading the joy of read-
ing to members of her community. 

Although she was first hired at the library as 
a secretary, her job gradually changed to ad-
ministrative assistant and then to library tech-
nician. Her duties expanded over the years, 
and she saw many changes both in the tech-
nology that the library utilized and in the build-
ing itself. While she enjoyed being surrounded 
by the books that she loved, it was meeting 
and interacting with the people—both her co- 
workers and the patrons—that Carla loved the 
most. Her experience and knowledge will cer-
tainly be missed. 

I commend Carla Warrick for her commit-
ment to literature, her career, and members of 
her community. It is an honor to represent her 
in Congress, and I wish her only joy and hap-
piness in her retirement. 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF HIS SERVICE 
TO OUR NATION ON THE PASS-
ING OF MAJOR GEORGE A. 
PAVLICIN, USMC (RET.) 

HON. BILL POSEY 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. POSEY. Madam Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize Major George A. Pavlicin, United 
States Marine Corps, Retired, a World War II 
veteran and Central Florida resident, who 
passed away on November 23, 2010. Major 
Pavlicin spent his life serving his country and 
his family, and I am proud to take a moment 
to honor his lifetime of dedication and service. 

George Pavlicin was born and raised on 
Long Island, New York, the son of Navy vet-
eran and Nassau County Police Officer Mi-
chael Pavlicin and his wife Margaret. In 1942, 
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just after finishing high school, he signed up 
as an Aviation Cadet in the United States 
Naval Reserve and was commissioned as 2nd 
Lieutenant in the Marine Corps. He flew the 
F4U Corsair fighter from aircraft carriers in the 
Pacific Theater of Operations during World 
War II—while his older brother Mike was serv-
ing in the Navy, and his younger brother Jim 
was serving in the Army. 

In the summer of 1945, at the close of the 
war, he married Mary Elizabeth White, who 
survives him. During their sixty-five years of 
marriage they had six children—two of whom 
pre-deceased him—eleven grandchildren, and 
eleven great-grandchildren. Two of their sons 
followed his example by serving their country 
in uniform, in the Air Force and the Marine 
Corps. 

Major Pavlicin served on active duty for 
more than twenty years, including service dur-
ing the Korean Conflict. During his long and 
honorable service, which was in keeping with 
the highest traditions of the Marine Corps, he 
was stationed in China, Japan, Korea, the 
Philippines and on Okinawa. He retired from 
active service in 1963 and worked for the 
Grumman Aircraft Engineering Corporation on 
Long Island for twenty-three years, retiring 
again in 1986. He and Mary later moved to 
Central Florida, and were active members of 
their community, worshipping at St. John the 
Evangelist Church in Viera. He will be buried 
at Arlington National Cemetery. 

Madam Speaker, on behalf of the United 
States Congress, I am privileged to honor 
Major George A. Pavlicin, a man whose life 
and service reflect great credit upon himself, 
his family, and the United States Marine 
Corps. He will be remembered as a loving 
husband and father, an honorable Marine, and 
as an important part of our community. My 
wife Katie and I offer our prayers for his wife, 
Mary, children, George Alan, Patrick, Karen, 
and Beth, grandchildren and great-grand-
children, as we remember and honor the life 
of George Pavlicin. 

f 

A TRIBUTE TO THE PASTOR 
MICHAEL L. BELL 

HON. BRETT GUTHRIE 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. GUTHRIE. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to honor Pastor Michael L. Bell for his faithful 
service to his community and the Common-
wealth of Kentucky. On December 27, 2010, 
he will celebrate 40 years of service at Glen-
dale Christian Church. 

Known as the ‘go-to-guy,’ Pastor Bell is 
quick to lend a helping hand and an ear to lis-
ten. He is a caring, thoughtful and considerate 
individual who is always interested in assisting 
others. 

Beyond his service to Glendale Christian 
Church, Pastor Bell is also very active in the 
community. He is currently serving as Com-
missioner of the Hardin County Water District 
#2, Chaplin of the Hardin County Chamber of 
Commerce, is a member of the Board of Re-
gents for Louisville Bible College and is on the 
Board of Directors for Helping Hand. 

Pastor Bell is also the announcer for Hardin 
County High School football games and for 
both the boys and girls basketball teams. 

A testament to Pastor Bell’s dedication to 
the community can be seen in his regular vis-
its to those in hospitals and nursing homes, 
and also through his outreach to widows, who 
often need help with physician visits, financial 
decisions and home maintenance. 

Pastor Bell and his wife Sharon have been 
married for 44 years and are the proud par-
ents of two sons, Jon Michael and Christopher 
David, and proud grandparents of Samantha 
and Caehla. I ask my colleagues to join me in 
honoring Pastor Michael L. Bell for his stead-
fast commitment, service and dedication. 

f 

CALLING FOR DIGNITY, COMFORT, 
AND SUPPORT FOR HOLOCAUST 
SURVIVORS 

SPEECH OF 

HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 30, 2010 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam Speaker, 
I rise in proud support of H. Con. Res. 323, a 
resolution supporting the goal of ensuring that 
all Holocaust survivors in the United States 
are able to live with dignity, comfort, and secu-
rity in their remaining years. Following the 
tragic and unforgivable circumstances of their 
youth, these survivors came to the United 
States seeking a better life. They found a new 
home here in America, and it is our duty to 
provide for their well-being as best we can. 

Over 127,000 Holocaust survivors live in the 
United States, about three-fourths of whom 
are in their 80s and 90s, and a majority of 
whom live alone. Sadly, more than half of 
these survivors fall beneath the 200-percent 
threshold for the federal poverty line, meaning 
they earn less than $21,660 a year. In fact, 
Holocaust survivors are five times more likely 
to be living below the poverty line than other 
older Americans. My constituents in South 
Florida are not immune from this reality, and 
they need our support. 

Holocaust survivors have special needs that 
would greatly benefit from access to social 
service programs that would enable them to 
age in place in their current residences, with 
access to transportation and other services to 
ensure their health and well-being. This legis-
lation encourages the Department of Health 
and Human Services and the Administration 
on Aging to expeditiously develop and imple-
ment programs that ensure Holocaust sur-
vivors have access to the care they need and 
deserve. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to stand with so 
many of my colleagues on this important reso-
lution, and I applaud the efforts of the many 
nonprofit organizations and agencies which 
work tirelessly to honor and assist Holocaust 
survivors throughout the United States. Free-
dom and liberty, justice and human rights— 
these are the values represented by the sur-
vivors of the Holocaust. We have a moral obli-
gation to acknowledge their plight and uphold 
their dignity to ensure their well-being in their 
remaining years. 

I urge my colleagues to support the pas-
sage of this worthy legislation. 

CLAIMS RESOLUTION ACT OF 2010 

SPEECH OF 

HON. JANICE D. SCHAKOWSKY 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 30, 2010 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to express my sincere happiness that 
the House of Representatives passed by a 
vote of 256–152, the Claims Resolution Act. I 
regret that I was unable to vote on this land-
mark legislation and would like the record to 
reflect that had I been able to vote, I would 
have voted yea. 

The Claims Resolution Act includes provi-
sions that many black farmers and American 
Indians have literally been waiting decades 
for. H.R. 4783 contains funding to implement 
the settlements of the Pigford class action law-
suit involving past discrimination against black 
fanners by the Agriculture Department and the 
Cobell class action lawsuit involving funds for 
American Indians mismanaged by the Interior 
Department. 

I voted for this legislation twice earlier this 
year as the House has passed funding for the 
Pigford and Cobell settlement—first in passing 
the American Jobs and Closing Tax Loopholes 
Act and then in adopting an amendment to the 
FY 2010 Supplemental—but both bills were 
blocked by Republicans in the Senate. 

That is why I am so pleased that Senate 
was finally able to pass this important legisla-
tion and now, with passage in the House, it 
will go to the President’s desk for signature, fi-
nally closing this dark episode in American 
history. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO VERLE BURGASON 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise to rec-
ognize the retirement of Verle Burgason, co- 
owner and board chairman of the Ames Trib-
une in Ames, Iowa. His dedication and com-
mitment to the citizens of the community is ap-
preciated and unequaled. 

Verle has spent the last 57 years devoted to 
journalism, reporting the stories that impacted 
the community, the state, and the Nation. 
Known for his honesty and straightforward-
ness, Verle was a champion of accurate and 
unbiased writing. During his career, he earned 
the Iowa Newspaper Association’s Master Edi-
tor and Publisher award, and deservedly so. 

Verle’s devotion to the community didn’t 
only find expression through journalism. He 
was active in United Way, served as president 
of the Ames Chamber of Commerce, and 
served on the board of directors at a local 
bank. He was also extensively involved in 
church leadership, demonstrating his deep be-
lief in morals, ethics, and a higher power. 
Verle correctly asserted that community serv-
ice is a duty that everyone is obligated to fill— 
an assertion that I whole-heartedly agree with 
and support. 

I know that my colleagues in the United 
States Congress will join me in commending 
Verle Burgason for his decades of service at 
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the Ames Tribune and to the Ames commu-
nity. It is an honor to serve as his representa-
tive, and I wish Verle and his wife Jo a happy 
and healthy retirement. 

f 

CONGRATULATING MAJ. GEN. 
(RET.) CHARLES METCALF 

HON. STEVE AUSTRIA 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. AUSTRIA. Madam Speaker, it is an 
honor to join the people of Ohio’s Seventh 
Congressional District in congratulating Maj. 
Gen. (Ret.) Charles Metcalf upon his retire-
ment as director of the National Museum of 
the U.S. Air Force. 

Prior to his service as director, he served in 
the U.S. Air Force for nearly 36 years on ac-
tive duty in a variety of financial management 
and planning positions, retiring in 1991 in the 
grade of major general. His awards and hon-
ors include the Distinguished Service Medal 
with oak leaf cluster, the Defense Superior 
Service Medal, and the Legion of Merit. 

Following his retirement from active duty, 
General Metcalf began his service as head 
administer for the museum in 1996 and in 
2005 he was appointed to the Senior Execu-
tive Service. 

For the last 14 years he has managed the 
world’s largest and oldest military aviation mu-
seum. The internationally acclaimed museum 
is located on the Wright-Patterson Air Force 
Base in Dayton, Ohio and portrays the herit-
age and traditions of the Air Force through 
specialized exhibits. 

Under General Metcalf’s management, the 
museum had flourished. In 2003, the museum 
began a long-term, multi-phased expansion 
with the building of the Eugene W. Kettering 
Cold War Gallery and the Missile Gallery, as 
well as the renovations to the Korean War ex-
hibit. With these new additions, the museum 
provides more than 17 acres of indoor exhi-
bition space. Future plans call for a Space 
Gallery, a Presidential Aircraft Interpretive 
Center, and a Global Reach Gallery. 

During his tenure, General Metcalf in-
creased museum attendance from 800,000 to 
nearly 1.4 million visitors and achieved the 
highest national recognition for a museum, the 
American Association of Museums accredita-
tion in 1998 and reaccreditation in 2008. 

General Metcalf also led the charge in 
changing the name of the museum, which was 
previously known as the United States Air 
Force Museum. The change reinforces the 
museum’s national mission and its world-class 
collection, placing it at a level with the Smith-
sonian National Air and Space Museum in 
Washington, DC, the National Museum of 
Naval Aviation in Pensacola, Florida, and the 
National Museum of the Marine Corps. 

General Metcalf has been dedicated to sup-
porting the motto of the museum, ‘‘we are the 
keepers of their stories.’’ He will forever be re-
membered for his advocacy for preserving our 
heritage to honor our veterans, many who 
gave their lives to protect our freedoms. The 
work he has done will stand as a lasting 
monument to the memory of those who have 
gone before, as well as his dedication to the 
exploration of our nation’s history. 

In addition to his duties as director, he pro-
vides technical and professional guidance to 

the U.S. Air Force Heritage Program which in-
cludes 12 Air Force field museums and 260 
domestic and international heritage sites. 

He also was very active outside of his work 
at the museum and currently serves as the 
vice president of the Central Region for Boy 
Scouts of America, as well as on the organiza-
tion’s Leadership and Standards Committee. 
He is a former member of the Oakwood, Ohio 
City Council, and previously served on the 
Board of Directors for the Greater Dayton 
United Way, Ohio; the Board of Trustees for 
the County Corp Development, Dayton, Ohio; 
the Board of Directors for Greater Dayton 
Public Television, Ohio; and the National 
Alumni Board, Michigan State University. 

Madam Speaker, I ask my fellow colleagues 
to join me and the constituents of Ohio’s Sev-
enth Congressional District in congratulating 
General Charles Metcalf for his outstanding 
service to our nation and the State of Ohio. 
His work today has ensured that the museum 
will see many future successes and our na-
tion’s history will be preserved for generations 
to come. 

f 

HONORING RICHARD JOHN PASTOR 

HON. THADDEUS G. McCOTTER 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. MCCOTTER. Madam Speaker, today I 
rise to honor the extraordinary life of Richard 
John Pastor and mourn him upon his passing 
at the age of 79. 

Born on June 22, 1931, Richard Pastor 
dedicated his life to serving his community 
and his country. After honorably serving his 
country as a member of the United States 
Army, Richard came home to proudly become 
the second generation owner of his family’s 
three generation Michigan based construction 
business, George H. Pastor and Sons. 

Regrettably, on November 27, 2010, Rich-
ard Pastor passed from this earthly world to 
his eternal reward. He is survived by his be-
loved wife of 54 years, Carol and his children, 
Craig, Mahala, John, Tim, and Sharon. Pre-
ceding him in death was his son Keith. Rich-
ard leaves a legacy of 12 grandchildren and 
was a devoted brother to Jean and Robert. A 
courageous and honorable man, Richard will 
be sorely missed. 

Madam Speaker, Richard Pastor is remem-
bered as a compassionate father, a dedicated 
husband, honorable soldier, caring business 
owner, involved leader, and a true friend. 
Richard was a man who deeply treasured his 
family, friends, community and his country. 
Today, as we bid Richard John Pastor fare-
well, I ask my colleagues to join me in mourn-
ing his passing and honoring his unwavering 
patriotism and legendary service to our coun-
try and community. 

f 

OPIC CONTRIBUTES TO DEFICIT 
REDUCTION 

HON. DONALD A. MANZULLO 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Speaker, two 
weeks ago, the Treasury Department released 

the details of the Federal budget deficit for 
Fiscal Year 2010. While many of the numbers 
were grim, at least one federal agency—the 
Overseas Private Investment Corporation, 
OPIC—reported a net income of nearly $260 
million and contributed a net positive balance 
to the Federal budget deficit of $352 million in 
FY 10. In fact, this represents the 33rd con-
secutive year that OPIC has made a positive 
contribution to the Federal budget. These 
numbers were also confirmed by an inde-
pendent external auditor, KPMG. 

OPIC’s earnings are generated through fees 
charged to users of their financing and insur-
ance programs, as well as interest earned on 
its growing reserves, which now total about $5 
billion. Because OPIC charges market-based 
fees for its products, it operates on a self-sus-
taining basis at no net cost to the taxpayers. 
This is not counting the tax revenue generated 
by the more than 274,000 U.S. jobs that OPIC 
projects have supported over the past 39 
years. In FY 10, OPIC-supported projects are 
estimated to generate $624 million in U.S. ex-
ports and to support nearly 1,000 American 
jobs. Eighty of the 97 projects supported by 
OPIC in FY 10 involved U.S. small busi-
nesses. 

Thus, it would be counterproductive to close 
down OPIC because that action would actually 
reduce an incoming revenue stream to the 
Federal government and exasperate our budg-
et deficit problem. In addition, if OPIC were 
terminated, many current users of OPIC would 
simply switch to investment insurance and fi-
nancing programs of foreign governments, 
which would result in the shifting of U.S. jobs 
and tax revenue overseas, because there is 
no private company that provides long-term 
political risk insurance. That is why I encour-
age Congress to pass a multi-year reauthor-
ization bill for OPIC, S. 705/H.R. 5975. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. JANICE D. SCHAKOWSKY 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Speaker, on 
rollcall No. 584, had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

f 

NATIONAL MESOTHELIOMA 
AWARENESS DAY 

SPEECH OF 

HON. BETTY McCOLLUM 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 29, 2010 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Madam Speaker, I intro-
duced House Resolution 771 on September 
24, 2009 to recognize the 3,000 Americans di-
agnosed with Mesothelioma each year and 
raise awareness about this rare form of can-
cer. After more than a year of work, a coalition 
of support came together to mark September 
26, 2010 as the first ever ‘‘National Mesothe-
lioma Awareness Day.’’ I have to thank 58 of 
my colleagues—both Democrats and Repub-
licans—who co-sponsored this resolution and 
all the advocates for their work. 

Mesothelioma is an asbestos-linked cancer 
most often found in a person’s chest, lungs, or 
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abdomen. More than a million Americans are 
exposed to dangerous levels of asbestos while 
on the job, including military personnel, fire-
fighters, and construction workers. In fact, 
workers in our own Capitol complex are suf-
fering from asbestos exposure. Many of these 
individuals are unaware of the risk at the time 
of exposure. 

Despite decades of warnings about the dan-
gers of asbestos, too many Americans are still 
unaware of the devastating nature of this dis-
ease. Although over 50 countries have banned 
asbestos, the United States has not. It is 
found in millions of products sold in this coun-
try, including brake pads, roofing materials, 
and gaskets. 

The fight against Mesothelioma is a per-
sonal issue for me. In 2000, my friend and 
predecessor Congressman Bruce Vento was 
diagnosed with Pleural Mesothelioma. The 
news was devastating for his family, friends, 
and all of us in Minnesota that knew him. 
Bruce represented Minnesota’s Fourth Con-
gressional District from 1977–2000. During his 
service in Congress, he was tireless advocate 
on behalf of his constituents and a national 
champion for environmental protection and the 
rights of the homeless. 

Awareness is critical for early diagnosis and 
treatment. ‘‘National Mesothelioma Awareness 
Day’’ honors those living with Mesothelioma, 
those that have died from the disease, and 
their families. House Resolution 771 is an im-
portant step toward educating the nation about 
the causes of this deadly disease and the 
need for better treatments and additional re-
search. 

I strongly urge all of my colleagues to sup-
port passage of this bipartisan resolution. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO ALEXA LINGREN 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise to rec-
ognize the achievement of Alexa Lingren, a 4– 
H member from Pilot Mound, Iowa, who re-
cently received a leadership project award 
from the Mary Jo and Glen Mente Endowment 
and the 4–H Foundation. This award is given 
only to those who demonstrate leadership in 
4–H and in their local communities. I would 
like to express my congratulations to Alexa for 
receiving this award and my appreciation to 
her for her leadership. 

For the last eight years, Alexa has been an 
active leader in 4–H. She served on the 4–H 
council in Boone County, served as club presi-
dent, and received many state awards in citi-
zenship. She also participated in the safety, 
swine, sheep, and self-determined 4–H project 
areas, and she was named the runner-up fair 
queen at the Boone County Fair. 

4–H has enabled Alexa to be an active 
leader within her community. Alexa co-chaired 
six community improvement grants that bene-
fitted both the local youth shelter and area 
farmers. She believes that 4–H has given her 
the talent and the skills to help others, which 
she finds to be enriching. 

I commend Alexa Lingren for her service to 
4–H and her community, and I know my col-
leagues in Congress will join me in congratu-
lating Alexa for her achievement. It is an 

honor to represent Alexa in Congress, and I 
wish her the best of luck in the future. 

f 

IN HONOR AND REMEMBRANCE OF 
MR. RAYMOND MATJASIC 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in honor and remembrance of Mr. Ray-
mond Matjasic, a nationally honored photog-
rapher. His passionately accumulated exper-
tise covered events such as the Marine Corps 
during World War II, Major League Baseball’s 
1948 and 1954 World Series, and the Presi-
dential Inaugurations of Presidents Nixon and 
Carter. 

Mr. Matjasic was born in Cleveland, Ohio in 
1920 and remained a lifelong resident of the 
area. Ray began his career with the Cleveland 
Plain Dealer at the age of nine as a paper de-
livery boy. After graduating from John Hay 
High School, he began working in the Plain 
Dealer’s circulation department. It was during 
this time that his interest for photography was 
peaked. As a Marine, Matjasic photographed 
his colleagues during World War II in the 
South Pacific. Upon his return to Cleveland in 
1945 he joined the Plain Dealer’s photo de-
partment. Mr. Matjasic was the Plain Dealer’s 
chief photographer from 1964 until his retire-
ment in 1983. Throughout his illustrious ca-
reer, Mr. Matjasic won dozens of awards, and 
was named to the Cleveland Press Club Hall 
of Fame. 

Photography was more than just a job for 
Mr. Matjasic, it was a passion that he loved to 
share with others. He traveled and lectured at 
many colleges and universities including Ohio 
State University, Bowling Green State Univer-
sity, and Kent State University. He also helped 
establish and served as vice president of the 
Cleveland Chapter of the Marine Corps Com-
bat Correspondents Association. 

Madam Speaker and colleagues, please join 
me in honor and remembrance of Mr. Ray-
mond Matjasic. I offer my condolences to his 
daughter Judith and three grandchildren. Mr. 
Matjasic will always be remembered for his 
brave service to our country and as an iconic 
photographer. 

f 

MEDIA COVERAGE OF DREAM ACT 
ONE-SIDED 

HON. LAMAR SMITH 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speaker, dur-
ing the lame duck session, Democrats in Con-
gress want to pass the DREAM Act, which 
uses taxpayer dollars to give illegal immigrants 
amnesty and in-state tuition at public univer-
sities. 

The national media are doing their best to 
help. 

For example, out of 13 recent articles re-
garding the DREAM Act in The Washington 
Post, The New York Times, and The Los An-
geles Times, 11 were overwhelmingly one- 
sided and sympathetic to illegal immigrants. 

That means 85% were biased. 
In one such article, the term ‘‘conservative’’ 

was used to describe opponents of the legisla-
tion, but not one of the left-wing amnesty 
groups or activists mentioned in the article 
was described as ‘‘liberal.’’ 

The national media should give Americans 
all the facts about immigration, not just one 
side. 

f 

CONDEMNING NORTH KOREA FOR 
ATTACK AGAINST SOUTH KOREA 

SPEECH OF 

HON. RON PAUL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 30, 2010 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition 
to this saber-rattling resolution that unneces-
sarily escalates tensions between North and 
South Korea and may in fact put U.S. troops 
stationed in the area at risk. This resolution 
portrays the recent hostilities between the two 
Koreas as ‘‘an unprovoked military attack’’ by 
North Korea, which is untrue. We know that 
South Korea was conducting live fire military 
exercises in the vicinity of disputed territory 
and that this action, taken with U.S. military 
support and participation, likely led to the ex-
change of gunfire between the two sides. 

As the resolution states, the ‘‘USS George 
Washington Carrier Strike Group is conducting 
exercises with Republic of Korea naval forces 
in the waters west of the Korean Peninsula.’’ 
Let us for a moment imagine the Chinese mili-
tary holding joint exercises with Venezuela off 
the Texas coast. Might that be viewed as pro-
vocative by the United States? This is not to 
excuse or endorse the actions of the North 
Korean military, which are certainly regret-
table, but it is important to accurately portray 
the events. 

This resolution is long on inaccuracies and 
hyperbole but it avoids the real issue, which is 
why, more than fifty years after the end of the 
Korean war, the American taxpayer is still 
forced to pay for the U.S. military to defend a 
modern and wealthy South Korea. The contin-
ued presence of the U.S. military as a ‘‘trip-
wire’’ to deter North Korea is ineffective and 
dangerous. It is designed to deter renewed 
hostilities by placing American lives between 
the two factions. As we have seen recently, 
South Korean leaders, emboldened by the 
U.S. protection, seek to provoke North Korean 
reaction rather than to work for a way to finally 
end the conflict. The U.S. presence only 
serves to prolong the conflict, further drain our 
empty treasury, and place our military at risk. 
I encourage my colleagues to reject this jingo-
istic resolution and instead use our Constitu-
tionally-granted authority to finally end the 
U.S. military presence in and defense of South 
Korea. 

f 

CLAIMS RESOLUTION ACT OF 2010 

SPEECH OF 

HON. BETTY McCOLLUM 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 30, 2010 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of the Senate Amendments to H.R. 
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4783, the Claims Resolution Act, and Cobell 
and Pigford II settlements now included. 

In 1996, Indian plaintiffs, including Eloise 
Cobell, filed a class action suit against the fed-
eral government for mismanagement of Indian 
trust land and other assets. During the 13 
years that followed, courts repeatedly ruled in 
favor of the plaintiffs assertions that the gov-
ernment violated its trust responsibility, did not 
provide accurate accounting, and did not pro-
vide Indians with their share of the revenue 
from the Individual Indian Money (IIM) ac-
counts. One year ago, on December 8, 2009, 
the plaintiffs and the U.S. Interior and Justice 
Departments announced a $3.4 billion settle-
ment for this long-running suit. 

This settlement should have been approved 
by Congress in a timely manner. Too many 
deadlines for Congressional action have 
passed this year, requiring the settlement par-
ties to keep extending the approval deadline. 
Tribal members whose trust accounts were 
mismanaged have waited too long for com-
pensation. Already this year, I have voted for 
funding the settlement twice. Both times the 
funding passed the House only to have the 
funds stripped by Republican obstruction in 
the Senate. Finally, on November 19, the Sen-
ate passed the approval for the settlement in 
the Senate Amendments to H.R. 4783, the 
Claims Resolution Act, and sent it back to us. 

In addition, I applaud the $1.15 billion settle-
ment of the Pigford II class action lawsuit for 
finally rectifying an injustice that is an inexcus-
able stain on our Nation’s history. In 1910, Af-
rican American farmers owned 15 million 
acres of land. Now, that number has dwindled 
to two million acres. This settlement rep-
resents an important step forward towards en-
suring the fair and equal treatment of all farm-
ers, regardless of their race. 

These injustices have been perpetrated for 
decades, and today the House has the oppor-
tunity to vote again to uphold our end of the 
trust relationship with all American Indians and 
Alaska Natives and settle discrimination claims 
made by African American farmers. 

Though these funds come decades too late 
for many of the people affected, it is important 
for the U.S. Government to recognize the 
many past wrongs inflicted on the indigenous 
people of this country and black farmers who 
have been discriminated against. This is a 
vote that will make a difference in hundreds of 
thousands of lives, finally beginning to right 
some wrongs. 

For far too long, American Indian trust ac-
count holders and African American farmers 
have had to wait for justice. Today there will 
be justice, but it will not come without a fight 
against bigotry, intolerance, and the cham-
pions of inequality. The fact that some Repub-
lican voices, including a Member from Min-
nesota, are calling the settlement with African 
American farmers a fraud and a scam reflects 
the very racial intolerance and discrimination 
that are at the root of this settlement. 

With this legislation, the Federal Govern-
ment can honor its commitment in a fiscally 
responsible manner. The funding is completely 
offset. The Senate passed it by unanimous 
consent. If it passes the House today, it will go 
directly to the President for his signature. I 
urge my colleagues to vote yes on the Senate 
Amendments to H.R. 4783 because American 
Indians and African American farmers have 
waited long enough. 

IN HONOR OF ALBANIAN 
INDEPENDENCE DAY 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in honor of Albanian Independence Day. 
As the Albanian community in Greater Cleve-
land gathers to celebrate, I join them in appre-
ciation of their rich history and culture. 

Known as Day of the Flag among Alba-
nians, November 28, 1912 marks the day that 
the Republic of Albania became a sovereign 
nation after approximately 500 years of occu-
pation by the Ottoman Empire. After this lib-
eration, the country still faced 51 years of oc-
cupation under fascist Italy and the Soviet 
Union, emerging again in 1991. In part be-
cause they spent so many years under foreign 
rule, the Albanian people take deep pleasure 
in their independence. 

This pleasure manifests each year on the 
Day of the Flag, marked by concerts, ban-
quets, and celebrations. In Tirana, the nation’s 
capitol, the President, Prime Minister, and 
Mayor appear at a flag raising ceremony and 
visit the graves of soldiers who fell in battle. 
Despite the cold, enthusiastic citizens attend 
the ceremony, waving the national colors. 

Cleveland is home to a strong Albanian 
community, descendants of late nineteenth 
century immigrants and people seeking free-
dom and opportunity after World War II. This 
community has succeeded in preserving their 
heritage while wholeheartedly supporting 
American society, thereby contributing to the 
unique richness and diversity of our national 
culture. 

Madam Speaker and colleagues, please join 
me in honor and celebration of the Albanian 
Day of the Flag. May every American of Alba-
nian heritage hold memories of their past for-
ever in their hearts, remembering the day that 
their forbears gained their freedom. 

f 

HONORING CHARLIE KRUSE 

HON. BLAINE LUETKEMEYER 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize Charlie Kruse, Presi-
dent of the Missouri Farm Bureau, who is retir-
ing after 18 years of service. 

Charlie is a proud native of Stoddard Coun-
ty where he and his wife own and operate a 
grain farm. He is a graduate of Arkansas State 
University and the University of Missouri, 
where he earned his master of science in 
agronomy in 1973. 

Recognizing Charlie’s exceptional talent and 
commitment to agriculture, Missouri Governor 
John Ashcroft appointed him director of the 
Missouri Department of Agriculture in 1985. In 
1990, Kruse served on President George 
Bush’s Council on Rural America, the only 
Missourian named to the Council. He also 
served on U.S. Trade Representative Carla 
Hills’ Intergovernmental Advisory Committee 
and on USDA’s Federal Grain Inspection 
Service Advisory Committee. In 1991, Kruse 
accepted the position of executive vice presi-

dent of the North American Equipment Deal-
ers Association, and resigned that position in 
August 1992 to seek the presidency of Mis-
souri Farm Bureau. 

In his 18 years as president of the Missouri 
Farm Bureau, Kruse has helped countless 
Missouri farmers who have reaped the bene-
fits of his advocacy. The Missouri Farm Bu-
reau is losing a capable and experienced 
leader whose tireless efforts have served to 
benefit all of our State’s citizens, including me. 
During his tenure, Missouri Farm Bureau has 
seen tremendous growth in membership from 
77,000 to over 108,000 farm families. 

The accomplishments during Charlie 
Kruse’s career are far too numerous to list. 
We are thankful for his efforts not only at the 
local and State levels but also the Federal 
level. From his testimony before Congress to 
his many advisory positions at USDA and in-
volvement with the most recent farm bill, Char-
lie’s unwavering support for sound and re-
sponsible agricultural policy serves as a model 
to everyone in the industry. 

Charlie has so much to be proud of beyond 
his accomplishments in the policy arena. Mis-
souri cannot thank him enough for his service 
in the Missouri National Guard and to the Uni-
versity of Missouri. I would like to take this op-
portunity to express my personal gratitude for 
all that he has given. 

As he returns home to Stoddard County, 
Charlie can do so with great pride, knowing 
that in the span of his career he has accom-
plished so much and helped so many. While 
he will be missed, I wish him the very best 
that retirement has to offer. 

In closing, Madam Speaker, I ask all my col-
leagues to join me in congratulating Charlie 
Kruse for his service to the State of Missouri 
and to American agriculture. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO JOHN H. WEED 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. STARK. Madam Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to John H. Weed upon his retire-
ment from the Ohlone College Board of Trust-
ees in Fremont, California. Mr. Weed attended 
his final board meeting on November 10, 
2010. First elected in 1977, he served on the 
Board of Trustees for 33 years. 

Mr. Weed holds a Bachelor of Science in 
Civil Engineering and Juris Doctor of Law de-
gree from the University of Santa Clara. He 
received a Master of Business Administration 
in Finance from Eastern New Mexico Univer-
sity. He was a Graduate Research Associate 
in Agricultural Economics and a graduate stu-
dent with the Department of Hydrology and 
Water Resources at the University of Arizona. 

He has been an elected director of the Ala-
meda County Water District since November 
1995. Since 1990, Mr. Weed has served as a 
Director of the Bay Area Water Supply and 
Conservation Agency and Regional Financial 
Authority, representing customers of the Hetch 
Hetchy Water System. 

Mr. Weed is a member of Rotary Inter-
national, and he has been or is currently in-
volved in myriad civic activities, which include 
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the Alameda County Bicentennial Commis-
sion, the city of Fremont Historical Architec-
tural Review Board, State of California Herit-
age Task Force, Association of Water Agen-
cies, Washington Township Historical Society, 
the Alameda County Library System, and the 
City of Fremont’s Regulatory Review Commis-
sion. 

I wish John Weed all the best upon his re-
tirement from the Ohlone College Board of 
Trustees. Mr. Weed describes the heart of 
Ohlone College as ‘‘the wonderful service it 
provides the community.’’ I join the community 
in thanking him for his three decades of serv-
ice, and appreciating him for a job well done. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. SUE WILKINS MYRICK 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mrs. MYRICK. Madam Speaker, due to ill-
ness, I was unable to participate in the fol-
lowing votes. If I had been present, I would 
have voted as follows: 

NOVEMBER 29, 2010 
Rollcall vote 581, On Motion to Suspend the 

Rules and Pass—H.R. 5877, To designate the 
facility of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 655 Centre Street in Jamaica Plain, 
Massachusetts, as the ‘‘Lance Corporal Alex-
ander Scott Arredondo, United States Marine 
Corps Post Office Building’’—I would have 
voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

Rollcall vote 582, On Motion to Suspend the 
Rules and Agree—H. Res. 771, Supporting 
the goals and ideals of a National Mesothe-
lioma Awareness Day—I would have voted 
‘‘aye.’’ 

NOVEMBER 30, 2010 
Rollcall vote 583, On Agreeing to the Reso-

lution—H. Res. 1736, Providing for consider-
ation of the Senate amendments to the bill 
(H.R. 4783) to accelerate the income tax ben-
efits for charitable cash contributions for the 
relief of victims of the earthquake in Chile, and 
to extend the period from which such contribu-
tions for the relief of victims of the earthquake 
in Haiti may be accelerated—I would have 
voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Rollcall vote 584, On Motion to Concur in 
the Senate Amendments—H.R. 4783, To ac-
celerate the income tax benefits for charitable 
cash contributions for the relief of victims of 
the earthquake in Chile, and to extend the pe-
riod from which such contributions for the re-
lief of victims of the earthquake in Haiti may 
be accelerated—I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Rollcall vote 585, On Motion to Suspend the 
Rules and Agree, as Amended—H. Res. 
1585, Honoring and recognizing the exemplary 
service and sacrifice of the 60th Air Mobility 
Wing, the 349th Air Mobility Wing, the 15th 
Expeditionary Mobility Task Force, and the 
615th Contingency Response Wing civilians 
and families serving at Travis Air Force Base, 
California—I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

Rollcall vote 586, On Motion to Suspend the 
Rules and Agree—H. Res. 1740, Recognizing 
and honoring the National Guard on the occa-
sion of its 374th anniversary—I would have 
voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

DECEMBER 1, 2010 
Rollcall vote 587, On Ordering the Previous 

Question—H. Res. 1742, Providing for consid-

eration of S. 3307, the Healthy, Hunger-Free 
Kids Act—I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Rollcall vote 588, On Agreeing to the Reso-
lution—H. Res. 1742, Providing for consider-
ation of S. 3307, the Healthy, Hunger-Free 
Kids Act—I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Rollcall vote 589, On Agreeing to the Reso-
lution—H. Res. 1741, Providing for consider-
ation of H.J. Res. 101, Making further con-
tinuing appropriations for fiscal year 2011, and 
for other purposes—I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Rollcall vote 590, On Motion to Suspend the 
Rules and Agree—H. Con. Res. 323, Sup-
porting the goal of ensuring that all Holocaust 
survivors in the United States are able to live 
with dignity, comfort, and security in their re-
maining years—I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

Rollcall vote 591, On Motion to Suspend the 
Rules and Agree—H. Res. 1735, Condemning 
North Korea in the strongest terms for its 
unprovoked military attack against South 
Korea on November 23, 2010—I would have 
voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

Rollcall vote 592, On Motion to Suspend the 
Rules and Agree, as Amended—H. Res. 
1430, Honoring and saluting golf legend Juan 
Antonio ‘‘Chi Chi’’ Rodriguez for his commit-
ment to Latino youth programs of the Con-
gressional Hispanic Caucus Institute—I would 
have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

CELEBRATING THE 100TH BIRTH-
DAY OF SHIRLEY G. ROSENBAUM 

HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to celebrate the 100th birthday of Shir-
ley G. Rosenbaum, the pride of New York 
State. 

Born on December 7th, 1910, in Oswego, 
New York, Shirley grew up with a deep love 
and appreciation for her community and coun-
try. She married Jack Rosenbaum in 1927, 
and they had two children, Elise and Richard. 
Richard, under Shirley’s steady guidance, be-
came a Justice of the New York State Su-
preme Court and Chairman of the New York 
State Republican Committee. 

Shirley is a parent who never ceases to en-
courage her children to achieve their dreams. 
She always stressed to Elise and Richard the 
value of education in achieving those dreams. 

In Shirley’s 100 years, she has lived through 
some of the most difficult and joyous times in 
American history. No matter the challenge, 
Shirley has maintained a warm home, loving 
family, and an appreciation for the small 
pleasures in life. An avid bowler, Shirley is no 
stranger to 200+ games. She is quite the 
bridge player and loves to create word games. 
Her family is her greatest pride though, Elise 
and Richard, six grandchildren, 18 great 
grandchildren, and even one great great 
grandchild. 

For her devotion to her family and her coun-
try, I ask my colleagues in the United States 
House of Representatives to please rise and 
join me in honoring Shirley G. Rosenbaum on 
the occasion of her 100th birthday. 

IN HONOR OF THE CUYAHOGA 
COUNTY FORECLOSURE MEDI-
ATION PROGRAM 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in honor and recognition of the Cuya-
hoga County Common Pleas Court Fore-
closure Mediation Program. 

The Foreclosure Mediation Program was in-
troduced in 2008 by Judge Eileen T. Galla-
gher. As the chair of the Court’s Foreclosure 
Committee and Foreclosure Mediation Sub-
committee, as well as a former magistrate in 
the Court’s Foreclosure Department, she was 
in a unique position to see the difficulties 
homeowners face and to develop a solution. 

Through the program, many middle- and 
lower-class families have been able to stay in 
their homes through the remediation proce-
dures the program offers. The results have 
been impressive; in 2009 alone, of the 821 
foreclosure cases sent to remediation, 451 of 
them were successful. 

The Foreclosure Mediation Program has 
been so successful that it has been nationally 
recognized. It was recently honored when its 
program director, Andrea Kinast and Common 
Pleas Court Committee Chair, Judge Eileen T. 
Gallagher received an invitation to the ‘‘Clos-
ing the Justice Gap for America’s Working 
Families’’ event at the White House, on No-
vember 19, 2010. This event presents a great 
opportunity to highlight the program’s success 
and draw attention to its potential use as a 
model for the rest of the nation. 

Madam Speaker and Colleagues, please 
join me in honoring the Cuyahoga County 
Foreclosure Mediation Program. The hard- 
working and dedicated staff has been able to 
keep many people in their homes, preserving 
our community and helping to save the finan-
cial integrity and personal dignity of those who 
have run into difficulties. I applaud and en-
courage their efforts to assist those in need. 

f 

HONORING LAUREN PERRY FOR 
HER SERVICE TO TENNESSEE’S 
SIXTH CONGRESSIONAL DIS-
TRICT 

HON. BART GORDON 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam 
Speaker, today I rise to recognize Lauren 
Perry for her contributions to Tennessee’s 
Sixth Congressional District. Lauren has 
served as my executive assistant and sched-
uler in Washington, DC, and served as field 
representative in my Murfreesboro, Ten-
nessee, office prior to moving to our Nation’s 
capital. She will soon join the staff of my col-
league Congressman JOHN BARROW of Geor-
gia, and I am confident she will be a great ad-
dition there. 

A fellow graduate of Middle Tennessee 
State University, Lauren first came to my of-
fice through her hard work on my 2008 cam-
paign. Although Lauren grew up nearby in 
Lawrenceburg, she quickly came to call 
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Murfreesboro home. When she joined my staff 
as a field representative in 2009, she helped 
my constituents obtain their Social Security 
and Medicare benefits and helped students 
with concerns related to federal student loans. 
Lauren was enthusiastic, capable and quick to 
help all constituents who came through our 
door. Her kindhearted, compassionate nature 
endeared her to many people who were going 
through rough times and just needed some 
help cutting through government redtape. 

In June, Lauren left the big city of 
Murfreesboro and headed to a really big city, 
Washington, DC, to experience work on Cap-
itol Hill. When the scheduler position became 
available, Lauren stepped in and rose to the 
challenge. In a short time she mastered the 
complexities of the job and put her organiza-
tional skills to good use on major logistical 
projects, such as archiving my congressional 
papers for our alma mater. 

Lauren’s professionalism and positive atti-
tude have made her a great addition to the of-
fice. She generously shared her home-baked 
treats with the office and became an integral 
part of the team. Her tiny dog, Nona, even 
graced us with occasional visits to the office in 
her leopard-print Snuggie, further brightening 
the mood. 

Madam Speaker, I and the rest of the staff 
will miss Lauren, but we are thrilled about this 
newest chapter in her career. I’ve had the 
pleasure of meeting her family, and I know 
she makes them proud. Lauren, I and your 
colleagues here in DC and in Tennessee wish 
you all the best in the future. 

f 

HONORING ELIZABETH ZUBITIS 

HON. ADAM SMITH 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Madam Speaker, 
I rise today to honor Elizabeth Zubitis, who will 
retire on January 5, 2011 after 47 years of ac-
tive membership and leadership in the Wash-
ington State Democratic Party. I ask that my 
colleagues join me in honoring Ms. Zubitis for 
her commitment to public service, civic en-
gagement, her extensive accomplishments 
within her community, and her undertakings as 
a local leader of the Democratic Party. 

Born in Alberta, Canada, Elizabeth Zubitis 
and her family moved to Moscow, Idaho 
where she became a naturalized citizen of the 
United States. Soon after, she became an ac-
tive member of the Democratic Party. She 
began her career in the party as a Democratic 
Precinct Committee Officer in 1964. Over the 
course of her career, Ms. Zubitis has been the 
treasurer of the Pierce County Democratic 
League in the Washington State Federation of 
Democratic Women, the chair of Washington 
State’s 2nd Legislative District Democrats, the 
chair of the State’s 29th Legislative District 
Democrats, and served a four-year term as 
the chair of the Pierce County Democrats. 

Additionally, Ms. Zubitis has been an active 
member of the Coalition of Labor Union 
Women and the Lady Garment Workers 
Union, which was later incorporated into the 
United Food and Commercial Workers Union. 
She became and served for many years as a 
full-time union representative for the United 
Food and Commercial Workers Union, and re-
tired from this post in 1999. 

Having been recognized by several organi-
zations as a noteworthy person, Ms. Zubitis 
has proven to be an inspiring role model for 
girls and women in the community. Among her 
many accolades, she has received the Warren 
G. Magnuson Award for State Committee 
Woman of the Year in 2001 and the Glass 
Ceiling Award. Ms. Zubitis’s retirement will 
mark the end of her two-year term as Chair of 
Washington State’s 30th Legislative District 
Democrats. Her long list of accomplishments 
is made more impressive by her success as a 
mother of five children and a loving grand-
mother. 

Madam Speaker, I ask that my colleagues 
join me in congratulating Elizabeth Zubitis on 
her many remarkable achievements, her ven-
erable service to her community, and her re-
tirement after 47 years of committed involve-
ment with the Washington State Democrats. 

f 

HONORING THE SERVICE OF 
THOMAS L. BALDINI 

HON. BART STUPAK 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. STUPAK. Madam Speaker, I rise to 
honor the service of my good friend and Dis-
trict Director Thomas L. Baldini of Marquette, 
Michigan. Tom has been a member of my 
staff since 2003, but has been a devoted 
member of the Marquette community for over 
40 years and has been a committed public 
servant to the people of Michigan throughout 
his long career. 

Tom graduated from Northern Michigan Uni-
versity (NMU) in Marquette in 1965 with a 
Bachelor of Science degree in Secondary 
Education (Political Science/Economics and 
History). Following his time at NMU, Tom 
began his distinguished career as a high 
school economics and political science teach-
er with Marquette Area Public Schools, a posi-
tion he held for 18 years. Throughout his 
teaching career, Tom also served as a part- 
time instructor at NMU. 

In 1983, Tom began serving as the Special 
Assistant to Michigan Governor James Blan-
chard for Upper Peninsula Affairs and Edu-
cation Advisor, and was referred to as the 
‘‘Governor of the Upper Peninsula.’’ Tom con-
tinued to serve the citizens of Michigan with 
Governor Blanchard until 1991, when he went 
back to work for Marquette Area Public 
Schools as Assistant to the Superintendent for 
Personnel and Finance. 

Three years later, Tom had the distinct 
honor of being appointed by President Clin-
ton—and later confirmed by the U.S. Senate— 
to become the Chairman of the U.S. Section 
of the International Joint Commission (IJC) for 
Canada and the United States. Tom was later 
tapped by President Clinton once again to be-
come the U.S. Commissioner to the Inter-
national Boundary Commission (IBC) for the 
United States and Canada. Tom was the first 
American to hold these two diplomatic posi-
tions for the United States concurrently. 

Looking for a change in his professional life, 
Tom became my District Director in 2003 and 
has been with me ever since. When I am in 
Washington, Tom is my eyes and ears in 
northern Michigan and serves as my chief rep-
resentative throughout our expansive District. 

Tom possesses a firm passion for public serv-
ice and a steadfast commitment to the people 
of Michigan, and always stands ready to assist 
in any way he can. He managed my 10-per-
son district staff in seven different offices and 
assists constituents, local communities, local 
governments and businesses throughout the 
district. 

Madam Speaker, Thomas L. Baldini is a 
dear friend to both me, and the citizens of 
northern Michigan. His remarkable career of 
public service is truly inspiring and I know that 
after my time in Congress has ended, Tom will 
continue to play an integral role in his commu-
nity for years to come. I ask my colleagues in 
the U.S. House of Representatives to join me 
in recognizing Thomas L. Baldini’s four dec-
ades of service to the State of Michigan. 

f 

HONORING ROSHARA ‘‘ROSIE’’ J. 
HOLUB 

HON. W. TODD AKIN 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. AKIN. Madam Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Roshara ‘‘Rosie’’ J. Holub, president 
and chief executive officer of the Missouri 
Credit Union Association, the service and sup-
port association for Missouri’s 153 credit 
unions and their more than 1.3 million mem-
bers. After decades of service to credit unions 
and their members, Rosie will be retiring on 
December 17th of this year. 

Rosie has an extensive and impressive re-
sume of professional accomplishments. She 
served as Chairman of the American Associa-
tion of Credit Union Leagues (AACUL), as 
Chair of Credit Union House, LLC (Wash-
ington, DC), and as a Board member of the 
Filene Institute. Rosie also served on the 
Credit Union National Association (CUNA) 
Partnership Committee and the National Ac-
tion and Response Program (NARP) Coordi-
nating Council. 

Once named as one of the 25 most influen-
tial businesswomen in St. Louis, Rosie has 
positively impacted Missouri’s financial serv-
ices community through her leadership and 
educational efforts. Among her contributions to 
Missouri, she served on the Board of Trustees 
for the Missouri Council on Economic Edu-
cation (MCEE) and the Board of Advisors for 
the University of Missouri’s College of Health 
and Environmental Sciences: Personal Finan-
cial Planning Department. 

I’ve had the honor of knowing Rosie Holub 
for many years. She has represented the Mis-
souri Credit Union Association, its employees 
and member credit unions with a warm per-
sonality and professionalism. My staff and I 
will miss her, but wish her God’s blessing in 
retirement. 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF MR. ANTHONY 
P. PLACIDO ON THE OCCASION 
OF HIS RETIREMENT 

HON. SILVESTRE REYES 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. REYES. Madam Speaker, today I pay 
tribute to Mr. Anthony P. Placido on his retire-
ment from public service at the end of this 
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month after more than 30 distinguished years 
in law enforcement. 

Mr. Placido began his law enforcement ca-
reer with the U.S. Customs Service, but he 
later joined the U.S. Drug Enforcement Admin-
istration and quickly rose through the ranks, 
using his foreign affairs experience and lead-
ership skills to manage counter-narcotics ef-
forts both in domestic and foreign posts. In his 
time with DEA, he acted, among other things, 
as a Team Leader for the Tactical Intelligence 
Unit in Peru, a Senior Inspector with the Office 
of Professional Responsibility, and a Country 
Attaché for Bolivia. 

In his two years as the Regional Director for 
the Mexico-Central America Division, super-
vising and coordinating DEA operations across 
eight countries, Mr. Placido was credited with 
dismantling and disrupting several major drug 
trafficking cartels. His success earned him an 
appointment to serve as the Special Agent in 
Charge of DEA’s New York Field Office, 
where he established the first Organized 
Crime Drug Enforcement Strike Force in the 
nation. 

Mr. Placido’s focus on multi-agency joint 
missions made him the right person to serve 
as the founding Director of the Organized 
Crime Drug Enforcement Fusion Center, 
where he continued to emphasize the neces-
sity of interagency cooperation and information 
sharing in the fight against transnational crimi-
nal organizations. 

As Chairman of the House Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence, I have had the 
opportunity most recently to work closely with 
Mr. Placido in his current role as Chief of Intel-
ligence for the DEA. During this time, I have 
come to appreciate his professionalism, exper-
tise, and candor, as well as his work to cul-
tivate extensive relationships and collaborative 
partnerships with other elements of the intel-
ligence and law enforcement communities. 

In particular, Mr. Placido has dedicated him-
self to promoting the El Paso Information Cen-
ter (EPIC) as a frontline resource for law en-
forcement organizations. He has been an en-
thusiastic advocate for bringing the wide rang-
ing expertise of federal, state, local, and tribal 
law enforcement officers to bear in a variety of 
crucial national missions, from counter-
narcotics operations to counterterrorism inves-
tigations. Under his leadership, EPIC has be-
come a world class clearinghouse for tracking, 
investigating, and disrupting international drug 
operations. 

Over the course of his career, Mr. Placido 
has seen the DEA’s mission evolve and ex-
pand. It is truly a testament to his integrity and 
dedication that he has met the challenges of 
an increasingly complex set of national secu-
rity threats, without losing sight of the needs of 
the officers patrolling our streets. 

The Nation is better and safer as a result of 
Mr. Placido’s service. For that, I pay tribute to 
him. 

f 

HONORING LLOYD A. SEMPLE AS 
CHAIR OF THE MICHIGAN CHAP-
TER OF THE NATURE CONSER-
VANCY 

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
in appreciation of Lloyd A. Semple. On De-

cember 2nd he will step down after a success-
ful tenure as Chair of the Michigan Chapter of 
The Nature Conservancy. Lloyd has provided 
extraordinary leadership in shepherding The 
Nature Conservancy into its next decade of 
conservation. As Chair, he held the gavel as 
the Great Lakes Project was launched on 
Mackinac Island in 2008, and was at the helm 
when The Nature Conservancy completed the 
largest conservation project in Michigan’s his-
tory. 

Lloyd joined the Michigan Board of The Na-
ture Conservancy in 2003 and has remained 
an active member of the Board through his 
tenure as Chair, which started in 2008. His 
philanthropic nature is further exemplified by 
his positions as Vice Chairman of the National 
Audubon Society’s Board of Directors and 
member of the Executive Committee of the 
Detroit Zoological Society’s Board of Directors. 
These commitments require time and energy, 
which Lloyd has selflessly volunteered year 
after year. 

It is my belief that we do not inherit the 
Earth from previous generations, but we bor-
row it from future ones. By continuing to ex-
pand our scientific knowledge and by con-
serving pristine wildlife habitat, we are fulfilling 
our role as stewards of the environment. Lloyd 
Semple successfully championed this vision 
as Chair. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. PAUL TONKO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. TONKO. Madam Speaker, on rollcall 
Nos. 581 and 582, had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE SERVICE AND 
CONTRIBUTIONS OF DR. MILO 
SHULT TO ARKANSAS AGRI-
CULTURE 

HON. JOHN BOOZMAN 
OF ARKANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Speaker, I rise be-
fore you today to recognize the service of one 
Arkansas Agriculture’s greatest advocates— 
Dr. Milo Shult, who is retiring this year. 

Since 1992, Dr. Shult has served Arkan-
sas’s agricultural community as the vice presi-
dent for agriculture of the University of Arkan-
sas System and I express my sincere grati-
tude to him and his family for their steadfast 
service to ‘The Natural State.’ 

Agriculture is a critical part of our State’s 
economy, accounting for more than $16 billion 
in added value, 12 percent of GDP, and sup-
porting more than 250,000 jobs. Dr. Shult’s 
administration of the Agricultural Experimen-
tation Station and Cooperative Extension 
Service have strengthened Arkansas’s agri-
business and his legacy will ensure that our 
State will continue to be a national leader in 
agriculture research and the production of 
food and fiber. It has been an honor and a 
privilege to get to know and work with Dr. 
Shult during my service in Congress. He has 

always been a strong voice for Arkansas agri-
culture in communicating their needs to the 
Arkansas Congressional Delegation and his 
leadership has helped us remain focused on 
making our State a leader in food safety, re-
source management, sustainability, and other 
critical research. 

Dr. Shult has also been a regional and na-
tional leader for agriculture advocacy and his 
service includes, but is not limited to: National 
Association of State Universities and Land 
Grant Colleges Chair of the Board on Agri-
culture, president of the Southern Association 
of Agricultural Scientists, service on the Na-
tional Agricultural Library Board of Directors, 
4–H Natural Resources Program Steering 
Committee, United States Department of Agri-
culture, USDA, Natural Resource National Ini-
tiative Task Force. He has also chaired the 
USDA Research, Education, and Economics 
Information System, REEIS, Steering Com-
mittee since 1997. 

While the University of Arkansas System 
may be losing one of its most valued vice 
presidents, I know that the agriculture commu-
nity, particularly Arkansas’s, will continue to 
have a strong voice and a friend in Dr. Milo 
Shult. On behalf of myself and Arkansas’s 
Third Congressional District I say ‘‘Thank You’’ 
for your selfless dedication and commitment to 
‘The Natural State’ and the advancement of 
agriculture everywhere. 

f 

CONGRATULATING MURRAY 
KALISH 

HON. THEODORE E. DEUTCH 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. DEUTCH. Madam Speaker, I am both 
honored and privileged to rise to congratulate 
a true pillar of the Palm Beach County com-
munity, Murray Kalish. Mr. Kalish will be hon-
ored on December 12, 2010 at Temple Emeth 
for his activism and leadership in South Flor-
ida. 

Murray Kalish has repeatedly distinguished 
himself through his volunteer and civic activi-
ties throughout Palm Beach County. In 1992, 
Murray, who had previously served as vice 
president of the West Delray Democratic Club, 
formed the United South County Democratic 
Club. As president, Murray oversaw the larg-
est Democratic club in the State of Florida. His 
insight has been sought by elected officials 
and candidates for decades. 

Always looking for ways to contribute to his 
community, Murray has served on the Land 
Use Advisory Board, the Palm Beach County 
Board of Adjustment, and the Palm Beach 
County Solid Waste Authority Advisory Board. 
Murray also currently serves as a board mem-
ber for the Lake Worth Drainage District. First 
elected over a decade ago, he has dedicated 
his time on the board towards maintaining 
clean and clear canals for the people of his 
district. 

Beyond his volunteering and activism, Mur-
ray is the symbol of a true family man. For 72 
years he was a loving husband to his late wife 
Rosalyn, and he continues to be a dedicated 
father, grandfather, and great-grandfather. A 
true leader in every sense of the word, Murray 
has served not only as a friend to me, but as 
a mentor. I could not think of a more deserv-
ing person for Temple Emeth to bestow this 
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important honor. I again want to congratulate 
my dear friend, Murray Kalish, and his entire 
family on this well deserved honor. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF MR. DAVE 
NIEHAUS 

HON. ADAM SMITH 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Madam Speaker, 
I rise today to honor Seattle Mariners’ broad-
caster Dave Niehaus for his devotion to base-
ball and the Pacific Northwest region. Dave 
passed away on November 10, 2010 at the 
age of 75. 

Baseball fans from Washington State to 
Washington, DC are mourning the loss of the 
voice of the Mariners. Mr. Niehaus connected 
fans to the program from the Mariners’ inau-
gural pitch in 1977 to the conclusion of the 
2010 season. His voice represented the fran-
chise, and kept the Pacific Northwest following 
the team through the good days of Mariners 
baseball as well as the less memorable. 

Arguably, the seminal moment in Dave 
Niehaus’ announcing career came on the win-
ning hit by Edgar Martinez in the decisive fifth 
game of 1995 American League Division Se-
ries, also known as ‘‘the double.’’ The double 
scored both Joey Cora and Ken Griffey, Jr. to 
give the Mariners a 6–5 victory over the New 
York Yankees, and propelled them to the 
American League Championship Series for the 
first time in franchise history. In that moment, 
Mr. Niehaus announced: 

‘‘Right now, the Mariners looking for the tie. 
They would take a fly ball, they would love a 
base hit into the gap and they could win it with 
Junior’s speed. The stretch . . . and the 0–1 
pitch on the way to Edgar Martinez swung on 
and lined down the left field line for a base hit! 
Here comes Joey, here is Junior to third base, 
they’re going to wave him in! The throw to the 
plate will be . . . late! The Mariners are going 
to play for the American League Champion-
ship! I don’t believe it! It just continues! My, oh 
my!’’ 

Dave Niehaus’ interest in broadcasting 
began at the University of Indiana, where he 
graduated in 1957. He then entered the mili-
tary and started his broadcasting career with 
the Armed Forces Network in Los Angeles 
and New York City. After serving in the mili-
tary, he settled in Los Angeles and became a 
broadcaster for the California Angels and the 
University of California, Los Angeles football 
and basketball teams. It was in 1977, when 
the Mariners started their first Major League 
Baseball season, that Dave Niehaus became 
the Mariners’ play-by-play announcer. Mr. 
Niehaus called his 5,000th Mariners broadcast 
on May 7 of this year. 

Of the many honors that Dave Niehaus was 
awarded during his career, three best charac-
terize his untiring enthusiasm and genuine 
love for Mariners baseball. Mr. Niehaus re-
ceived national acclaim when the National 
Baseball Hall of Fame awarded him the Ford 
C. Frick Award in 2008. Mr. Niehaus believed 
the One World Award from the Washington 
Council of the Blind he received in 2004 was 
the most meaningful, as he was able to draw 
more baseball lovers into the drama of the 
game. He also was named one of the Seattle 

Times’ Top 10 Most Influential People of the 
Century. In 1999, Mariners fans, as a testa-
ment of their affection, chose Mr. Niehaus to 
throw out the ceremonial first pitch for the in-
augural game at Safeco Field, an honor that 
brought him to tears. 

Mr. Niehaus will be remembered by his wife 
Marilyn, his children Andy, Matt and Greta, his 
six grandchildren Zach, Steven, Madeline, 
Alexa, Audrey and Spencer, and the greater 
Mariners community. 

f 

HONORING THE 50TH WEDDING AN-
NIVERSARY OF RONALD AND PA-
TRICIA ANDREWS 

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to honor the 50th Wedding Anniversary of 
Ronald and Patricia Andrews. On November 
26, 2010, Ron and Pat will celebrate a half 
century of their union. 

The Andrews were married in St. Mary Mag-
dalen Church in Melvindale, Michigan. Pat 
grew up in Melvindale and graduated from 
Central Michigan University. Ron grew up in 
Bay City, Michigan and graduated from the 
University of Michigan. They have three won-
derful children: Sandy, Chris and Jennifer and 
they are the proud grandparents of three 
granddaughters: Alexandra, Alison and Alyssa. 

My wife Deborah and I have known Pat and 
Ron for decades. Ron is a retired teacher and 
coach from Trenton High School. He is the 
treasurer of the Trenton American Legion and 
is an inductee of the Michigan High School 
Coaches Hall of Fame. Pat has been a mem-
ber on the Board of Directors in numerous or-
ganizations ranging from the Salvation Army 
to the Detroit Area Girl Scouts. Along with my 
wife, she is a founding member of the Women 
Celebrating Life Downriver. Patricia was the 
former Focus editor of the News Herald News-
papers until she came to work for me as an 
immigration caseworker. She is a dedicated 
public servant, a fiercely loyal friend, and an 
ever-passionate advocate for my constituents. 

It is an honor to know such decent, hard 
working and civic-minded people. Our commu-
nity is, without question, better as a result of 
their years of service, and I am grateful to 
count them as my dear friends. 

Madam Speaker, I ask that my colleagues 
please join me in honoring the 50th anniver-
sary of the marriage of these two tremendous 
individuals. 

f 

REMEMBERING JAZZ MUSICIAN 
AND EDUCATOR HAROLD LEON 
BREEDEN 

HON. MICHAEL C. BURGESS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Speaker, today I 
rise to honor the memory of Leon Breeden, 
who passed away in August. Leon was the 
former University of North Texas (UNT) Col-
lege of Music Jazz Studies Director and one 
of our Nation’s great music educators. 

Harold Leon Breeden was born on October 
3, 1921, in Guthrie, Oklahoma, and raised in 
Wichita Falls, Texas, where his parents owned 
a service station. He earned his Bachelor’s 
and Master’s of Music degrees from Texas 
Christian University. He served his Nation in 
World War II, where he played in the United 
States Army’s 69th Infantry Division Band. 
After his discharge he worked as band director 
at Texas Christian and later at Texas High 
School, before joining the UNT faculty. 

Leon served as the director of the UNT Jazz 
Studies program and the renowned One 
O’Clock Band from 1959 to 1981. Under his 
guidance, he led the One O’clock Lab Band in 
performances worldwide. In 1967, the band 
performed at the White House, sharing the 
stage with Duke Ellington and Stan Getz. 
Leon began the band’s long-held tradition of 
recording an album every year. Under his di-
rection, the band earned multiple Grammy 
nominations, making it the first university band 
in the Nation to earn the prized nomination. 

The One O’Clock Lab Band received almost 
50 national awards for group and individual 
performance with Leon at the helm. He led the 
band as it performed at the prestigious 
Montreux International Jazz Festival in Swit-
zerland, as well as tours in Germany, Mexico, 
Portugal and the Soviet Union. Leon is re-
sponsible for moving the rehearsal time of the 
premier jazz band from 2 p.m. to 1 p.m., 
which presented the One O’Clock Lab Band 
with its iconic name. 

It is apparent that Leon was a great musi-
cian, but more importantly, he used that musi-
cianship to also be a great educator. Jazz was 
not commonly welcomed in the area of aca-
demia until men like Leon Breeden came 
along. Not only did Leon help bring respect-
ability to jazz studies, he was an outstanding 
teacher. He was well known for combining 
strict teaching of fundamentals of the genre 
with encouragement for his charges to 
produce original compositions and arrange-
ments. 

Leon’s legacy at UNT is one of dedication to 
fostering his aspiring musicians’ creativity. His 
students often found their own creative work 
as soloists, composers and arrangers high-
lighted for the band’s performances and re-
cordings. Leon was known for his devotion to 
the highest standards of professionalism. Dur-
ing his tenure he worked to expand the jazz 
studies faculty and improve facilities, and 
while he was very organized in his duties, he 
was always accessible to his students. 

Leon’s dedication to his students’ education 
was recounted in a national newspaper. After 
a performance in the 1970’s, when the One 
O’Clock Lab Band accompanied Ella Fitz-
gerald, Ms. Fitzgerald asked if she could take 
the band on the road with her. He respectfully 
declined. He could not permit his students to 
miss so much class time. 

A respected clarinetist, saxophonist, ar-
ranger and composer, Leon wrote arrange-
ments performed by such groups as the Bos-
ton Pops and the Cleveland and Cincinnati or-
chestras. He was honored as Outstanding 
Professor in 1976 at UNT. Recognizing his 
contributions, the Texas Legislature pro-
claimed May 3, 1981 as ‘‘Leon Breeden Day.’’ 

In 1985, he was inducted into the Hall of 
Fame for the National Association of Jazz 
Educators, and in 2003, the North Texas Jazz 
Festival unveiled the Leon Breeden Award for 
best middle school or high school big band. 
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The academic status jazz enjoys today finds 
much of its foundation in the work of Leon and 
his fellow music educators, who fought to 
bring jazz into the university music curriculum. 

Leon was a dedicated family man, educator 
and public servant. He is survived by his 
daughter and three grandchildren. 

Madam Speaker, it is my privilege to join his 
family and fellow musicians, educators and 
students in honoring the life of Leon Breeden. 
His mission to pass on the art of jazz to future 
generations is an example that will continue to 
benefit the arts and education for years to 
come. I am honored to have represented him 
in the U.S. House of Representatives. 

f 

REGARDING WORLD DAY OF RE-
MEMBRANCE FOR ROAD TRAFFIC 
VICTIMS 

HON. CHRIS VAN HOLLEN 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in recognition of the UN Day of Remembrance 
for Road Traffic Victims. 

World Remembrance Day was established 
to honor the memory of those who have been 
injured or killed in traffic accidents around the 
world. The day was set aside as a sign of the 
world’s commitment to preventing road traffic 
deaths, to educating drivers and pedestrians 
about the hazards of road travel and to im-
proving the safety of our roads. 

Road crashes are the leading cause of 
death globally for people between the ages of 
5 and 29 years old. According to the 2009 
Global Status Report on Road Safety, nearly 
1,300,000 people globally die in road crashes 
each year. Unless action is taken, it is pre-
dicted that road traffic injuries could double by 
2030, killing an estimated 2,400,000 people 
per year. 

As an original sponsor of H. Res. 1696, a 
resolution supporting the goals and ideals of 
the UN’s ‘‘Decade of Action for Road Safety’’, 
I encourage my colleagues to join me in sup-
port of the ideals of road safety and in hon-
oring the memory of those who have been in-
jured or killed in traffic crashes around the 
world. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. ADAM H. PUTNAM 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. PUTNAM. Madam Speaker, on Thurs-
day, November 18, 2010, Monday, November 
29, 2010, and Tuesday, November 30, 2010, 
I was not present for seven recorded votes. 
Had I been present, I would have voted the 
following way: Roll No. 580—‘‘yea’’; Roll No. 
581—‘‘yea’’; Roll No. 582—‘‘yea’’; Roll No. 
583—‘‘nay’’; Roll No. 584—‘‘nay’’; Roll No. 
585—‘‘yea’’; and Roll No. 586—‘‘yea’’. 

IN HONOR OF THE LEWISVILLE 
FEED MILL 

HON. MICHAEL C. BURGESS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in honor of the Lewisville Feed Mill in 
Lewisville, Texas. After a 124 year history as 
a cornerstone of the economic community, the 
mill will close its doors at the end of October. 

The Lewisville Feed Mill has operated con-
tinuously since opening for business in 1886 
and has remained a family related business 
ever since. Along with other agriculture related 
businesses such as a grist mill and a cotton 
gin, the mill helped spur the economic growth 
of early Lewisville. 

As Lewisville’s landscape shifted from an 
agricultural center to a suburban business 
area, the Lewisville Feed Mill adapted. The 
business was sustained by carrying lawn care 
products and pet supplies, along with small 
scale farming gear. 

The mill’s current owner is James Polser, 
who has managed to hang onto part of 
Lewisville’s small-town atmosphere and recre-
ate it for others to see. The building is filled 
with memorabilia from past generations, much 
of it on public display. Mr. Polser is known for 
welcoming visitors with old-town friendliness. 

The Lewisville Feed Mill has long served as 
a gathering spot. The seats overlooking Main 
Street have been occupied by local residents, 
businessmen and civic leaders who stopped 
by for coffee and fellowship. It has evolved to 
a multi-generational destination, as visitors 
who first came to the mill in their youth, now 
bring their children and grandchildren. 

During these times of constant rush and 
change, James Polser is to be commended for 
keeping us connected to a traditional way of 
life. I am grateful to have had the Lewisville 
Feed Mill in the 26th District of Texas. 

f 

CALLING FOR DIGNITY, COMFORT, 
AND SUPPORT FOR HOLOCAUST 
SURVIVORS 

SPEECH OF 

HON. LAURA RICHARDSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 30, 2010 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H. Con. Res. 323, which 
supports efforts in ensuring that all Holocaust 
survivors in the United States are able to live 
in comfort and dignity. I am proud to co-spon-
sor H. Con. Res. 323 and I thank my col-
league, Congresswoman DEBBIE WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ for introducing this resolution. 

The Nazis systematically exterminated over 
six million Jewish people and killed between 
11 and 17 million people overall. They estab-
lished concentration camps, including the infa-
mous Auschwitz-Birkenau, Treblinka, Belzec, 
and Sobibor where they worked people to 
death and systematically exterminated them. 

There are approximately 127,000 Holocaust 
survivors currently living in the United States. 
These survivors live everyday with the scars 
from this tragedy. They were forced to live in 
concentration, labor, or death camps where 

they were tortured by Nazi soldiers. Those in-
dividuals ‘‘lucky enough’’ to escape the labor 
camps, were forced to flee their countries 
leaving their families, homes, and possessions 
behind. 

All of the Holocaust survivors are at least 65 
years old with the majority being over 75. 
These individuals are five times more likely to 
be living in poverty than other Americans their 
age. More than two-thirds live alone. 

Non-profit organizations provide many es-
sential services to Holocaust survivors. These 
organizations often are underappreciated for 
all of the great work that they do. I am 
pleased that this resolution also recognizes 
the efforts of these organizations. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting H. Con. Res. 323. We must 
work to ensure that all Holocaust survivors are 
able to live out their remaining years in com-
fort and dignity. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE MARCUS HIGH 
SCHOOL BAND 

HON. MICHAEL C. BURGESS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize the Marcus High School 
Band from Flower Mound, Texas and their re-
cent outstanding achievement in winning the 
2010 Class 5A UIL State Marching Champion-
ship. The 300+ band members represent the 
communities of Highland Village, Double Oak, 
Copper Canyon and Flower Mound. They are 
very capably led by Director of Bands, Aman-
da Drinkwater and Associate Directors David 
Simon, Dominic Talanca and Kennan Wylie, 
and Color Guard Director John Leonard. 

These accomplished young people deserve 
praise for their hard work and dedication. Stu-
dent leaders of the Marcus Band are Drum 
Majors Connor Brem, Josh Dover, Kaitlyn 
Harry and Kevin Jones, and Color Guard Cap-
tain Kelsey Branson. They have an excep-
tional support system in the family and com-
munity members who comprise the Marcus 
Band Boosters. 

The Marcus Band has the enviable reputa-
tion as one of the preeminent marching bands 
in the United States. Over the past thirty 
years, the band has earned hundreds of 
awards and honors. The Marcus Band’s devo-
tion to excellence resulted in the unparalled 
achievement of winning this prestigious state 
title for the third straight time. 

Madam Speaker, it is truly an honor to have 
the opportunity to commend the Marcus High 
School Band. I am proud to represent the ex-
emplary administrators, teachers, staff and 
students that comprise the Lewisville Inde-
pendent School District in the U.S. House of 
Representatives. 

f 

HONORING MIKE KERNS 

HON. LYNN C. WOOLSEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to honor a fellow resident of the city of 
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Petaluma, Mike Kerns, who retires in Decem-
ber after serving 12 years on the Sonoma 
County Board of Supervisors. 

Mike and I go back many years. When I 
was serving on the Petaluma City Council, 
Mike was the big, friendly cop who was in-
volved in the city’s tobacco and drug edu-
cation programs. He served in many positions 
on the Petaluma Police Force beyond the 
usual enforcement programs. Mike was a Cri-
sis Team Supervisor, a Peer Counseling Su-
pervisor and a Youth Diversion Counselor and 
the department’s liaison to the Stop Tobacco 
Access to Minors Program, which significantly 
reduced illegal tobacco sales to children and 
teens. He is best known, however, for his role 
as Press Information Officer in the Polly Klass 
kidnapping. He became a familiar face on tele-
vision and his calm demeanor and his com-
passion for the victim and her family provided 
a sense of stability as the public witnessed the 
unfolding of a senseless tragedy. 

Mike Kerns was born and raised in Napa, 
California. He was an athletic young man and 
in 1967 won a Golden Gloves championship. 
He began his public service career as a coun-
selor for the Jobs Corps in Pleasanton. In 
1973 he put on his first blue uniform as a po-
lice officer for the city of Tiburon in Marin 
County. In 1978 he transferred to the 
Petaluma Police Department, and was pro-
moted to Sergeant in 1980. Sergeant Kerns 
married Carol Madsen the next year and they 
raised two children, Katie and Matt. 

In 1998 following the retirement of popular, 
veteran Supervisor Jim Harberson, Mike was 
elected to represent the 2nd District for the 
Sonoma County Board of Supervisors. His 
‘‘southern Sonoma’’ district includes the cities 
of Petaluma and Cotati and a portion of 
Rohnert Park, along with the unincorporated 
agricultural communities of Penngrove, Two 
Rock, Bloomfield and Valley Ford. Mike’s 
humor, directness and listening skills have 
served him well in dealing with his diverse 
constituency. 

Mike also represents a portion of Sonoma 
County’s bay lands, an area public agencies, 
non-profits and citizen’s groups have joined to-
gether to restore watersheds and wetlands. 
Mike counts among his biggest achievements 
in office the county’s purchase of the 1769- 
acre Cardoza Ranch in 2005. Now known as 
the Tolay Lake Regional Park, it includes hills 
and grasslands, a seasonal lake, creeks, 
ponds and wetlands, and is a major wintering 
stopover for migrating waterfowl. The park is 
currently under development with plans calling 
for new hiking and biking trails, a natural and 
historic education center and restoration of 
Tolay Lake. 

Supervisor Kerns should also be congratu-
lated for his major role in the Supervisors’ de-
cision to place on the ballot two successful 
transportation measures which provided the fi-
nancial foundation for the long-awaited wid-
ening of Highway 101 and the future construc-
tion of the SMART rail system. These trans-
portation improvements will help ensure that 
Sonoma County continues to have corridor- 
centered growth while lowering its carbon 
emissions and more quickly move goods and 
people. 

Madam Speaker, I thank Mike Kerns for his 
years of service as both a law enforcement of-
ficer and a lawmaker, and wish him a well-de-
served happy, and healthy retirement. 

CONGRATULATING DR. JERRY ROY 
UPON HIS RETIREMENT AS 
LEWISVILLE INDEPENDENT 
SCHOOL DISTRICT SUPER-
INTENDENT 

HON. MICHAEL C. BURGESS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Speaker, I proudly 
rise today to congratulate Dr. Jerry Roy upon 
his retirement from the position of Super-
intendent of the Lewisville Independent School 
District (LISD) and to recognize his many con-
tributions to LISD and its communities. 

As Superintendent of Schools, Roy has 
expertly guided the rapidly growing district 
since 2001. LISD currently serves all or part of 
the communities of Lewisville, Flower Mound, 
Carrollton, The Colony, Highland Village, Cop-
per Canyon, Hebron, Double Oak, Frisco, 
Plano, Grapevine, Coppell and Argyle, and in-
cludes seven high schools, fifteen middle 
schools and forty-one elementary schools. 
Under Dr. Roy’s capable leadership, the dis-
trict has grown from 51 campuses to 66 and 
student enrollment has expanded from 39,000 
to well over 50,000. The district has earned a 
‘‘Recognized’’ rating from the Texas Education 
Agency for the second consecutive year. 

During his distinguished tenure at LISD, Roy 
has been nominated three times for Texas Su-
perintendent of the Year and was named the 
Region XI 2006 Superintendent of the Year. In 
addition, he has served on the Texas Com-
missioner of Education’s TASA Cabinet of Su-
perintendents, University Interscholastic 
League Legislative Counsel and many other 
professional organizations. Currently, he 
serves on the Texas Association of School 
Administrators’ Executive Committee as well 
as the Board of Directors for the Lewisville 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Madam Speaker, it is with great honor that 
I rise today to congratulate and recognize the 
accomplishments of Dr. Jerry Roy, Super-
intendent of Schools of the Lewisville Inde-
pendent School District. I am joined by the citi-
zens, colleagues, teachers, parents and stu-
dents of LISD in wishing him well upon his re-
tirement. It is a privilege to represent such a 
dedicated community leader and public serv-
ant who has had such a positive influence on 
the lives and futures of thousands of students 
in the United States House of Representa-
tives. 

f 

OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 

HON. MIKE COFFMAN 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Madam Speak-
er, today our national debt is 
$13,860,773,759,018.43. 

On January 6th, 2009, the start of the 111th 
Congress, the national debt was 
$10,638,425,746,293.80. 

This means the national debt has increased 
by $3,222,348,012,724.60 so far this Con-
gress. 

This debt and its interest payments we are 
passing to our children and all future Ameri-
cans. 

WORLD AIDS DAY 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. TOWNS. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize December 1, 2010, as ‘‘World 
AIDS Day’’. This day was designated as such 
in 1988 by the World Health Organization and 
from then on, we have continued to uphold the 
tradition. 

As we embark upon the thirtieth year of the 
HIV/AIDS virus, we should reflect on so many 
Americans and others around the world that 
have died from this devastating disease. My 
district of Brooklyn, New York is considered 
the epicenter of the HIV/AIDS epidemic in the 
United States for African Americans, women, 
adolescents, and children. With this alarming 
revelation, 87 percent, of which 7 percent are 
under the age of 13, are persons of color liv-
ing with the HIV/AIDS virus. Brooklyn has 
been heavily affected by this deadly disease 
for over the past three decades and we have 
the city’s highest prevalence rates. It was esti-
mated that 27,000 Brooklyn residents were liv-
ing with HIV/AIDS in 2008, and 1,027 were 
newly diagnosed. There are several thousand 
more who are infected with the virus, but don’t 
even know it! That’s why it is critical to get this 
message out across the nation: get tested, it 
could save your life. 

Today, on World AIDS Day, the mayor of 
my home state of New York, Mayor Michael 
R. Bloomberg announced a new initiative to 
fight against HIV/AIDS called ‘‘Brooklyn 
Knows’’. This is a community-based test effort 
that aims to help a half-million Brooklyn resi-
dents learn their HIV status over the next four 
yours. It highlights the city’s leadership to date 
in making HIV testing a routine part of health 
care. 

Like the World Health Organization and my 
great state of New York, I want to encourage 
everyone to take a stand by putting in place 
preventive mechanisms to eradicate this dead-
ly disease. I want to be clear that I am not 
asking you to solve this epidemic alone, but I 
feel it is our responsibility to take whatever 
steps and measures are necessary to put into 
place mandatory requirements for our medical 
providers to offer voluntary HIV testing to their 
patients. 

Once again, I ask that we all take a stand 
and make a difference to ensure another life 
is saved from this deadly disease. 

f 

CELEBRATING THE 50TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE VETERANS OF 
FOREIGN WARS POST 9168 IN 
LEWISVILLE, TEXAS 

HON. MICHAEL C. BURGESS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Speaker, I proudly 
rise today in recognition of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars Post 9168. On November 12, 
2010, the VFW Post 9168 celebrates its 50th 
Anniversary of service to the community. 

The Veterans of Foreign Wars is a nonprofit 
veterans’ service organization composed of 
combat veterans and those who currently 
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serve on active duty or in the Guard and Re-
serves. Even after completing military careers, 
members continue to serve their nation and 
fellow veterans through the offering of assist-
ance programs for troop and family support, 
transitioning and veterans advocacy. 

In 1960, the VFW was chartered and serves 
the veterans of Lewisville, Flower Mound, 
Highland Village and The Colony. Throughout 
its time in North Texas, the members of VFW 
Post 9168 have sponsored Boy Scout troops 
and delivered home cooked meals to count-
less veterans. 

The VFW has long been an advocate for in-
spiring our Nation’s future. Post 9168 serves 
in local schools and hosts scholarship com-
petitions to help students fund and continue 
their education. 

To commemorate its 50th Anniversary, the 
VFW is once again reaching out to the com-
munity. They are inviting the whole community 
with the intent to reaching out to more service 
members, their families and Texans as a 
whole. 

Madam Speaker, it is with great honor that 
I rise today to recognize this outstanding orga-
nization. I am proud to represent VFW Post 
9168 and its members in the United States 
House of Representatives. 

IN HONOR OF DR. CHALMERS 
JOHNSON 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, Congress-
woman MARCY KAPTUR and I rise today to 
honor the life and work of Dr. Chalmers John-
son. Best known as an influential Asian stud-
ies scholar and economist, his insights 
changed the landscape of Asian political eco-
nomics. His brilliance touched the lives of the 
many students he taught throughout his ca-
reer, and his work provides understanding and 
vision to many others around the world. 

Dr. Johnson’s fascination with Asia first 
began while he was serving our country in the 
Navy during the Korean War. While in Japan, 
his interest in the politics and economy of the 
region was ignited, and he began to learn Jap-
anese. His career in the field of political econ-
omy started at the University of California at 
Berkeley, where he earned his bachelor’s, 
master’s, and doctorate degrees before joining 
the political science department. He later 
founded the Japan Policy Research Institute, 
which provides research and public education 
in the field of Japanese public policy. 

He went on to have a prodigious writing ca-
reer, which included many ideas that chal-
lenged contemporary scholarly theory in Asian 
political economics. For example, he was one 
of the first to suggest that famine, not ideology 
or personalities, drove the Chinese Revolution, 
and that the recovery of the Japanese econ-
omy after World War II was state-driven, rath-
er than a product of the free market. These 
and other groundbreaking insights heavily in-
fluenced later political economic thought and 
discussion. 

Later in his career, he became a vocal op-
ponent of major aspects of American foreign 
policy, writing several books decrying Amer-
ica’s increasing global military presence as an 
attempt at empire-building. In the process, he 
became a public figure and a voice of opposi-
tion to the expansion of American military 
power and global military hegemony. 

Madam Speaker and colleagues, please join 
Congresswoman MARCY KAPTUR and me in 
honoring the life and work of Dr. Chalmers 
Johnson. The boldness of his scholarship will 
be remembered as revolutionary, and his bibli-
ography will be viewed by many students to 
come as defining in the areas of Asian stud-
ies, political economy, and international rela-
tions. 
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SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 

agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, De-
cember 2, 2010 may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
DECEMBER 3 

9 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To continue hearings to examine the re-
port on the Department of Defense 
Working Group that conducted a com-
prehensive review of the issues associ-
ated with a repeal of section 654 of title 
10, United States Code, ‘‘Policy Con-
cerning Homosexuality in the Armed 
Forces’’. 

SD–G50 
9:30 a.m. 

Joint Economic Committee 
To hold hearings to examine the employ-

ment situation for November 2010. 
SH–216 

DECEMBER 7 

2:15 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 

Business meeting to consider S. 3688, to 
establish an international professional 
exchange program, S. 1633, to require 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, in 
consultation with the Secretary of 
State, to establish a program to issue 
Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation 
Business Travel Cards, S. 3798, to au-
thorize appropriations of United States 
assistance to help eliminate conditions 
in foreign prisons and other detention 
facilities that do not meet minimum 
human standards of health, sanitation, 
and safety, S. Con. Res. 71, recognizing 
the United States national interest in 

helping to prevent and mitigate acts of 
genocide and other mass atrocities 
against civilians, and supporting and 
encouraging efforts to develop a whole 
of government approach to prevent and 
mitigate such acts, S. Res. 680, sup-
porting international tiger conserva-
tion efforts and the upcoming Global 
Tiger Summit in St. Petersburg, Rus-
sia, S.J. Res. 37, calling upon the Presi-
dent to issue a proclamation recog-
nizing the 35th anniversary of the Hel-
sinki Final Act, S. 2982, to combat 
international violence against women 
and girls, Treaty between the Govern-
ment of the United States of America 
and the Government of the Republic of 
Rwanda Concerning the Encourage-
ment and Reciprocal Protection of In-
vestment, signed at Kigali on February 
19, 2008 (Treaty Doc. 110–23), inter-
national Treaty on Plant Genetic Re-
sources for Food and Agriculture, 
adopted by the Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations on 
November 3, 2001, and signed by the 
United States on November 1, 2002 (the 
‘‘Treaty’’) (Treaty Doc. 110–19), and the 
nominations of Thomas R. Nides, of the 
District of Columbia, to be Deputy Sec-
retary for Management and Resources, 
William R. Brownfield, of Texas, to be 
Assistant Secretary for International 
Narcotics and Law Enforcement Af-
fairs, and Suzan D. Johnson Cook, of 
New York, to be Ambassador at Large 
for International Religious Freedom, 
all of the Department of State, Paige 
Eve Alexander, of Georgia, to be an As-
sistant Administrator of the United 
States Agency for International Devel-
opment, and Alan J. Patricof, of New 
York, and Mark Green, of Wisconsin, 
both to be a Member of the Board of 
Directors of the Millennium Challenge 
Corporation, and a routine list in the 
foreign service. 

S–116, Capitol 
2:30 p.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine the state of 

the credit union industry. 
SD–538 

Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs 

To hold hearings to examine cata-
strophic preparedness, focusing on 
FEMA. 

SD–342 

DECEMBER 8 

10 a.m. 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-

fairs 
To hold hearings to examine border secu-

rity, focusing on the challenge of pro-
tecting Federal lands. 

SD–342 

Indian Affairs 
To resume oversight hearings to examine 

how the Indian Health Service will cor-
rect mismanagement in the Aberdeen 
area. 

SD–628 
Judiciary 

Business meeting to consider S. 3675, to 
amend chapter 11 of title 11, United 
States Code, to address reorganization 
of small businesses, S. 2888, to amend 
section 205 of title 18, United States 
Code, to exempt qualifying law school 
students participating in legal clinics 
from the application of the general 
conflict of interest rules under such 
section, S. 1598, to amend the National 
Child Protection Act of 1993 to estab-
lish a permanent background check 
system, and the nominations of Max 
Oliver Cogburn, Jr., to be United 
States District Judge for the Western 
District of North Carolina, Robert Neil 
Chatigny, of Connecticut, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the Second 
Circuit, Marco A. Hernandez, and Mi-
chael H. Simon, both to be United 
States District Judge for the District 
of Oregon, Steve C. Jones, to be United 
States District Judge for the Northern 
District of Georgia, and Patti B. Saris, 
of Massachusetts, to be Chair, and 
Dabney Langhorne Friedrich, of Mary-
land, both to be a Member of the 
United States Sentencing Commission. 

SD–226 
2 p.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Securities, Insurance and Investment Sub-

committee 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-

fairs 
Investigations Subcommittee 

To hold joint hearings to examine the ef-
ficiency, stability, and integrity of the 
United States capital markets. 

SD–538 

DECEMBER 9 

2:30 p.m. 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-

fairs 
Oversight of Government Management, the 

Federal Workforce, and the District of 
Columbia Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine delivering 
results through multilateral institu-
tions, focusing on United States em-
ployment in the United Nations. 

SD–342 
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Wednesday, December 1, 2010 

Daily Digest 
HIGHLIGHTS 

See Résumé of Congressional Activity. 

Senate 
Chamber Action 
Routine Proceedings, pages S8309–S8356 
Measures Introduced: Seven bills were introduced, 
as follows: S. 3993–3999.                                      Page S8348 

Measures Reported: 
H.R. 5758, to designate the facility of the United 

States Postal Service located at 2 Government Center 
in Fall River, Massachusetts, as the ‘‘Sergeant Robert 
Barrett Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 6118, To designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 2 Massachu-
setts Avenue, NE., in Washington, D.C., as the 
‘‘Dorothy I. Height Post Office’’. 

H.R. 6237, to designate the facility of the United 
States Postal Service located at 1351 2nd Street in 
Napa, California, as the ‘‘Tom Kongsgaard Post Of-
fice Building’’. 

H.R. 6387, to designate the facility of the United 
States Postal Service located at 337 West Clark 
Street in Eureka, California, as the ‘‘Sam Sacco Post 
Office Building’’. 

S. 2802, to settle land claims within the Fort Hall 
Reservation, with amendments. 

S. 3784, to designate the facility of the United 
States Postal Service located at 4865 Tallmadge 
Road in Rootstown, Ohio, as the ‘‘Marine Sgt. Jer-
emy E. Murray Post Office’’.                                Page S8348 

Measures Passed: 
Child Safety Pilot Program: Senate passed S. 

3998, to extend the Child Safety Pilot Program. 
                                                                                            Page S8353 

International Protecting Girls by Preventing 
Child Marriage Act: Senate passed S. 987, to pro-
tect girls in developing countries through the pre-
vention of child marriage, after agreeing to the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a substitute, and 
the following amendment proposed thereto: 
                                                                                    Pages S8353–55 

Whitehouse (for Durbin) Amendment No. 4725, 
in the nature of a substitute.                                Page S8355 

Winston E. Arnow Federal Building: Senate 
passed H.R. 4387, to designate the Federal building 
located at 100 North Palafox Street in Pensacola, 
Florida, as the ‘‘Winston E. Arnow Federal Build-
ing’’.                                                                                  Page S8355 

Andrew W. Bogue Federal Building and United 
States Courthouse: Senate passed H.R. 5651, to des-
ignate the Federal building and United States court-
house located at 515 9th Street in Rapid City, South 
Dakota, as the ‘‘Andrew W. Bogue Federal Building 
and United States Courthouse’’.                          Page S8355 

Frank Evans Government Printing Office 
Building: Senate passed H.R. 5706, to designate the 
building occupied by the Government Printing Of-
fice located at 31451 East United Avenue in Pueblo, 
Colorado, as the ‘‘Frank Evans Government Printing 
Office Building’’.                                                        Page S8355 

Robert M. Ball Federal Building: Senate passed 
H.R. 5773, to designate the Federal building located 
at 6401 Security Boulevard in Baltimore, Maryland, 
commonly known as the Social Security Administra-
tion Operations Building, as the ‘‘Robert M. Ball 
Federal Building’’.                                                     Page S8355 

Wreaths Across America Day: Committee on the 
Judiciary was discharged from further consideration 
of S. Res. 686, designating December 11, 2010, as 
‘‘Wreaths Across America Day’’, and the resolution 
was then agreed to.                                           Pages S8355–56 

Morning Business—Agreement: A unanimous- 
consent agreement was reached providing that at ap-
proximately 9:30 a.m., on Thursday, December 2, 
2010, Senate proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness with Senators permitted to speak for up to 10 
minutes each, with the Majority controlling the first 
30 minutes and the Republicans controlling the next 
30 minutes.                                                                   Page S8356 
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Nominations Received: Senate received the fol-
lowing nominations: 

Bernice Bouie Donald, of Tennessee, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the Sixth Circuit. 

Arenda L. Wright Allen, of Virginia, to be 
United States District Judge for the Eastern District 
of Virginia. 

Michael Francis Urbanski, of Virginia, to be 
United States District Judge for the Western Dis-
trict of Virginia. 

Claire C. Cecchi, of New Jersey, to be United 
States District Judge for the District of New Jersey. 

Esther Salas, of New Jersey, to be United States 
District Judge for the District of New Jersey. 

Mark Raymond Hornak, of Pennsylvania, to be 
United States District Judge for the Western Dis-
trict of Pennsylvania. 

Robert David Mariani, of Pennsylvania, to be 
United States District Judge for the Middle District 
of Pennsylvania. 

John Andrew Ross, of Missouri, to be United 
States District Judge for the Eastern District of Mis-
souri. 

Christopher R. Thyer, of Arkansas, to be United 
States Attorney for the Eastern District of Arkansas 
for the term of four years.                                      Page S8356 

Messages from the House:                                 Page S8345 

Measures Referred:                                                 Page S8345 

Measures Placed on the Calendar: 
                                                                      Pages S8309, S8345–46 

Executive Communications:                     Pages S8346–48 

Executive Reports of Committees:               Page S8348 

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S8348–49 

Statements on Introduced Bills/Resolutions: 
                                                                                    Pages S8349–50 

Additional Statements:                                Pages S8344–45 

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S8350–52 

Authorities for Committees to Meet: 
                                                                                    Pages S8352–53 

Adjournment: Senate convened at 9:30 a.m. and 
adjourned at 7:32 p.m., until 9:30 a.m. on Thurs-
day, December 2, 2010. (For Senate’s program, see 
the remarks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s 
Record on page S8356.) 

Committee Meetings 
(Committees not listed did not meet) 

MORTGAGE SERVICING 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 
Committee resumed hearings to examine problems 

in mortgage servicing from modification to fore-
closure, after receiving testimony from Phyllis 
Caldwell, Chief of Homeownership Preservation Of-
fice, and John Walsh, Acting Comptroller of the 
Currency, both of the Department of the Treasury; 
Sheila C. Bair, Chairman, Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation; Daniel K. Tarullo, Member, Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System; Edward J. 
DeMarco, Acting Director, Federal Housing Finance 
Agency; Terence Edwards, Fannie Mae, Haddonfield, 
New Jersey; Donald Bisenius, Freddie Mac, Fairfax, 
Virginia; Tom Deutsch, American Securitization 
Forum, New York, New York; and Kurt Eggert, 
Chapman University School of Law, Orange, Cali-
fornia. 

NASA AUTHORIZATION ACT 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: 
Committee concluded a hearing to examine the 
NASA Authorization Act of 2010, focusing on tran-
sition and implementation, after receiving testimony 
from John P. Holdren, Director, Office of Science 
and Technology Policy, Executive Office of the 
President of the United States; Elizabeth M. Robin-
son, Chief Financial Officer, National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration; and Cristina T. Chaplain, 
Director, Acquisition and Sourcing Management, 
and Susan A. Poling, Managing Associate General 
Counsel, both of the Government Accountability Of-
fice. 

HEALTH INSURANCE 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: 
Committee concluded a hearing to examine mini 
med policies, after receiving testimony from Stephen 
Finan, American Cancer Society Cancer Action Net-
work, and Aaron Smith, Young Invincibles, both of 
Washington, D.C.; Rich Floersch, McDonald’s Cor-
poration, Oak Brook, Illinois; Timothy Stoltzfus 
Jost, Washington and Lee University School of Law, 
Lexington, Virginia; Devon M. Herrick, National 
Center for Policy Analysis, Dallas, Texas; and Eu-
gene Melville, Riverside, California. 

U.S. POLICY REGARDING LATIN AMERICA 
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded 
a hearing to examine Latin America in 2010, focus-
ing on opportunities, challenges, and the future of 
the United States policy in the hemisphere, after re-
ceiving testimony from Mark L. Schneider, Inter-
national Crisis Group, Cynthia J. Arnson, Woodrow 
Wilson International Center for Scholars Latin 
American Program, Joy Olson, Washington Office 
on Latin America, and Jaime Daremblum, Hudson 
Institute Center for Latin American Studies, all of 
Washington, D.C. 
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BUSINESS MEETING 
Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs: On November 16, 2010, committee announced 
the following subcommittee assignments: 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations: Senators 
Levin (Chair), Carper, Pryor, McCaskill, Tester, 
Coons, Coburn, Collins, McCain, and Ensign. 

Subcommittee on Oversight of Government Management, 
the Federal Workforce, and the District of Columbia: Sen-
ators Akaka (Chair), Levin, Landrieu, Coons, 
Voinovich, Brown (MA), and Graham. 

Subcommittee on Federal Financial Management, Gov-
ernment Information, Federal Services, and International 
Security: Senators Carper (Chair), Levin, Akaka, 
Pryor, McCaskill, McCain, Coburn, Voinovich, and 
Ensign. 

Ad Hoc Subcommittee on State, Local, and Private Sec-
tor Preparedness and Integration: Senators Pryor (Chair), 
Akaka, Landrieu, Tester, Ensign, Voinovich, and 
Graham. 

Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Disaster Recovery: Senators 
Landrieu (Chair), McCaskill, Graham, and Brown 
(MA). 

Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Contracting Oversight: Sen-
ators McCaskill (Chair), Levin, Carper, Pryor, Tester, 
Coons, Brown (MA), Collins, Coburn, McCain, and 
Graham. 

BUSINESS MEETING 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: 
Committee ordered favorably reported the following 
business items: 

S. 3817, to amend the Child Abuse Prevention 
and Treatment Act, the Family Violence Prevention 
and Services Act, the Child Abuse Prevention and 
Treatment and Adoption Reform Act of 1978, and 
the Abandoned Infants Assistance Act of 1988 to re-
authorize the Acts, with an amendment; 

S. 3199, to amend the Public Health Service Act 
regarding early detection, diagnosis, and treatment 
of hearing loss, with an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute; 

S. 3036, to establish the Office of the National 
Alzheimer’s Project, with an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute; 

S. 1275, to establish a National Foundation on 
Physical Fitness and Sports to carry out activities to 
support and supplement the mission of the Presi-
dent’s Council on Physical Fitness and Sports, with 
an amendment; 

H.R. 2941, to reauthorize and enhance Johanna’s 
Law to increase public awareness and knowledge 
with respect to gynecologic cancers; 

S. 3984, to amend and extend the Museum and 
Library Services Act; an original bill entitled, ‘‘The 

Museum and Library Services Act of 2010’’, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute; 

The nominations of Anthony Bryk, of California, 
Robert Anacletus Underwood, of Guam, and Kris D. 
Gutierrez, of Colorado, all to be a Member of the 
Board of Directors of the National Board for Edu-
cation Sciences, Sean P. Buckley, of New York, to 
be Commissioner of Education Statistics, Depart-
ment of Education, Susan H. Hildreth, of Wash-
ington, to be Director of the Institute of Museum 
and Library Services, and Allison Blakely, of Massa-
chusetts, to be a Member of the National Council on 
the Humanities. 

Also, committee announced the following sub-
committee assignments: 

Subcommittee on Children and Families: Senators 
Dodd (Chair), Bingaman, Murray, Reed, Sanders, 
Casey, Hagan, Merkley, Bennet, Harkin (ex officio), 
Alexander, Gregg, McCain, Hatch, Murkowski, 
Coburn, Roberts, and Enzi (ex officio). 

Subcommittee on Employment and Workplace Safety: 
Senators Murray (Chair), Dodd, Mikulski, Hagan, 
Merkley, Franken, Bennet, Manchin, Harkin (ex offi-
cio), Isakson, Gregg, Burr, McCain, Hatch, Mur-
kowski, and Enzi (ex officio). 

Subcommittee on Retirement and Aging: Senators Mi-
kulski (Chair), Bingaman, Reed, Sanders, Casey, 
Franken, Manchin, Harkin (ex officio), Burr, Gregg, 
Alexander, Isakson, Coburn, and Enzi (ex officio). 

PENSION BENEFIT GUARANTY 
CORPORATION 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: 
Committee concluded a hearing to examine the Pen-
sion Benefit Guaranty Corporation, focusing on man-
agement and oversight, after receiving testimony 
from Joshua Gotbaum, Director, and Rebecca Anne 
Batts, Inspector General, both of the Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation; Barbara D. Bovbjerg, Man-
aging Director, Education, Workforce, and Income 
Security, Government Accountability Office; and 
Ken Porter, American Benefits Council, Wash-
ington, D.C. 

BUSINESS MEETING 
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the following business items: 

S. 3728, to amend title 17, United States Code, 
to extend protection to fashion design, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute; and 

The nominations of Susan L. Carney, of Con-
necticut, to be United States Circuit Judge for the 
Second Circuit, Amy Totenberg, to be United States 
District Judge for the Northern District of Georgia, 
James Emanuel Boasberg, and Amy Berman Jackson, 
both to be United States District Judge for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, James E. Shadid, and Sue E. 
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Myerscough, both to be United States District Judge 
for the Central District of Illinois, James E. Graves, 
Jr., of Mississippi, to be United States Circuit Judge 
for the Fifth Circuit, Paul Kinloch Holmes, III, to 
be United States District Judge for the Western Dis-
trict of Arkansas, Anthony J. Battaglia, to be United 
States District Judge for the Southern District of 
California, Edward J. Davila, to be United States 

District Judge for the Northern District of Cali-
fornia, Diana Saldana, to be United States District 
Judge for the Southern District of Texas, and 
Michele Marie Leonhart, of California, to be Admin-
istrator of Drug Enforcement, and Stacia A. Hylton, 
of Virginia, to be Director of the United States Mar-
shals Service, both of the Department of Justice. 

h 

House of Representatives 
Chamber Action 
Public Bills and Resolutions Introduced: 10 pub-
lic bills, H.R. 6463–6472; and 6 resolutions, H. 
Con. Res. 333; and H. Res. 1743–1744, 1746–1748 
were introduced.                                                 Pages H7854–55 

Additional Cosponsors:                                       Page H7855 

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows: 
H.R. 3245, to amend the Controlled Substances 

Act and the Controlled Substances Import and Ex-
port Act regarding penalties for cocaine offenses, and 
for other purposes (H. Rept. 111–670, Pt. 1); and 

H. Res. 1745, providing for consideration of the 
Senate amendment to the bill (H.R. 4853) to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend the 
funding and expenditure authority of the Airport 
and Airway Trust Fund, to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to extend authorizations for the airport 
improvement program, and for other purposes, and 
providing for consideration of motions to suspend 
the rules (H. Rept. 111–671).                            Page H7854 

Speaker: Read a letter from the Speaker wherein she 
appointed Representative Cuellar to act as Speaker 
pro tempore for today.                                             Page H7759 

Chaplain: The prayer was offered by the guest chap-
lain, Reverend Tom Dore, Pastor Emeritus, St. Giles 
Parish, Oak Park, IL.                                               Page H7759 

Suspensions—Proceedings Resumed: The House 
agreed to suspend the rules and agree to the fol-
lowing measures which were debated on Tuesday, 
November 30th: 

Supporting the goal of ensuring that all Holo-
caust survivors in the United States are able to 
live with dignity, comfort, and security in their re-
maining years: H. Con. Res. 323, to support the 
goal of ensuring that all Holocaust survivors in the 
United States are able to live with dignity, comfort, 
and security in their remaining years, by a 2⁄3 yea- 
and-nay vote of 406 yeas with none voting ‘‘nay’’, 
Roll No. 590;                                                              Page H7775 

Condemning North Korea in the strongest terms 
for its unprovoked military attack against South 
Korea on November 23, 2010: H. Res. 1735, to 

condemn North Korea in the strongest terms for its 
unprovoked military attack against South Korea on 
November 23, 2010, by a 2⁄3 recorded vote of 403 
ayes to 2 noes, Roll No. 591;                      Pages H7775–76 

Honoring and saluting golf legend Juan Antonio 
‘‘Chi Chi’’ Rodriguez: H. Res. 1430, amended, to 
honor and salute golf legend Juan Antonio ‘‘Chi 
Chi’’ Rodriguez for his commitment to Latino youth 
programs of the Congressional Hispanic Caucus In-
stitute, by a 2⁄3 recorded vote of 405 ayes to 2 noes, 
Roll No. 592;                                                      Pages H7776–77 

Honoring Fort Drum’s soldiers of the 10th 
Mountain Division: H. Res. 1217, amended, to 
honor Fort Drum’s soldiers of the 10th Mountain 
Division for their past and continuing contributions 
to the security of the United States, by a 2⁄3 recorded 
vote of 415 ayes with none voting ‘‘no’’, Roll No. 
594; and                                                                  Pages H7815–16 

Commending the City of Jacksonville, Arkansas, 
for its outstanding support in creating a unique 
and lasting partnership with Little Rock Air Force 
Base: H. Res. 1724, amended, to commend the City 
of Jacksonville, Arkansas, for its outstanding support 
in creating a unique and lasting partnership with 
Little Rock Air Force Base, members of the Armed 
Forces stationed there and their families, and the Air 
Force, by a 2⁄3 yea-and-nay vote of 411 yeas with 
none voting ‘‘nay’’, Roll No. 595.            Pages H7816–17 

Agreed to amend the title so as to read: ‘‘Com-
mending the City of Jacksonville, Arkansas, for its 
outstanding support in creating a unique and lasting 
partnership with Little Rock Air Force Base, mem-
bers of the Armed Forces stationed there, and their 
families’’.                                                                        Page H7817 

Making further continuing appropriations for 
fiscal year 2011: The House passed H.J. Res. 101, 
to make further continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, by a yea-and-nay vote of 239 yeas to 178 
nays, Roll No. 593.                       Pages H7777–78, H7813–14 

H. Res. 1741, the rule providing for consideration 
of the resolution, was agreed to by a yea-and-nay 
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vote of 236 yeas to 172 nays, Roll No. 589, after 
the previous question was ordered without objection. 
                                                                Pages H7763–67, H7774–75 

Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010: The 
House began consideration of S. 3307, to reauthorize 
child nutrition programs. Further proceedings on the 
bill were postponed.               Pages H7778–H7813, H7814–15 

Representative Kline (MN) moved to recommit 
the bill to the Committee on Education and Labor 
with instructions to report the same back to the 
House forthwith with amendments. Further pro-
ceedings on the motion were postponed. 
                                                                                    Pages H7814–15 

H. Res. 1742, the rule providing for consideration 
of the bill, was agreed to by a yea-and-nay vote of 
230 yeas to 174 nays, Roll No. 588, after the pre-
vious question was ordered by a yea-and-nay vote of 
232 yeas to 180 nays, Roll No. 587.      Pages H7767–74 

Moment of Silence: The House observed a moment 
of silence in honor of the men and women in uni-
form who have given their lives in the service of our 
nation in Iraq and Afghanistan, their families, and 
all who serve in the armed forces and their families. 
                                                                                            Page H7816 

Suspensions: The House agreed to suspend the rules 
and pass the following measures: 

Requiring the accreditation of English language 
training programs: S. 1338, to require the accredi-
tation of English language training programs; 
                                                                                    Pages H7817–18 

Help HAITI Act of 2010: Concurred in the Sen-
ate amendment to H.R. 5283, to provide for adjust-
ment of status for certain Haitian orphans paroled 
into the United States after the earthquake of Janu-
ary 12, 2010;                                                        Pages H7819–21 

Asian Carp Prevention and Control Act: S. 
1421, to amend section 42 of title 18, United States 
Code, to prohibit the importation and shipment of 
certain species of carp;                                     Pages H7821–22 

Authorizing the use of the rotunda of the Cap-
itol for an event marking the 50th anniversary of 
the inaugural address of President John F. Ken-
nedy: S. Con. Res. 75, to authorize the use of the 
rotunda of the Capitol for an event marking the 
50th anniversary of the inaugural address of Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy;                                            Page H7823 

Amending the Water Resources Development Act 
of 2000: H.R. 6184, amended, to amend the Water 
Resources Development Act of 2000 to extend and 
modify the program allowing the Secretary of the 
Army to accept and expend funds contributed by 
non-Federal public entities to expedite the evaluation 
of permits;                                                             Pages H7823–26 

Federal Buildings Personnel Training Act of 
2010: S. 3250, to provide for the training of Federal 
building personnel; and                                  Pages H7826–29 

Congratulating the National Air Transpor-
tation Association for celebrating its 70th anniver-

sary: H. Res. 1669, amended, to congratulate the 
National Air Transportation Association for cele-
brating its 70th anniversary.                        Pages H7829–30 

Senate Message: Message received from the Senate 
today appears on page H7759. 
Senate Referrals: S. 3987 was referred to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services and S. 3386 was referred 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 
                                                                                            Page H7852 

Quorum Calls Votes: Six yea-and-nay votes and 
three recorded votes developed during the pro-
ceedings of today and appear on pages H7773, 
H7773–74, H7774, H7775, H7775–76, H7776–77, 
H7813–14, H7815–16, H7816–17. There were no 
quorum calls. 
Adjournment: The House met at 10 a.m. and ad-
journed at 8:39 p.m. 

Committee Meetings 
STRATEGIC FORCES PHASED ADAPTIVE 
APPROACH 
Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on Stra-
tegic Forces held a hearing on the status of the 
phased adaptive approach. Testimony was heard from 
the following officials of the Department of Defense: 
James N. Miller, Principal Deputy Under Secretary, 
Policy; LTG Patrick J. O’Reilly, USA, Director, 
Missile Defense Agency; and RADM Archer M. 
Macy, Jr., USN, Director, Joint Integrated Air and 
Missile Defense Organization, Joint Chiefs of Staff; 
and Frank Rose, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Space 
and Defense Policy, Department of State. 

IRAN SANCTIONS 
Committee on Foreign Affairs: Held a hearing on Im-
plementing Tougher Sanctions on Iran: A Progress 
Report. Testimony was heard from William J. 
Burns, Under Secretary, Political Affairs, Depart-
ment of State; and Stuart A. Levey, Under Secretary, 
Terrorism and Financial Intelligence, Department of 
the Treasury. 

ANTITRUST LAWS HEALTH CARE IMPACTS 
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Courts 
and Competition Policy held a hearing on Antitrust 
Laws and Their Effects on Healthcare Providers, In-
surers and Patients. Testimony was heard from Rich-
ard Feinstein, Director, Bureau of Competition, FTC; 
Sharis Pozen, Chief of Staff and Counsel to the As-
sistant Attorney General, Antitrust Division, Depart-
ment of Justice; and public witnesses. 

MIDDLE CLASS TAX RELIEF ACT OF 2010 
Committee on Rules: Granted, by a vote of 7–2, a rule 
providing for consideration of the Senate amendment 
to H.R. 4853. The rule makes in order a motion of-
fered by the chair of the Committee on Ways and 
Means that the House concur in the Senate amend-
ment to H.R. 4853 with the amendment printed in 
the Rules Committee report. The rule provides one 
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hour of debate on the motion equally divided and 
controlled by the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and Means. The rule 
waives all points of order against consideration of the 
motion except those arising under clause 10 of rule 
XXI. The rule provides that the Senate amendment 
and the motion shall be considered as read. Finally, 
the rule authorizes the Speaker to entertain motions 
that the House suspend the rules at any time 
through the legislative day of December 3, 2010. 
The Speaker or her designee shall consult with the 
Minority Leader or his designee on the designation 
of any matter for consideration pursuant to this rule. 
Testimony was heard by Chairman Levin and Rep-
resentative Brady (TX). 

BRIEFING—WIKILEAKS 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence: Met in execu-
tive session to receive a briefing on WikiLeaks Un-
authorized Disclosures of Classified Information. The 
Committee was briefed by departmental witnesses. 

SECURITY CLEARANCE REFORM 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence: Sub-
committee on Intelligence Community Management 
held a hearing on Update on Security Clearance Re-
form. Testimony was heard from Brenda Farrell, Di-
rector, Defense Capabilities and Management, GAO; 
Danny Werfel, Comptroller, Office of Federal Finan-
cial Management, OMB; John Fitzpatrick, Director, 
Special Security Center, Office of the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence; Elizabeth A. McGrath, Deputy 
Chief Management Officer, Department of Defense; 
and Kathy Dillaman, Associate Director, Federal In-
vestigative Services, OPM. 

ENERGY SECURITY, JOBS AND CLIMATE 
CHALLENGES 
Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global 
Warming: Held a hearing entitled ‘‘Not Going 
Away: America’s Energy Security, Jobs and Climate 
Challenges.’’ Testimony was heard from GEN Wes-
ley K. Clark, USA (ret.), former NATO Supreme Al-
lied Commander Europe; VADM Dennis McGinn, 
USN, (ret.); and public witnesses. 

Joint Meetings 
No joint committee meetings were held. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY, 
DECEMBER 2, 2010 

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated) 

Senate 
Committee on Armed Services: To hold hearings to exam-

ine the report on the Department of Defense Working 
Group that conducted a comprehensive review of the 
issues associated with a repeal of section 654 of title 10, 
United States Code, ‘‘Policy Concerning Homosexuality 
in the Armed Forces’’, 9 a.m., SD–G50. 

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-
committee on Consumer Protection, Product Safety, and 
Insurance, to hold an oversight hearing to examine the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission, focusing on prod-
uct safety in the holiday season, 10 a.m., SR–253. 

Subcommittee on Aviation Operations, Safety, and Se-
curity, to hold hearings to examine international aviation 
screening standards, 2:15 p.m., SR–253. 

Committee on Finance: To hold hearings to examine tax 
reform, focusing on historical trends in income and rev-
enue, 10 a.m., SD–215. 

Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs: 
Subcommittee on Federal Financial Management, Govern-
ment Information, Federal Services, and International Se-
curity, to hold hearings to examine finding solutions to 
the challenges facing the United States Postal Service, 10 
a.m., SD–342. 

Select Committee on Intelligence: To hold closed hearings 
to examine certain intelligence matters, 3 p.m., SH–219. 

House 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, Subcommittee on 

Commerce, Trade, and Consumer Protection hearing on 
‘‘Do-Not-Track’ Legislation: Is Now the Right Time?’’ 
10:30 a.m., 2123 Rayburn. 

Committee on Foreign Affairs, Subcommittee on Africa 
and Global Health, hearing on Zimbabwe: From Crisis to 
Renewal, 10 a.m., 2172 Rayburn. 

Committee on the Judiciary, hearing on Foreclosed Justice: 
Causes and Effects of the Foreclosure Crisis, 10 a.m., 
2141 Rayburn. 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, to mark 
up the following: GSA’s Capital Investment and Leasing 
Program resolutions; USA. Army Corps of Engineers Sur-
vey resolutions; and other pending matters, 11 a.m., 
2167 Rayburn. 

Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, executive, brief-
ing on Update on North Korea, 9:30 a.m., 304–HVC. 
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* These figures include all measures reported, even if there was no accom-
panying report. A total of 242 written reports have been filed in the Senate, 
281 reports have been filed in the House. 

Résumé of Congressional Activity 
SECOND SESSION OF THE ONE HUNDRED ELEVENTH CONGRESS 

The first table gives a comprehensive résumé of all legislative business transacted by the Senate and House. 
The second table accounts for all nominations submitted to the Senate by the President for Senate confirmation. 

EXECUTIVE DATA ON LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITY 

January 5 through November 30, 2010 

Senate House Total 
Days in session .................................... 139 114 . . 
Time in session ................................... 913 hrs., 2′ 780 hrs., 15′ . . 
Congressional Record: 

Pages of proceedings ................... 8,308 7,758 . . 
Extensions of Remarks ................ . . 2,016 . . 

Public bills enacted into law ............... 43 117 160 
Private bills enacted into law .............. . . . . . . 
Bills in conference ............................... 1 1 . . 
Measures passed, total ......................... 469 801 1,270 

Senate bills .................................. 78 43 . . 
House bills .................................. 114 313 . . 
Senate joint resolutions ............... 4 4 . . 
House joint resolutions ............... 3 4 . . 
Senate concurrent resolutions ...... 11 3 . . 
House concurrent resolutions ...... 29 46 . . 
Simple resolutions ....................... 230 388 . . 

Measures reported, total ...................... *329 *271 600 
Senate bills .................................. 231 1 . . 
House bills .................................. 84 186 . . 
Senate joint resolutions ............... 1 . . . . 
House joint resolutions ............... . . . . . . 
Senate concurrent resolutions ...... 1 . . . . 
House concurrent resolutions ...... . . 3 . . 
Simple resolutions ....................... 12 81 . . 

Special reports ..................................... 5 8 . . 
Conference reports ............................... . . 2 . . 
Measures pending on calendar ............. 423 102 . . 
Measures introduced, total .................. 1,419 2,939 4,358 

Bills ............................................. 1,072 2,050 . . 
Joint resolutions .......................... 15 36 . . 
Concurrent resolutions ................ 28 107 . . 
Simple resolutions ....................... 304 746 . . 

Quorum calls ....................................... 5 4 . . 
Yea-and-nay votes ............................... 257 395 . . 
Recorded votes .................................... . . 187 . . 
Bills vetoed ......................................... . . 2 . . 
Vetoes overridden ................................ . . . . . . 

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE 
NOMINATIONS (111–2) 

January 5 through November 30, 2010 

Civilian nominations, totaling 609 (including 209 nominations carried 
over from the First Session), disposed of as follows: 

Confirmed ...................................................................................... 387 
Unconfirmed .................................................................................. 191 
Withdrawn .................................................................................... 15 
Returned to the White House ....................................................... 16 

Other Civilian nominations, totaling 2,352 (including 112 nomina-
tions carried over from the First Session), disposed of as follows: 

Confirmed ...................................................................................... 1,038 
Unconfirmed .................................................................................. 1,314 

Air Force nominations, totaling 6,767 (including 759 nominations 
carried over from the First Session), disposed of as follows: 

Confirmed ...................................................................................... 5,338 
Unconfirmed .................................................................................. 1,429 

Army nominations, totaling 7,520 (including 76 nominations carried 
over from the First Session), disposed of as follows: 

Confirmed ...................................................................................... 6,245 
Unconfirmed .................................................................................. 1,270 
Withdrawn .................................................................................... 5 

Navy nominations, totaling 4,453 (including 8 nominations carried 
over from the First Session), disposed of as follows: 

Confirmed ...................................................................................... 4,390 
Unconfirmed .................................................................................. 63 

Marine Corps nominations, totaling 1,201 (including 714 nominations 
carried over from the First Session), disposed of as follows: 

Confirmed ...................................................................................... 1,192 
Unconfirmed .................................................................................. 9 

Summary 

Total nominations carried over from the First Session ........................... 1,878 
Total nominations received this session ................................................. 21,024 
Total confirmed ..................................................................................... 18,590 
Total unconfirmed ................................................................................. 4,276 
Total withdrawn .................................................................................... 20 
Total returned to the White House ...................................................... 16 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 05:22 Dec 02, 2010 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 0667 Sfmt 0667 E:\CR\FM\D01DE0.REC D01DEPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

G
8S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 D

IG
E

S
T



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — DAILY DIGEST

Congressional Record The Congressional Record (USPS 087–390). The Periodicals postage
is paid at Washington, D.C. The public proceedings of each House
of Congress, as reported by the Official Reporters thereof, are

printed pursuant to directions of the Joint Committee on Printing as authorized by appropriate provisions of Title 44, United
States Code, and published for each day that one or both Houses are in session, excepting very infrequent instances when

two or more unusually small consecutive issues are printed one time. ¶Public access to the Congressional Record is available online through
the U.S. Government Printing Office at www.fdsys.gov, free of charge to the user. The information is updated online each day the
Congressional Record is published. For more information, contact the GPO Customer Contact Center, U.S. Government Printing Office.
Phone 202–512–1800, or 866–512–1800 (toll-free). E-Mail, contactcenter@gpo.gov. ¶The Congressional Record paper and 24x microfiche edition will
be furnished by mail to subscribers, free of postage, at the following prices: paper edition, $252.00 for six months, $503.00 per year, or
purchased as follows: less than 200 pages, $10.50; between 200 and 400 pages, $21.00; greater than 400 pages, $31.50, payable in advance;
microfiche edition, $146.00 per year, or purchased for $3.00 per issue payable in advance. The semimonthly Congressional Record Index may be
purchased for the same per issue prices. To place an order for any of these products, visit the U.S. Government Online Bookstore at:
bookstore.gpo.gov. Mail orders to: Superintendent of Documents, P.O. Box 979050, St. Louis, MO 63197–9000, or phone orders to 866–512–1800
(toll-free), 202–512–1800 (D.C. area), or fax to 202–512–2104. Remit check or money order, made payable to the Superintendent of Documents, or
use VISA, MasterCard, Discover, American Express, or GPO Deposit Account. ¶Following each session of Congress, the daily Congressional
Record is revised, printed, permanently bound and sold by the Superintendent of Documents in individual parts or by sets. ¶With the
exception of copyrighted articles, there are no restrictions on the republication of material from the Congressional Record.
POSTMASTER: Send address changes to the Superintendent of Documents, Congressional Record, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C. 20402, along with the entire mailing label from the last issue received.

UNUM
E PLURIBUS

D1140 December 1, 2010 

Next Meeting of the SENATE 

9:30 a.m., Thursday, December 2 

Senate Chamber 

Program for Thursday: Senate will be in a period of 
morning business. 

(Senate will recess from 12:30 p.m. until 3:30 p.m. for the 
Democratic caucus meeting.) 

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

10 a.m., Thursday, December 2 

House Chamber 

Program for Thursday: Consideration of the Senate 
amendment to H.R. 4853—Middle Class Tax Relief Act 
of 2010 (Subject to a Rule). 

Extensions of Remarks, as inserted in this issue 
HOUSE 

Ackerman, Gary L., N.Y., E2024 
Akin, W. Todd, Mo., E2025 
Altmire, Jason, Pa., E2017 
Austria, Steve, Ohio, E2021 
Boozman, John, Ark., E2026 
Burgess, Michael C., Tex., E2027, E2028, E2028, E2029, 

E2029 
Coffman, Mike, Colo., E2029 
Cummings, Elijah E., Md., E2017 
Diaz-Balart, Lincoln, Fla., E2026 
Dingell, John D., Mich., E2026, E2027 
Eshoo, Anna G., Calif., E2017, E2018 
Farr, Sam, Calif., E2019 

Gerlach, Jim, Pa., E2018 
Gordon, Bart, Tenn., E2024 
Graves, Sam, Mo., E2019 
Guthrie, Brett, Ky., E2020 
Hastings, Alcee L., Fla., E2020 
Johnson, Timothy V., Ill., E2018 
Kucinich, Dennis J., Ohio, E2022, E2023, E2024, E2030 
Latham, Tom, Iowa, E2019, E2020, E2022 
Luetkemeyer, Blaine, Mo., E2023 
McCollum, Betty, Minn., E2021, E2022 
McCotter, Thaddeus G., Mich., E2021 
Manzullo, Donald A., Ill., E2021 
Myrick, Sue Wilkins, N.C., E2024 
Oberstar, James L., Minn., E2018 
Paul, Ron, Tex., E2022 

Posey, Bill, Fla., E2019 
Putnam, Adam H., Fla., E2028 
Reyes, Silvestre, Tex., E2025 
Richardson, Laura, Calif., E2028 
Schakowsky, Janice D., Ill., E2020, E2021 
Smith, Adam, Wash., E2025, E2027 
Smith, Lamar, Tex., E2022 
Stark, Fortney Pete, Calif., E2023 
Stupak, Bart, Mich., E2025 
Tonko, Paul, N.Y., E2026 
Towns, Edolphus, N.Y., E2029 
Van Hollen, Chris, Md., E2028 
Watson, Diane E., Calif., E2018 
Woolsey, Lynn C., Calif., E2028 
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