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House of Representatives 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Reverend Phil Fulton, Pastor, 

Union Hill Church, Peebles, Ohio, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, Creator of Heaven and 
Earth, and all that is therein, we thank 
You for this great congressional body. 
I pray You would bless them with wis-
dom, knowledge, and that the spirit of 
bipartisanship would prevail in all 
their decisions for the inherent good of 
this great Nation. 

I pray they would remember well the 
words of President Cleveland: ‘‘That 
those who manage the affairs of gov-
ernment are by this means reminded 
that the law of God demands that they 
should be courageously true to the in-
terests of the people, and that the 
Ruler of the Universe will require of 
them a strict account of their steward-
ship.’’ 

In the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
I pray. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings 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. Will the gentle-
woman from Pennsylvania (Ms. 
SCHWARTZ) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania 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 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 

that the Senate has passed with an 
amendment in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested, a bill of the 
House of the following title: 

H.R. 1036. An act to amend title 17, United 
States Code, to make technical corrections 
relating to Copyright Royalty Judges, 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. 418. An act to protect members of the 
Armed Forces from unscrupulous practices 
regarding sales of insurance, financial, and 
investment products. 

S. 3693. An act to make technical correc-
tions to the Violence Against Women and 
Department of Justice Reauthorization Act 
of 2005. 

f 

WELCOMING REVEREND PHIL 
FULTON 

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

Mrs. SCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize my friend, Reverend 
Phil Fulton, who is serving as guest 
chaplain for the House of Representa-
tives today. 

Reverend Fulton is from Adams 
County which is located in the district 
I represent. Reverend Fulton was born 
and raised in southern Ohio, and now 
serves our community daily. 

For the last 30 years, he has worked 
as pastor of Union Hill Church, an 
independent community church which 
is located in Peebles, Ohio. He plays a 
very active role in our local area, help-
ing those around him. 

As vice president of Love, Incor-
porated, he has reached out to many 
folks by meeting their intimate needs 
in a very personal way. He is chair-
person of the Ten Commandments 
Committee which is working on issues 
related to the display of the Ten Com-
mandments in public places. 

Reverend Fulton is not only an ac-
tive member of our community, but he 
is also a devoted member of his family. 
He has been married to his lovely wife, 
Sharon, for 40 years, and they have two 
children and five very energetic grand-
children. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask all of my col-
leagues to join me in welcoming Rev-
erend Phil Fulton to the House of Rep-
resentatives as our guest chaplain. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain up to 10 one-minute requests per 
side. 

f 

PROTECTING EMBRYOS RIGHT 
THING TO DO 

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, constituents 
throughout my district have been con-
tacting my office in opposition to using 
embryonic stem cells for research pur-
poses. They join me today in applaud-
ing the President’s veto of the Stem 
Cell Research Enhancement Act. 

As stewards of hardworking Ameri-
cans’ tax dollars, we cannot ask our 
constituents to fund the killing of 
human embryos. It is imperative that 
we do all we can to protect the most 
vulnerable members of our society, the 
unborn. 

Embyronic stem cells have been 
available for research for nearly 5 
years, and during that time research 
on those stem cells has produced noth-
ing and cured no one. In the meantime, 
ethical biomedical treatment not de-
rived from embryos, like that at the 
Wake Forest Institute for Regenerative 
Medicine in my district, has helped 
cure over 70 diseases. In this time of in-
credible medical advances, unethical 
research is unnecessary and desecrates 
the sanctity of human life. 
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PREPARE FOR PEACE 

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

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, how is 
it that even with the constant moral 
and financial support of our Nation, 
our friend and ally, Israel, is still not 
safe and secure. If we insist upon the 
security and survival of Israel, and we 
must, then we must also insist upon 
the security and survival of the Pal-
estinians and the Lebanese. 

We say we will never negotiate with 
those who have sworn to destroy us or 
our allies, but history shows us that 
every conflict was resolved by doing 
exactly that. We prepare for war so 
grandly; let us prepare for peace grand-
ly by looking fearlessly and deep into 
the hearts of those who wish us harm, 
and find that spark of recognition that 
connects us to a common humanity 
and from that draw a flicker of hope to 
enkindle the warm glow of peace. 

After 9/11, we asked, Why do they 
hate us? Isn’t it time for us to ask, 
Why do we hate them? 

Do we think about what hate does to 
our own hearts? Isn’t it time to put on 
the invincible armor of human compas-
sion to explore human relations as the 
science of the human heart, in which 
we always have the capacity through 
courage, communication, patience and 
understanding to turn hate into love, 
and to beat our swords into plowshares. 

f 

LONE STAR VOICE: CHARLES 
HAMILTON 

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

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, Americans 
pay millions a year of their money in 
health care costs for illegals. Now it is 
time for those renegade businesses that 
hire illegals and the Mexican Govern-
ment to pay. 

Charles Hamilton of Spring, Texas, 
writes me: ‘‘Texas taxpayers should 
not be made to pay the brunt for the 
high concentration of illegals here that 
the Feds won’t stop from coming into 
our country. It might be an incentive 
for employers not to hire illegals if a 
tax was levied on each illegal hired. 
Employee rosters showing names and 
Social Security numbers should be 
checked for each company each year. 
Companies with illegals would pay a 
tax to cover the illegals’ hospital 
costs.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, Dallas County, Texas 
wants to bill or even sue Mexico for the 
hospital costs of illegals. But get this: 
The Mexican consulate arrogantly 
says, ‘‘You can’t do that, it is illegal.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, the coconspirators of 
businesses that exploit illegals and the 
Mexican Government that encourages 
illegal entry need to pay for this health 
care. It is morally wrong to expect 
American citizens and legal immi-
grants to pay. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

SUPPORT EMBRYONIC STEM CELL 
RESEARCH 

(Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise disappointed and an-
gered by the President’s veto of the 
Stem Cell Research Enhancement Act, 
and I rise in solidarity with my 237 col-
leagues and the 63 Senators who voted 
to overturn the Bush administration’s 
policies that have stifled the promise 
of stem cell research and sound and 
ethical science. 

Since 2001, stem cell research in the 
United States has been thwarted by the 
Bush administration’s misguided poli-
cies. And yesterday, President Bush 
once again let politics, not science, not 
the health and well-being of American 
families, and not the will of the major-
ity of Americans, dictate his decision 
making. 

It is a sad day when the President of 
the United States acts to impede life-
saving medical research. And with this 
veto, President Bush failed to give 
American families the promise of this 
research. American families want 
cures, not politics. And they want 
hope, not lost opportunities. 

I, along with millions of Americans, 
am outraged, but we are not deterred. 
We will keep fighting and we will suc-
ceed in fighting the President’s restric-
tions on stem cell research. 

Those of us who voted to override the presi-
dential veto, voted: 

to maintain the United State’s stance as the 
world leader in medical research and scientific 
advancement; 

to advance scientific discovery in an ethi-
cally and responsible manner; 

to enhance the ability of medical profes-
sionals to care for their patients; 

to fulfill our obligation to use our human re-
sources and capital for the greater good; and 

most importantly, to benefit the millions bat-
tling disease and injury. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO SECRETARY NORMAN 
MINETA 

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

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, for more than 5 years, we 
have been honored to have Norman Mi-
neta serve as Secretary of Transpor-
tation, selected by President Bush, to 
be the longest-serving Secretary in 
American history. 

Secretary Mineta served as an intel-
ligence officer in the U.S. Army in both 
Japan and Korea. He was the 59th 
mayor of San Jose, California, and 
served as a Member of Congress for 20 
years. He was the first Asian American 
elected mayor of a major city, and the 
first to hold a Cabinet position when he 
served as Secretary of Commerce from 
2000 to 2001. 

As the Secretary of Transportation, 
Norman Mineta oversaw an agency 
with almost 60,000 employees and a $62 
billion budget. Created in 1967, the de-
partment brought under one umbrella 
air, maritime, and surface transpor-
tation missions. Today, I honor his 
service to the American people and 
wish him and his wife, Deni, the best in 
their future endeavors. 

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

f 

PRESIDENTIAL VETO WRONG 

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

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, when I 
voted to override President Bush’s veto 
of stem cell research, I was thinking of 
ex-Governor Booth Gardner of Wash-
ington State. I saw Governor Gardner 
in the Sea-Tac Airport Monday as I 
was flying back here. He was flying to 
San Francisco for advanced treatment 
for Parkinson’s, a disease he has been 
battling for some time with great cour-
age and grace. 

And yet this promising research, we 
have a President who decided he is not 
going to let Americans have because 
he, from his exalted realm on Pennsyl-
vania Avenue, has taken it upon him-
self to dictate to Americans what our 
morals should be. 

Let me suggest that the President 
who started the war in Iraq based on 
false information, the President that 
mishandled Hurricane Katrina relief, 
the President who has created the larg-
est deficit in the history of the solar 
system, is not entitled by any law, reli-
gion, morality, ethics or common sense 
to dictate to the American people one 
sense of morality, much less any oth-
ers. 

It was wrong for him to deny Booth 
Gardner treatment, it is wrong for him 
to take it away from millions of Amer-
icans. 

f 

SUPPORT HOMEOWNERS TAX 
RELIEF ACT 

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

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to urge passage of the Home-
owners Tax Relief Act. I have intro-
duced this act to help bring much-need-
ed property tax relief to middle-class 
families. 

Taxes are one of the most critical 
issues our constituents face. When I 
talk with residents of the Hudson Val-
ley in my New York district, they re-
peatedly tell me they are at wit’s end 
because their property tax rates are in-
creasing faster than their incomes. 

We have passed significant tax relief 
legislation in this Congress, but we can 
do more to show our constituents that 
we are committed to tax cuts, not tax 
increases. 
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My legislation is particularly aimed 

to help middle-class families. It would 
enable homeowners to deduct on their 
Federal tax forms the amount of prop-
erty and school taxes that they pay in 
excess of the national average. This 
also brings a first-of-its-kind property 
tax deduction to residents who use the 
standard deduction. The IRS estimates 
that two-thirds of taxpayers use the 
standard deduction. They would be able 
to get this tax relief. 

Mr. Speaker, both Republican and 
Democrat cosponsors are on my bill. 
We need to move it forward to bring 
additional tax relief to middle-class 
families in New York and throughout 
the country. 

f 

VOTE ‘‘NO’’ ON OMAN FREE TRADE 
AGREEMENT 

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

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, last 
night several of our colleagues stood on 
this floor and listed all of the terrorists 
that are no longer threats to the 
United States. I couldn’t be more 
pleased that this list of potential 
threats is getting shorter. So why are 
we going to vote today on a proposal 
that will add major new threats to that 
list? 

The Oman Free Trade Agreement 
would require the United States to 
allow any Omani company to provide 
landside U.S. port activities if they so 
choose. A new CRS report confirms 
that fact. 

We know that al Qaeda wants to 
launch more attacks here. Do you 
think that this deal presents a golden 
opportunity for al Qaeda to infiltrate 
our ports, to smuggle weapons of mass 
destruction into the United States? 

Last year more than 11 million cargo 
containers entered the United States. 
Do you want a company in Oman man-
aging this flow of who knows what into 
our borders? Would you let any com-
pany that operates in Oman run our 
airport security? 

The Oman Free Trade Agreement 
hands over the keys to any company 
that operates in Oman. Think about it, 
and vote ‘‘no’’ on this stupid, ridicu-
lous deal. 

When the American people find out about 
the port provision of this agreement they will 
be outraged. 

f 

b 1015 

PIEDMONT HEALTH CARE 

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

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate two Georgia hos-
pitals, Piedmont and Piedmont Fay-
ette, which this month were named two 
of the Nation’s Most Wired Hospitals 
by a Benchmarking survey. 

The Piedmont health care group is 
known for its longstanding commit-
ment to health information tech-
nology. With this award, the whole Na-
tion now understands how these hos-
pitals are using electronic medical 
records, e-prescribing, and digital radi-
ology to help streamline practices and 
to reduce medical errors. 

I am a strong supporter of health in-
formation technology because it saves 
lives, time, money. And as a physician, 
I know that encouraging the adoption 
of health care technology is one of the 
most important ways we can work to 
lower costs while also raising quality 
of care. 

This is why I have introduced legisla-
tion to incentivize more physicians to 
adopt information technology. And I 
hope the success of Piedmont health 
care will encourage other providers to 
look at the real savings that this tech-
nology offers. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you join me 
in congratulating Piedmont for their 
leadership in the field of health infor-
mation technology. 

f 

HOUSE REPUBLICANS FAIL TO AD-
DRESS THE ISSUES OF REAL 
CONCERN TO THE AMERICAN 
PEOPLE 

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

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, all year 
long House Republicans have failed to 
provide real leadership on issues that 
affect Americans. Earlier this month 
the Associated Press reported that 
President Bush had only signed two 
substantial bills into law this year. 

And, now, House Republicans want to 
spend the entire week distracting and 
dividing our Nation with pieces of leg-
islation that will never be signed into 
law. This is not what the American 
people sent us here to do. 

They have yet to join us in offering a 
stand-alone vote to increase the min-
imum wage, which about 60 to 70 per-
cent of people polled said they agree 
with. 

Because of their cozy relationship 
with Big Oil, they have yet to provide 
American consumers any relief at the 
gas pump. In my district it is over 
$3.35. 

Earlier this year, House Republicans 
promised they would clean up the place 
after several Republican lobbyists 
pleaded guilty in the Abramoff scandal. 
But still we have yet to pass any final 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, no wonder House Re-
publicans are trying to distract the 
American public. This is not a record I 
would want to run on either. 

f 

FISCAL MISMANAGEMENT 

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

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, last year’s 
highway authorization bill, better 

known as SAFETEA–LU, which 
brought us the bridge to nowhere, 
seems to be a gift that keeps on giving. 
It has now cleared the path for a pro-
gram that may set a standard for fiscal 
mismanagement and favoritism by the 
Federal Government. 

Thanks to changes made to the Rail-
road Rehabilitation and Improvement 
Financing, or RRIF, program in 
SAFETEA–LU, the administration is 
considering awarding one of the largest 
loans to a private company in the his-
tory of the United States. This would 
be a $2.5 billion loan to the Dakota, 
Minnesota and Eastern Railroads, or 
DM&E, a loan larger than the Chrysler 
bail-out. 

SAFETEA–LU expanded the loan au-
thority of the RRIF program from $3.5 
billion to $35 billion and removed any 
prohibition on the size of any single 
loan, paving the way for the DM&E 
loan application. 

If drastically expanding the pro-
gram’s loan authority opened the door 
for DM&E, a handful of other changes 
to the program all but drive the loan 
application home. 

Mr. Speaker, the RRIF program is on 
the verge of being used to provide a 
competitive advantage. It is inappro-
priate for the taxpayers to finance it. 

f 

HOUSE REPUBLICANS ARE 
PREVENTING MEDICAL ADVANCES 

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

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, the 
editorial in yesterday’s USA Today, en-
titled ‘‘Bush Readies First Veto, Dash-
ing Hopes of Millions,’’ says it all. The 
editorial begins: ‘‘A quarter-century 
from now, when the benefits of embry-
onic stem cell research are finally real-
ized, Americans are likely to shake 
their heads in astonishment at this 
week’s events in Washington.’’ 

But President Bush is not the only 
one to blame. House Republicans had a 
chance to join us in overriding the 
President’s veto. They refused. Instead, 
they rubber-stamped the wishes of the 
President and, in doing so, dashed the 
hopes of millions of Americans. 

The legislation offered us a real op-
portunity to find cures for diseases 
such as diabetes, Parkinson’s, Alz-
heimer’s, cancer and MS that are cur-
rently afflicting millions of Americans. 
This research has been put on hold for 
far too long by an administration that 
chooses to stifle groundbreaking 
science. 

Mr. Speaker, this was a golden oppor-
tunity for this Congress to give sci-
entists and researchers the tools they 
need to save lives. House Republicans 
refused to join us in moving this Na-
tion forward. The stem cell vote yes-
terday is the latest example of why 
new leadership is needed to take our 
country in a new direction. 
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CREDIT CARD ABUSE AT 

HOMELAND SECURITY 

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, the 
GAO recently reported that 9,000 credit 
card holders at the Department of 
Homeland Security used their official 
cards for more than $420 million worth 
of goods and services last year, making 
it the top purchasing agency in the 
Federal Government. 

The purchases were made using gov-
ernment credit cards with a congres-
sionally approved spending limit of 
$250,000 that the GAO said resulted in 
numerous cases of fraud and abuse of 
taxpayers’ dollars. 

Nearly half the purchases were made 
without prior written authorization, 
and 63 percent did not have evidence 
that the goods or services were actu-
ally received, the report said. How ter-
rible and outrageous this abuse is. 
Surely the spending limit is too high. 

It is very important that this agency 
enforce adequate internal controls to 
ensure that card holders are respon-
sibly using their cards. I call upon the 
homeland security officials to stop this 
abuse. 

f 

REPUBLICANS CHANGE TUNE ON 
IRAQ 

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

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, just 6 
weeks ago, Zarqawi was killed in Iraq. 
Five weeks ago, the House held a de-
bate on Iraq in which Republicans be-
littled Democrats for questioning the 
President’s strategy. 

Said my colleague from North Caro-
lina: ‘‘There are those who want to 
deny that we are making progress in 
Iraq.’’ 

But no matter how hard my Repub-
lican colleagues try, they cannot es-
cape the facts on the ground. After the 
most violent month in Iraq and a U.N. 
report estimating that more than 100 
Iraqis are being killed per day, the Re-
publicans are singing a different tune. 

This morning’s Washington Post 
reads: ‘‘GOP Lawmakers Edge Away 
from Optimism on Iraq.’’ And that 
same North Carolina lawmaker is 
quoted as saying: ‘‘We can’t look like 
we won’t face reality.’’ 

Well, here’s reality: when the Presi-
dent went to war with too few troops, 
not enough body armor, and not 
enough armed Humvees, and without a 
plan for occupation, the Republican 
Congress failed their oversight respon-
sibilities. 

Lieutenant General Greg Newbold 
said, ‘‘To be sure, the Bush administra-
tion and senior military officials are 
not alone in their culpability.’’ Mem-
bers of Congress defaulted in fulfilling 
their constitutional responsibility of 
oversight. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for a change. 
It is time for a new direction. 

f 

NATIONAL SECURITY 

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

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, you 
know, we are seeing it on the front 
page of Roll Call today, talking about 
the security message, where the leader-
ship in this House has been focused for 
a long time now. 

We know that national security is se-
curing this country, making an aggres-
sive move in the war on terror, being 
sure that we support our troops, mak-
ing sure that we have a Nation that is 
safe, where we can live, where we can 
work, go to school, go to our busi-
nesses, have secure communities and 
be secure in our American hopes and 
dreams. 

We also know that a key component 
of this national security agenda is bor-
der security, and I commend the House 
leadership for staying focused on secur-
ing the border first. 

It is an imperative for us, Mr. Speak-
er. We have to stop illegal entry into 
this country. Illegal entry has turned 
every State into a border State, every 
town into a border town, and the peo-
ple of this Nation know that it will not 
change until we secure our border. 

f 

RAMAPO AMONG BEST PLACES TO 
LIVE 

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I am happy 
to report that Money Magazine has 
just named the town of Ramapo, in 
Rockland County in my district, as one 
of the 100 best places to live in the 
United States, ranking Ramapo as 49. 

I congratulate Ramapo and its town 
supervisor, Christopher St. Lawrence, 
who has done a wonderful job in lead-
ing that town. Ramapo, with a popu-
lation of 110,000 residents, is the largest 
town in Rockland County, with a third 
of Rockland’s inhabitants. It combines 
such densely populated places as 
Spring Valley, Muncie, New Square 
with the country settings of Chestnut 
Ridge, Suffern, and Wesley Hills. 

Half of Ramapo is designated park 
land. Businesses have invested more 
than $1 billion in the past 4 years. The 
town has the highest bond rating in the 
country. A new state-of-the-art cardiac 
care unit has opened at Good Samari-
tan Hospital in Suffern. They have 
great schools, and $125 million has been 
invested in a water treatment plant. 

Three years ago, Money Magazine 
named Ramapo as the second best 
place to live in the Northeast. This 
year the ranking was done on a nation-
wide basis. 

I am proud to represent Rockland 
and Ramapo in the U.S. Congress, and 

I congratulate the people of Ramapo on 
achieving this great honor. 

f 

THE WAYWARD REID-KENNEDY 
SENATE IMMIGRATION BILL 

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

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
some have asked why the House will be 
holding hearings around our country 
about illegal immigration. Well, the 
concise reason is the out-of-touch Reid- 
Kennedy Senate bill. 

The Senate passed legislation that 
clearly flies in the face of common 
sense. The American people don’t want 
amnesty. The Reid-Kennedy Bill in-
cludes it. The American people don’t 
want to provide Social Security bene-
fits to illegal aliens. The Reid-Kennedy 
bill includes it. 

The Senate voted to give illegals 
things that American citizens, legal 
American citizens, don’t get, like in- 
state college tuition for all. 

This makes no sense. It is unaccept-
able and it is unbelievable and it is just 
plain wrong. 

The American people are fed up with 
this reckless attitude and poor policy. 
Acceptance of the Senate plan is some-
thing for which the House will not 
stand; and once the American people 
know about it, through our hearings, 
they won’t stand for it either. Then the 
American people will speak with such 
passion and vehemence and clarity 
that the House and Senate may act to-
gether and do the right thing first, con-
trol our borders and enforce current 
law. 

f 

HOUSE REPUBLICANS DISTRACT 
AND DIVIDE 

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

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, it is 
bad enough that out of the 201 days 
this year this House has only been in 
session for 63. We are on track for this 
House to meet even less than the noto-
rious ‘‘Do Nothing Congress’’ that Mis-
souri’s Harry Truman ran against in 
1948. 

But now the House Republican lead-
ership has dedicated themselves to a 
distract and divide agenda, even while 
we face growing challenges at home 
and crisis abroad. 

This week their agenda called for 
supporting President Bush’s veto of the 
landmark stem cell bill that would 
move us closer to lifesaving cures for 
diseases like Parkinson’s, Alzheimer’s, 
and cancer. Majority Republicans are 
cutting off hope for millions of Ameri-
cans, all so they can satisfy their base 
on the far right. Do they really want to 
keep research from finding cures to 
these diseases so we can save millions 
of lives? Their agenda is not our agen-
da. 

With only one week left before the 
August recess, House Republicans 
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refuse to address the issues that are of 
real concern to American people. It is 
time we take America in a new direc-
tion. 

f 

STEM CELL RESEARCH 

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, President 
Bush issued the first veto of his Presi-
dency yesterday, and it was the right 
thing to do. 

By sustaining that veto last night, 
after more than a year of rhetoric, 
much of it misleading, we have come 
down on the side of protecting human 
life. And we have saved the American 
taxpayer from being forced to fund un-
ethical and unsuccessful research in-
volving the destruction of human em-
bryos. 

Though a chapter in this debate has 
now been closed, this issue is not going 
away. As we move forward, I hope we 
will keep in mind what we have 
learned. The choice doesn’t have to be 
between doing stem cell research and 
not doing stem cell research. There are 
ethical, life-affirming methods of doing 
this research that are producing suc-
cessful treatments today using adult 
stem cells. 

Let’s move forward with stem cell re-
search, Mr. Speaker, but let’s do it in 
an ethical way. 

f 

b 1030 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5684, UNITED STATES- 
OMAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT 
IMPLEMENTATION ACT 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 925 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 925 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in 
the House the bill (H.R. 5684) to implement 
the United States-Oman Free Trade Agree-
ment. The bill shall be considered as read. 
The bill shall be debatable for two hours 
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. Pursuant to 
section 151 of the Trade Act of 1974, the pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill to final passage without inter-
vening motion. 

SEC. 2. During consideration of H.R. 5684 
pursuant to this resolution, notwithstanding 
the operation of the previous question, the 
Chair may postpone further consideration of 
the bill to a time designated by the Speaker 
in consonance with section 151 of the Trade 
Act of 1974. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KOLBE). The gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. HASTINGS) is recognized for 
1 hour. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, for the purpose of debate 

only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. MATSUI), pending which I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose 
of debate only. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, House Resolution 925 is a 
closed rule providing for 2 hours of de-
bate in the House, equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against consideration of the bill. It 
also provides that pursuant to section 
151 of the Trade Act of 1974, the pre-
vious question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill to final passage 
without intervening motion. 

Lastly, the resolution provides that 
during consideration of the bill, not-
withstanding the operation of the pre-
vious question, the Chair may postpone 
further consideration of the bill to a 
time designated by the Speaker in con-
sonance with section 151 of the Trade 
Act of 1974. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 925 
provides for the consideration of H.R. 
5684, a bill to implement the United 
States-Oman Free Trade Agreement, in 
accordance with trade measures nego-
tiated under the Trade Promotion Au-
thority. Under these procedures, once 
the administration formally submits 
the final legislative language to Con-
gress, it may not be amended. 

Former United States Trade Rep Rob 
Portman signed the United States- 
Oman Free Trade Agreement on Janu-
ary 19, 2006. Under the agreement, all 
consumer and industrial goods traded 
between the U.S. and Oman will imme-
diately be duty free, and 87 percent of 
the U.S. agriculture tariff lines will 
gain immediate duty-free access with 
the remaining tariffs phased out over a 
10-year period. It provides wide access 
and sets a strong precedent for opening 
up opportunities for services for U.S. 
firms, contains robust protections for 
U.S. intellectual property rights hold-
ers, and includes strong labor and envi-
ronmental provisions. 

Oman enacted broad labor reforms in 
2003, Mr. Speaker, and has followed up 
with specific commitments to ensure 
that its laws provide strong protec-
tions for workers consistent with inter-
national standards. Oman enacted 
many of these reforms earlier this 
month and has pledged to enact the re-
maining reforms by this November. 
This agreement makes it clear that it 
is inappropriate for Oman to weaken or 
reduce domestic labor protections or 
environmental laws to encourage trade 
or investment and that this obligation 
is enforceable through specific dispute 
settlement procedures. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States 
makes up only 4 percent of the world’s 
population. Therefore, we must recog-

nize that we have an opportunity to 
create and expand the marketplace for 
U.S. goods and services by reaching 
fair trade agreements with our inter-
national trading partners. This agree-
ment will contribute to economic 
growth and trade between the U.S. and 
Oman; generate export opportunities 
for U.S. companies, farmers, and ranch-
ers; help create jobs in both countries; 
and help American consumers save 
money while offering them greater 
choices. 

My home State of Washington, for 
example, is one of the most trade-de-
pendent States in the Nation, and our 
economy depends on fair trade. From 
agriculture to high tech to manufac-
turing industries, Washington State 
and our Nation are in a position to ben-
efit by having more trading partners. 

One area where trade with Oman 
shows great promise for America is in 
the area of commercial aircraft. Oman 
Air recently purchased Boeing 737 air-
planes valued at $200 million at catalog 
prices. We want to continue to encour-
age these kinds of sales to Oman and in 
the broader Middle East, which, of 
course, creates new jobs here at home. 

In addition to the new commercial 
opportunities it provides, this agree-
ment will support many of the recent 
government, legal, and economic re-
forms in Oman, which are important to 
bringing stability to the Middle East 
region. In 2003 President Bush proposed 
completion of a Middle East Free 
Trade Area by 2013 as part of a plan to 
fight terrorism by supporting Middle 
East economic growth and democracy 
through trade. 

The United States-Oman Free Trade 
Agreement Implementation Act would 
be the fifth bilateral trade agreement 
reached between the United States and 
a Middle Eastern country. It is yet an-
other step in the right direction toward 
integrating fair trade policies and eco-
nomic reforms to support a more stable 
and prosperous Middle East. This 
agreement will send a strong signal to 
countries in that region about the ben-
efits of closer economic and political 
ties to the United States. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
favorably reported H.R. 5684 last May. 
Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to support House Resolution 
925 and the underlying bill. 

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

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Washington for 
yielding me this time, and I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

(Ms. MATSUI asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, today we 
debate another free trade agreement. 
We all know well-crafted trade policy 
is capable of spreading benefits to a 
broad portion of the population while 
promoting innovation and solidifying 
partnerships between and among na-
tions. 

As a leader in the global economy, 
the United States has the ability and 
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the responsibility to use trade agree-
ments to effect positive change here at 
home and abroad. Unfortunately, the 
Oman Free Trade Agreement, which we 
are considering, continues the recent 
trend toward divisive partnership on 
trade. 

Because of the majority’s approach 
on trade policy, you have a lot of 
Democrats, who I believe are inclined 
to vote for free trade agreements, vot-
ing against this pact. I am dis-
appointed the administration and the 
Republican leadership have missed an-
other opportunity to return to a bipar-
tisan consensus on trade. The majority 
once again cut Democrats out of the 
negotiations and produced another free 
trade agreement that fails to protect 
the basic rights of workers. 

Like the Central American Free 
Trade Agreement, CAFTA, which I 
voted against a year ago, the labor pro-
visions of the Oman Free Trade Agree-
ment only require Oman to enforce its 
own labor laws. At this time Oman’s 
laws do not come close to meeting 
International Labor Organization 
standards. This is a threshold that 
Ways and Means Democrats have set 
for labor provisions in trade agree-
ments, and it is quite reasonable. The 
United States-Oman Free Trade Agree-
ment does not meet it. 

Of utmost concern, Oman’s laws do 
not guarantee the freedom of associa-
tion and the right to bargain collec-
tively. It does not even prohibit human 
trafficking and forced labor. 

In Oman today unions do not exist. 
There are only labor management com-
mittees where management holds over 
70 percent of the leadership positions. 
In no way is this even close to rep-
resentation the workers here have 
achieved after decades of struggle. 

Ways and Means Committee Demo-
crats tried to work with the Govern-
ment of Oman to revise its labor laws, 
and they were very clear about what 
steps needed to be taken: Specifically, 
make sure Oman’s laws conform to 
basic labor standards and begin to im-
plement existing laws in a manner that 
complies with the principles estab-
lished by the International Labor Orga-
nization. These are not radical re-
quests. Yet the majority and Oman 
have not acceded to them. 

Just yesterday Representative 
CARDIN offered a reasonable amend-
ment that would have delayed imple-
mentation of this agreement until 
Oman came into compliance with these 
standards. That amendment was re-
jected. The Omani Government at-
tempted to pacify our labor concerns 
with an 11th-hour royal decree. Unfor-
tunately, it fully addressed only one of 
the 10 deficiencies outlined by Ways 
and Means Democrats. So this is not a 
valid argument. 

The situation I just described is quite 
a contrast to the United States-Bah-
rain Free Trade Agreement negotia-
tions. Bahrain made commitments to 
modify its laws to adhere to Inter-
national Labor Organization standards 

and took steps to make sure those 
standards were being adhered to on the 
ground immediately. Oman has taken 
no such actions. As a result, the United 
States-Oman Free Trade Agreement 
fails workers in Oman and here in the 
United States. 

This sends a message to the world 
that the United States does not respect 
the hardworking men and women that 
fuel the global economy. That is ex-
traordinarily unwise, particularly con-
sidering the challenges we are facing 
all around the globe today. 

I had hoped that the bipartisan oppo-
sition to CAFTA might make it clear 
to the Bush administration that a 
broad cross-section of this House would 
not accept trade agreements which fail 
to ensure fundamental rights for work-
ers. That is apparently not the case be-
cause this agreement is another step 
backwards for workers. Further, it 
demonstrates this administration’s re-
fusal to use trade to better the lives of 
the broad portion of working families, 
not a select few. 

And yesterday at the Rules Com-
mittee, Representative CARDIN high-
lighted a potentially serious concern 
about port security. The provision im-
poses a burdensome process should the 
United States Government choose to 
protect its citizens from potentially 
dangerous foreign control over United 
States port operations. Representative 
CARDIN offered a second amendment 
yesterday in the Rules Committee that 
would have addressed this concern. 
However, like his other commonsense 
amendment on labor provisions, it was 
rejected. This scenario is another rea-
son Members should reject this agree-
ment as currently written. 

I know these amendments would in-
terrupt the fast-track process. How-
ever, I believe the issues raised by Mr. 
CARDIN’s amendments warrant reject-
ing this agreement as currently writ-
ten. By doing so, we can put together a 
framework that addresses these very 
serious concerns on port security and 
workers’ rights. 

Congress needs to push the adminis-
tration to step back and rethink its 
trade policy. The United States cannot 
afford to abandon its role as a leader in 
the global economy nor can we aban-
don our duty to working families both 
here and abroad. 

We need to embrace the benefits of 
trade while still respecting the funda-
mental rights of workers. I sincerely 
hope that my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle will work together to 
achieve such a balance in considering 
future trade policy. 

When we debated CAFTA, I said, ‘‘If 
we do not get CAFTA right, we risk un-
dercutting support for all future trade 
agreements.’’ Well, we did not get 
CAFTA right, and now we are doing it 
again on Oman. The majority is just 
digging us all into a deeper hole, mak-
ing it that much more difficult to es-
tablish the trust required for balanced 
trade negotiations. 

I hope the scrutiny that this rel-
atively small free trade agreement is 

receiving leads the majority to recon-
sider its approach. I hope it makes 
them ask: Is it worth rushing this 
agreement to passage with inadequate 
assurances on labor protections when 
we might be able to achieve them in a 
number of weeks? Is it really worth 
cutting the minority out of the nego-
tiations? 

In my opinion, the answers to these 
questions are obvious. Partisanship 
tears this House apart every week we 
are in session. Look at the tone of the 
debate on the floor this week. It is 
time for a new direction; and trade, be-
cause it is such a critical issue, would 
be an ideal place to start. 

I continue to have hope that we can 
regain the spirit of cooperation on 
trade that has served this House so 
well in the past. It is a goal that is 
within reach. I urge Members on both 
sides of the aisle to commit to achiev-
ing it. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I will respond to a cou-
ple of points that my friend from Cali-
fornia made. Regarding the labor lan-
guage in this trade agreement, it is es-
sentially the same language that was 
in the Bahrain trade agreement that, 
of course, is in the same part geo-
graphically in the world as Oman. 

b 1045 

I would just remind my colleagues 
that that language and that trade 
agreement were acceptable to my 
friend from California. She voted in 
favor of the Bahrain trade agreement, 
as did the gentleman from Maryland, 
whom she referenced. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to re-
spond to the concerns that this agree-
ment poses national security issues 
and concerns that a third-party tri-
bunal would have ultimate say over 
our security issues. 

The U.S.-Oman Free Trade Agree-
ment, like previous trade agreements, 
treats Omani landside service providers 
and investors no less favorably than 
our own landside service suppliers. 
These landside activities include un-
loading vessels, marine cargo handling, 
and ship cleaning. 

When an entity participates in these 
landside aspects of port activities, it 
does not control, manage or operate a 
U.S. port. That always remains the re-
sponsibility of the port authority. 

Nothing in this agreement, Mr. 
Speaker, before us today prohibits the 
U.S. from reviewing foreign investment 
transactions in order to ensure our na-
tional security. More importantly, it 
expressly permits the U.S. to block a 
potential port acquisition by claiming 
national security interests. 

As you see, Mr. Speaker, all of our 
trade agreements, including this one, 
contain an article called ‘‘essential se-
curity,’’ which is self-judging, meaning 
that it is up to an individual country 
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to determine whether a particular mat-
ter is necessary for the protection of 
its essential security interests. All the 
commitments that we undertake in 
trade agreements are subject to this 
provision. 

Under this article, nothing in an 
agreement can prevent us from apply-
ing measures that we consider nec-
essary for the protection of our essen-
tial security interests. Therefore, the 
ultimate decision on what is necessary 
to protect our essential services rests 
with the United States, not a third- 
party tribunal. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, history and 
precedent also indicate that no third- 
party dispute panel or tribunal has 
ever heard any arguments, much less 
issued a decision, related to the scope 
and application of any national secu-
rity exception contained in a national 
trade or investment agreement. 

So those issues, while they may be 
nice to talk about, really have no bear-
ing on the trade agreements that we 
have had in the past. 

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

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN). 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend from California for yielding 
me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am disappointed today 
that we are about to consider a free 
trade agreement with Oman that I 
would have hoped we would have 
worked out so we could have had 
strong bipartisan support. Unfortu-
nately, the agreement comes up short 
on international labor standards, and I 
believe we could have achieved those 
international labor standards to make 
sure that Oman complies with ILO 
standards. But, unfortunately, there 
was an unwillingness on the part of the 
negotiators to complete the agreement 
in a way that could have gotten more 
support. 

The second issue that I take, particu-
larly with this rule, because I am going 
to support the gentlewoman’s position 
of opposing the previous question, is to 
deal with a very sensitive issue of port 
security. So let me try to explain the 
port security issue, because I think 
there have been some misstatements 
on the floor of the House. 

This agreement permits Oman to op-
erate landside aspects of port activi-
ties, including operation and mainte-
nance of docks, loading and unloading 
of vessels directly to and from land, 
marine cargo handling, operation and 
maintenance of piers, ship cleaning, 
stevedoring, transfer of cargo between 
vessels and trucks, trains, pipelines 
and wharves and waterfront terminal 
operations. 

That is exactly what Dubai Ports 
World tried to do in ports in this coun-
try, including my own Port of Balti-
more. We spoke up and the American 
people spoke up against allowing a for-
eign company to operate port facilities 
here in the United States, and we 

blocked that transaction. It was the 
right thing to do for the security of 
America and the security of our ports. 

Under this agreement, if Dubai Ports 
World had an operation within Oman, 
they would be permitted to apply to do 
those same operations here in the 
United States and they would be per-
mitted to do that under the free trade 
agreement. 

I have heard my colleagues suggest 
that we can just invoke the essential 
security exception to an agreement, 
and you are correct, we can invoke the 
essential security exception and block 
the transaction. But then we are sub-
ject to dispute settlement procedures. 
We never give up our sovereignty in 
trade agreements, but we changed our 
tax laws because of international pres-
sure when we thought we didn’t have 
to, because otherwise we would have 
been subjected to tariffs against U.S. 
products. The same thing is true here. 
If the dispute panel rules against us, 
then we are subjecting ourselves to 
sanctions. 

Our USTR says this is absolute, they 
can’t do that. But let me remind you, 
we have lost 83 percent of our cases in 
dispute settlement procedures where 
sanctions have been imposed against 
our country. So we haven’t been that 
successful in these international tribu-
nals. 

Let me also point out that by includ-
ing this language in this bill, there will 
be continued pressure on this adminis-
tration to allow foreign government 
companies to operate ports here in the 
United States. We have an administra-
tion that is friendly towards that. 

We have the responsibility in Con-
gress to protect our ports and protect 
our Nation. It is our responsibility. I 
urge my colleagues to defeat the pre-
vious question so that we can protect 
the ports here in America and make it 
clear, by simply taking out that one 
provision that would allow the oper-
ation of port facilities potentially by 
companies owned by countries that are 
not friendly to the United States. 

This is an important issue, and I urge 
all my colleagues to pay attention to 
this. This is our vote and our oppor-
tunity, and I urge the defeat of the pre-
vious question. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 3 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from Florida 
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN). 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman for the time. 

I rise in strong support of the U.S.- 
Oman Free Trade Agreement. Fol-
lowing the U.S.-Bahrain Free Trade 
Agreement last year, Mr. Speaker, the 
U.S.-Oman FTA sends a clear message 
that we are committed to improving 
our relationship with the Middle East 
while improving our international 
trade interests. 

The agreement goes beyond address-
ing trade issues. As part of the FTA, 
Oman commits to intensifying its po-
litical reform efforts to enhance par-
ticipation of all of its citizens in the 

process. Oman has also implemented 
economic changes that will make entry 
into its domestic and international 
markets more accessible to private 
citizens. 

Additionally, the FTA has stipula-
tions that Oman complete labor re-
forms by October 31 of this year. How-
ever, of its own volition, Oman began 
enacting these reforms beginning in 
2003, and earlier this month many of 
the remaining reforms were imple-
mented by a royal decree. Some of the 
recent changes include dispute settle-
ment procedures for labor representa-
tives, the ability to call for strikes, 
and strengthening of legal protections 
for women and foreign workers. Oman 
has ratified the International Labor 
Organization conventions against child 
and forced labor. 

Not only has Oman undertaken do-
mestic reforms, but it has also made 
strides to change its international pol-
icy by pulling out of the Arab League 
boycott of Israel and repealing all as-
pects of the boycott. This shows a clear 
commitment to Oman’s desire to func-
tion in accordance with international 
trade norms of equality and full mar-
ket access. 

The 9/11 Commission report states 
that economic reforms will be the key 
to changing the cultural landscape in 
the Middle East. As such, this FTA is 
about much more than trade; it is a 
tool for advancing U.S. strategic inter-
ests. Oman is a key ally in the global 
war on terror and has provided critical 
assistance to our Armed Forces in Iraq 
and Afghanistan. 

In short, this U.S.-Oman FTA will 
help to improve our market access and 
increase national security; and, there-
fore, I would like to reiterate my 
strong support for this mutually bene-
ficial agreement. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ). 

Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ask 
my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the pre-
vious question. This would allow us to 
consider the Cardin amendment to 
close the loophole in the agreement 
that would allow a foreign company 
based in Oman to operate U.S. port fa-
cilities. 

Earlier on I was opposed to the Oman 
Free Trade Agreement because it un-
dermines fundamental workers’ rights. 
This free trade agreement is another 
blow to working families, exporting 
more of our jobs overseas. But I was 
shocked to learn that it could underpin 
the basic safety and security of those 
who I was sent here to represent. 

I come from a community that is di-
rectly tied to this Nation’s largest 
port, the Port of Long Beach. The safe-
ty and security of this port and all 
other American ports are essential to 
our country. 

The Oman FTA directly threatens 
our ability to control our Nation’s 
ports. The creators of this deal com-
pletely ignored Congress’ over-
whelming response to the Dubai Ports 
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World deal because, just like that deal, 
the Oman FTA has a very far-reaching 
provision hidden completely from the 
public eye. 

Buried deep in the annex of this 
agreement, our country’s right to de-
termine who operates our ports of 
entry is given away. Who gets the new 
right to control vital American infra-
structure? Any group of people or gov-
ernment that incorporates to do busi-
ness in Oman. 

The same people who supported the 
Dubai Ports World deal are now telling 
us that this is, again, nothing to worry 
about. They were wrong then, and they 
are wrong now. We should not export 
the safety and security of Americans. I 
urge again my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ 
on the previous question. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 31⁄2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
CONAWAY). 

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak in sup-
port today of the Oman Free Trade 
Agreement. It is an important out-
reach and step that this country ought 
to be making and I think we will make. 

I would like to comment just briefly 
on a couple of the previous speakers. 
They appear to be relying on stock cer-
tificates to protect our ports. The 
truth of the matter is, I agree with 
them wholeheartedly that protecting 
our ports is in the vital interests of 
this country. No one would argue about 
that. 

But simply the fact who owns a par-
ticular company is scant comfort when 
it comes to control of the ports, as well 
as the security surrounding all of the 
ports. All the conduct that goes on, the 
goods and services are moved through 
there. The scheduling and the actual 
control of our security by the Coast 
Guard, to me is a much better way to 
secure our ports than simply worrying 
about the stock certificates of the 
companies that provide the services of 
scheduling, loading and unloading. 

The United States free trade agree-
ment with Oman represents more than 
just simple economics and trade. Sup-
port for this agreement represents 
building a relationship and strength-
ening with a peaceful ally in the Mid-
dle East that has a proven track 
record. 

Let me run through a couple of 
things that I think are important when 
we talk about who is Oman and why 
should we enter into some sort of bilat-
eral free trade agreement with Oman. 

Oman has been a proven leader in the 
Persian Gulf in establishing trade and 
other ties with Israel. Since 1970, Oman 
has pursued a moderate foreign policy 
and expanded its diplomatic relation-
ships dramatically. 

Oman has also worked to develop 
close ties with its neighbors in the 
Middle East. Oman joined the six-mem-
ber Gulf Cooperation Council when it 
was established and traditionally sup-
ports Middle East peace initiatives. 

In 1979, Oman supported the Camp 
David Accords and was one of only 
three Arab League states which did not 
break relationships with Egypt after 
the signing of the Egyptian-Israeli 
peace treaty in 1979. 

In April of 1994, Oman hosted the ple-
nary meeting of the Water Working 
Group of the peace process and was the 
first gulf state to do so. 

On December 26, 1994, Oman became 
the first gulf state to host an Israeli 
Prime Minister, again trying to build 
on a relationship of peace with another 
important ally of ours in the Middle 
East. 

Oman has eliminated all aspects of 
the Arab boycott of Israel. In 2005 and 
2006, senior Omani officials issued let-
ters affirming that Oman has no boy-
cott in place against Israel. Oman was 
one of the first regional states to offer 
recognition to the U.S.-appointed Iraqi 
Governing Council in 2003 and backed 
the Iraqi elections that took place in 
January 2005. 

This agreement with Oman illus-
trates the importance of trade liberal-
ization and security cooperation, both 
of which further our national interests 
from an economic and security stand-
point. We must not turn our backs on 
the peace-promoting leader in this re-
gion. Oman is dependable, and it is 
critical that we continue to build on 
this relationship. 

b 1100 
Please join me in supporting the pre-

vious question on the rule and in sup-
port of the Oman Free Trade Agree-
ment that will be brought to the floor 
later today. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS). 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to this agreement. 
Unfettered free trade is one of the 
major reasons why in our country 
today the middle class is shrinking; 
why for 5 straight years family median 
income has declined, while in the last 5 
years 5 million more Americans have 
slipped into poverty; why millions of 
Americans are working longer hours 
for lower wages. 

Yes, I acknowledge at a time when 
the CEOs of large corporations earn 400 
times what their workers are making, 
at a time when large corporations are 
throwing American workers out on the 
street and moving to low-wage coun-
tries, yes, free trade has worked very, 
very well for the large multinationals. 

But maybe, just maybe, once in a 
long while, the Republican leadership 
might want to consider the middle 
class of this country, working families, 
lower-income people and not just the 
wealthiest people. 

Mr. Speaker, the American middle 
class should no longer be forced to 
compete against workers in China, 
Vietnam, and other countries where 
desperate people, through no fault of 
their own, are forced in some cases to 
work for wages as low as 30 cents an 
hour. That is not a level playing field. 

Throwing American workers out on 
the street, moving to countries where 
people are paid pennies an hour, is bad 
public policy. It has failed. One of the 
definitions of insanity is to do the 
same thing over and over again. That 
is what this Congress does. It fails 
every single time. 

Mr. Speaker, before we vote for un-
fettered free trade with Oman, we 
should consider this. In Oman, the min-
imum wage ranges from absolutely 
zero to $1.30 an hour. The average wage 
in Oman is about $13,200, below the 
poverty line for a single mother with 
one child living in this country. 

Is that fair competition for American 
workers? In addition, Mr. Speaker, we 
hear a lot from this administration and 
my Republican colleagues about the 
need to support freedom. Well, are the 
people in Oman free to elect their lead-
er? What was the result in the last 
election? We didn’t hear much about 
that, because they don’t have elec-
tions. 

Oman is a hereditary monarchy. Is 
there freedom of religion, freedom of 
speech, freedom of the press in Oman? 
No, there is not. Mr. Speaker, in the 
last 5 years alone, we have lost nearly 
3 million decent paying manufacturing 
jobs, 17 percent of our total. In 1993, be-
fore NAFTA, our trade deficit was over 
$70 billion. Last year, after unfettered 
free trade, it was over $715 billion. This 
year it is expected to top $800 billion. 

The time is now to rethink our policy 
with regard to unfettered free trade. 

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

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY). 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I thank the gen-
tlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, as a union member and 
as a Member of this body, and as some-
one who wants to expand U.S. trade re-
lations, nonetheless I feel obligated to 
oppose this rule and the Oman Free 
Trade Agreement we will consider 
today. 

The Bush administration and con-
gressional Republicans are again try-
ing to force passage of a trade agree-
ment that willfully undermines labor 
rights in Oman and economic and 
homeland security for hardworking 
Americans in this country. 

Democrats have called for such 
standards in every agreement nego-
tiated by this administration, and each 
time we have been let down by the 
President and his allies here in Con-
gress. In sending the Oman trade agree-
ment to the Hill, the Bush administra-
tion has also astonishingly opted to 
send Congress an agreement in which 
he refused to include a prohibition on 
forced or slave labor. 

Is this how we spread democracy in 
the Middle East? Is this how the U.S. 
best improves the lives in the Middle 
East and advances our own security in-
terests? Another bizarre decision the 
President made is to put in jeopardy 
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the security of our ports and other 
critical landside homeland security 
functions. This Oman agreement ex-
plicitly paves the way for companies 
like Dubai Ports World to gain control 
of our ports. 

Those who disagree with this argu-
ment refuse to acknowledge that the 
fact that in the best-case scenario, 
with the President utilizing every na-
tional security waiver at his disposal, 
the final decision on such a matter will 
be left out of U.S. hands and left to an 
international tribunal. 

I would think the Republican leader-
ship could at least agree that we 
should not outsource our core home-
land security functions and decisions. 
In a country like Oman, where meager 
rights for workers fall well below the 
International Labor Organization’s 
standards, where the Sultan can 
change any law by decree, and where 
there are no independent unions, Con-
gress should be especially vigilant. 

Mr. Speaker, we must ensure that 
any trade agreement with Oman, or 
any country, contains hard and fast 
labor standards. The Oman FTA does 
not. This is a loser on homeland secu-
rity, for job security and for the best 
interests of Omanis. It should be de-
feated. 

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

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank my very good friend from 
the Rules Committee for yielding me 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate Ms. MAT-
SUI’s leadership. Mr. Speaker, this leg-
islation needs to pass. This trade 
agreement is very much in the inter-
ests of the United States. Oman is our 
ally. It is an example of exactly what 
we need to help bring about throughout 
the Arab world. 

Now, I do not know if everyone in 
this body knows where Oman is lo-
cated. It sits at the Strait of Hormuz 
and at the entrance to the Persian 
Gulf. It is in a critically strategic loca-
tion. Across that strait lies Iran. More 
than 20 percent of the world’s oil sup-
ply passes through that strait. 

Oman has remained our ally, not-
withstanding all of the pressure that it 
has received over generations. It has 
been our ally since 1833 when we passed 
the Treaty of Amity and Commerce. It 
was the first Arab country to send an 
Ambassador to the United States. 
Today it is the first and only Arab 
country to have a female Ambassador 
to the United States. 

It is one of the most open, liberal so-
cieties in the Arab and Muslim world. 
They signed a 10-year military access 
agreement in 1981 with the United 
States, and they have renewed it twice. 
They continue to be one of the most 
important logistical and operational 
support areas for the present war in 
Iraq, and were so in the Persian Gulf. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not know what 
more they can do. They are an active 
supporter of the United States against 
terrorism, and as this letter from 
AIPAC says, they have been willing to 
take on the Arab world and break the 
Arab boycott against Israel, the pri-
mary, secondary and tertiary boycott. 
And here we are, we debated all night 
last night about the resolution in the 
Middle East. 

We know the number of lives that are 
being lost, the conflagration that is 
taking place, and we will not reach out 
to an Arab nation that is our most im-
portant ally, that is exactly what we 
are hoping to achieve in terms of eco-
nomic and social liberalization. 

They have agreed to comply with all 
of the International Labor Organiza-
tion’s standards. They will have collec-
tive bargaining, unionization. They are 
going to open up their industries to 
outside review and competition. And 
what do they want to buy? They want 
to buy transport equipment and manu-
factured products, products that gen-
erate jobs in the United States. 

And what are they going to sell to 
us? It is primarily oil that does not 
generate jobs in the Arab world. That 
is part of the problem. But the Sultan 
of Oman understands that the vast ma-
jority, more than 60 percent of his pop-
ulation, are under the age of 18. He gets 
it. He understands. He needs to move 
into the modern world. But he needs 
American support to do that. 

This trade treaty needs to pass. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER) the distinguished 
chairman of the Rules Committee, who 
is probably one of the individuals in 
this body that works on trade issues 
more than anybody else. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding. I will correct 
him by saying that I take a back seat 
to the Speaker pro tem, Mr. KOLBE, 
who unfortunately is going to be leav-
ing at the end of this Congress. I have 
been very pleased to work with him on 
a wide range of issues dealing with 
trade globally, and appreciate his stel-
lar service. 

Mr. Speaker, let me begin by saying 
that I want to associate myself, my re-
marks, with my Democratic colleague, 
Mr. MORAN, underscoring the fact that 
this is a very important bipartisan 
issue. We as Republicans within the 
Republican leadership, are reaching 
out to Democrats who share our vision 
of pursuing our very, very important 
goal of free trade overall and this very 
important agreement with Oman. 

Now, my colleague from Vermont 
was speaking earlier about the fact 
that unfettered free trade has, in fact, 
jeopardized the livelihood of Ameri-
cans, it has helped the very rich and 
hurt the middle class. Nothing could be 
further from the truth. 

One has to look at the overall poli-
cies of the United States of America 
and look at the economic policies pur-

sued by this administration and this 
Congress. We have to realize the fact 
that we have minority home ownership 
at an all-time high. We have unemploy-
ment at a 4.6 percent rate. 

The first quarter of this year, we saw 
gross domestic product growth at 5.6 
percent. We have seen inflation, based 
on the projections outlined by the 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve, Mr. 
Bernanke, yesterday, tempering. 

We are seeing predictions for strong 
economic growth. And, Mr. Speaker, it 
is due in large part to our pursuit of 
breaking down barriers to expand the 
opportunity for greater trade and for 
job creation right here in the United 
States of America. 

Now, this agreement that we are 
going to be facing today, which I am 
very pleased will enjoy bipartisan sup-
port, as I said, is an agreement that I 
believe really transcends the simple 
economic questions that we face today, 
the economic questions of important 
job creation in the United States. 

But the vote that we face today is a 
very important geopolitical question. 
Now, my friend from Virginia (Mr. 
MORAN) talked about the strategic im-
portance of Oman. My friend from 
Texas (Mr. CONAWAY) earlier talked 
about the fact that Oman was the first 
gulf nation to host an Israeli Prime 
Minister. 

We have talked about the fact that 
over the past many decades, we have 
seen a very important relationship 
that has existed between Oman and the 
United States of America. And one of 
the things that is important to note is 
that we, with huge bipartisan numbers, 
put into place the U.S.-Bahrain Free 
Trade Agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, this agreement is by 
every account an even stronger, better 
agreement from the perspective of 
worker rights and the other issues that 
are raised by so many, better than the 
U.S.-Bahrain Free Trade Agreement. 

Now, as I talk about the geopolitical 
issue, Mr. Speaker, I think it is impor-
tant for us to note that one of the 
things that we as an institution are 
doing on a regular basis is encouraging 
the building of democratic institutions 
around the world, political pluralism, 
the rule of law, self-determination. 

And, frankly, we have as an institu-
tion been, I think, doing a great job in 
helping emerging and reemerging de-
mocracies. A year ago this spring, 
Speaker HASTERT and Minority Leader 
PELOSI put into place a great new com-
mission, which I am privileged to 
chair, and our colleague from North 
Carolina, DAVID PRICE, serves as the 
ranking minority member on. It is a bi-
partisan, 16-member commission. 

The Speaker pro tem is a member of 
our commission. And what we have 
done is we have said we need to take 
new and reemerging democracies 
around the world and help them build 
their parliaments. 

b 1115 
Now, as we look at the geopolitical 

importance of this issue, Mr. Speaker, 
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I have to tell you that we just, 2 weeks 
ago, had our commission in Lebanon, 
and we just, days before the attack by 
Hezbollah against the Israelis, the kid-
napping of the IDF troops, military, we 
were on the tarmac in Beirut, having 
just come from meetings with the Leb-
anese Parliament. There are parlia-
mentarians in Lebanon and many other 
parts of the world who are hoping very 
much to be able to build those par-
liaments, to establish their libraries, 
to put into place a committee struc-
ture that will allow for adequate over-
sight of the executive branch, and to do 
many of the things that we have a 
tendency to take for granted around 
here. 

Now, we know that Oman isn’t an 
American-style democracy; we recog-
nize that. A lot of people have been 
critical because of it. But the fact of 
the matter is, we need to do all that we 
can to help those countries that are 
moving towards the rule of law, and 
Oman is clearly one of them, living 
with a rules-based trading system, and 
other countries in the region that are 
seeking to stand up in this global war 
against Islamofascism to do all pos-
sible to help us. 

Mr. Speaker, economic liberalization 
is a very important part of that goal. I 
can’t think of a more important vote 
after, as Mr. MORAN said, the debate we 
had last night on the resolution that 
we are going to be voting on before too 
terribly long, supporting the State of 
Israel and their action and their right 
to defend themselves. And now this 
agreement really goes hand in hand 
with our quest to take on those who 
want to do in our way of life, who want 
to undermine opportunities for free-
dom. 

This is a very good agreement. It is a 
good rule that, under the standard 
structure that we have, allows for its 
implementation. So Members should 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on the previous question 
when that vote comes forward, and 
they should vote ‘‘yes’’ for the rule and 
‘‘yes’’ on final passage for the U.S.- 
Oman Free Trade Agreement. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank the gentle-
woman from California for yielding me 
this time and wish to say to my col-
league from California who just left 
the podium that one of America’s prob-
lems in the Middle East is that we have 
become too identified with the 
superrich, undemocratic leaders of 
those countries who ignore the teeming 
masses of the poor among them. That 
is where ‘‘the resistance’’ comes from. 

Mr. DREIER. Will the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Ms. KAPTUR. As I finish my state-
ment, I will yield some time to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, today the House will 
consider another so-called free trade 
agreement, this time with Oman, a na-
tion that is not a democracy. In fact, 
far from it. It is a sultanate with rule 

by the superrich. This agreement will 
yield no more liberty. 

We should defeat the resolution and 
this bill. Oman is not a free country. 
Free trade should only exist among 
free people. Trade should enhance lib-
erty and freedom, not undermine it by 
enshrining gross privilege. 

Exploitation of Oman’s working class 
by its own rulers, along with imported 
labor from poorer countries who have 
no rights, underpin the ugly underbelly 
of Oman, no matter how the gold on 
their palaces glitters. 

Free trade should benefit America 
and America’s workers, so name me a 
free trade agreement that has done 
that? The gentleman and I were here 
for the passage of the horrible NAFTA 
agreement—he voted yes, I voted no. It 
has put hundreds of thousands of our 
people in this country out of work, and 
it has hurt millions more people in 
Mexico. 

NAFTA has yielded trade deficits 
with Mexico when we used to have sur-
pluses. Trade deals with Canada, Viet-
nam, and China have not helped Amer-
ica. Free trade deals help a narrow 
band of invesors this gentleman is 
more than happy to help. 

‘‘Free trade’’ cannot anchor Amer-
ica’s democratic principles. Indeed, 
trade with an undemocratic society ul-
timately crushes liberty’s cause. 

Constitutions dedicated to liberties 
and rights and justice must come first. 
Is America so bankrupt and desperate 
for a landing pad in the Middle East 
that we cede more of our fundamental 
values of liberty globally with yet an-
other repressive society? 

Free societies exist because people of 
those nations believed in liberty first. 
America’s trade policy should embody 
our enduring values of liberty, not en-
shrine pecuniary relationships without 
principle. 

Oman should first take their place at 
freedom’s table, and then let us talk 
about free trade. 

I ask my colleagues to defeat the rule 
and to defeat the resolution on free 
trade with Oman. It is not a free coun-
try, and it is time America identified 
with those in the world who aspire for 
freedom themselves, not just the 
superrich. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER). 

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for 
yielding. Let me begin by saying I have 
the utmost respect for my friend from 
Ohio. I greatly revere her passionate 
commitment to her goal. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say that we 
share the same goals. Those goals are 
to improve the quality of life for the 
middle class and those struggling 
working Americans here in the United 
States of America and in other parts of 
the world. I think that we just have a 
slightly different view. 

You know, the gentlewoman pointed 
her finger at me and began engaging in 
very, very strong language about the 
North American Free Trade Agree-

ment. Mr. Speaker, I would like to say 
that I believe that the North American 
Free Trade Agreement has been an 
overwhelming success. Today we enjoy 
a third of a trillion dollars, with a cap-
ital T, in crossborder trade between 
Mexico and the United States. 

As President Bill Clinton said when 
he was eulogizing Lloyd Bentsen, the 
former Treasury Secretary and Senator 
from Texas, he said, were it not for the 
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, this very serious problem that 
we have of illegal immigration would 
be much, much worse today than it is. 

Now, if one realizes that in Mexico 
we have a burgeoning middle class, a 
middle class that is today larger than 
the entire Canadian population, and it 
is continuing to grow, those areas that 
have benefited most greatly from the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
in the northern states of Mexico have 
seen tremendous booms in their stand-
ard of living. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Would the gentleman 
be happy to yield me a couple of sec-
onds on his time? 

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield to 
my friend. 

MS. KAPTUR. You know, it is amaz-
ing how two people can live in this 
world and view it so differently. The 
exploitation of Mexico’s rural country-
side is a continental sacrilege. The rea-
son we have all this illegal immigra-
tion to our country is NAFTA wiped 
out the struggling poor of Mexico’s 
countryside. Does the gentleman have 
no conscience for them? 

Mr. DREIER. If I could reclaim my 
time, Mr. Speaker. May I reclaim my 
time? 

Ms. KAPTUR. What about our work-
ers? Millions lost jobs because of 
NAFTA. 

Mr. DREIER. Could I reclaim my 
time, Mr. Speaker? Am I in control of 
my time? 

She is claiming that I am somehow 
exploiting the underclass of Mexico. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 additional minute to 
the gentleman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KOLBE). The gentleman is recognized 
for 1 additional minute. 

Mr. DREIER. I would say to my 
friend, obviously we want to do every-
thing that we can to see the standard 
of living and quality of life for that 
underclass that she refers to, as she 
leaves the floor, as I am trying to en-
gage in this colloquy with her. 

I will say that I believe that our poli-
cies have played a big role in enhanc-
ing the standard of living and quality 
of life, and I am not going to be satis-
fied until every single one of those in-
dividuals does, in fact, see their quality 
of life improve. 

I believe in that economic liberaliza-
tion and creating economic oppor-
tunity, which we have done for so 
much of Mexico, through the existence 
of the—— 

Ms. KAPTUR. Would you be kind 
enough to yield? 
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Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield. 
Ms. KAPTUR. I will just say to the 

gentleman that post-NAFTA, the 
wages of Mexicans were cut in half. 
Two million people are streaming 
across this continent because their way 
of life has been destroyed. Travel with 
me to meet these people. In our Nation, 
the middle class has lost a million jobs 
to Mexico. Why is it the gentleman re-
fuses to see this continental tragedy. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, that is 
just plain wrong. That is just plain in-
accurate. If you look at, again, the 
standard of living and quality of life in 
Mexico, it is substantially greater 
today than it was before the North 
American Free Trade Agreement. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Not for the ordinary 
people. 

Mr. DREIER. I believe that these 
policies are very important for the 
United States and the world. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Only for those at the 
top. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I urge all 
Members to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question. If the previous question is de-
feated, I will amend the rule to make 
in order a critical amendment that was 
offered in the Rules Committee yester-
day by Trade Subcommittee Ranking 
Member CARDIN, but unfortunately was 
rejected by a straight party-line vote. 

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

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

There was no objection. 
Ms. MATSUI. The Cardin amendment 

would close a dangerous loophole in the 
current agreement, a loophole that 
could jeopardize our Nation’s port se-
curity. In other words, in its present 
form, this agreement would allow a for-
eign company based in Oman to oper-
ate U.S. port facilities. The Cardin 
amendment provides that the U.S.- 
Oman Free Trade Agreement cannot 
take effect until the U.S. withdraws its 
commitment to allow Omani compa-
nies to operate landside aspects of U.S. 
port activities. 

Unless we vote on the Cardin amend-
ment today, we could once again be 
faced with a risk that the management 
of our vital ports might again be hand-
ed over to a foreign entity. 

The House must have the chance to 
weigh in on this matter of national se-
curity. It is time for this House to stop 
giving rubber-stamp approval to this 
administration at the expense of our 
national security. The Cardin amend-
ment is the only way to ensure that 
this free trade agreement doesn’t com-
promise our ports. 

Mr. Speaker, some of my colleagues 
may argue that the adoption of this 
important amendment will shut off the 
fast-track process in the Senate for 
this bill. True, perhaps, but we should 
not allow any process to trump our na-
tional security and the duty of this 

Congress to protect its citizens from 
harm. 

If we have to send this agreement 
back to the drawing board, so be it. 
However Members of this House feel 
about this trade deal, I would hope 
that they would all realize the danger 
of leaving this loophole in place. Vote 
‘‘no’’ on the previous question so we 
can protect our ports. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, if the issue is on port 
security, then I would like to remind 
my colleagues of what I had said ear-
lier, that in these trade agreements 
there are articles that speak to essen-
tial security, and these articles are 
self-judging, which means it is up to 
the individual country to make the de-
termination as to what their security 
interests are. 

There is nothing in this agreement 
that can prevent us from applying 
what we consider to be security issues. 

But don’t take my word for it. The 
Congressional Research Service, a non-
partisan organization, said, in address-
ing this issue and having an inter-
national tribunal judge this, that na-
tional security issues have never been 
subjected to review by trade panels. 
That is a very important distinction. 

Further, the Congressional Research 
Service goes on to say: ‘‘The U.S. 
should appear to be on solid legal 
grounds for asserting not only that the 
panel does not, the independent panel, 
does not have legal authority to deter-
mine the validity of such a matter, but 
also that the inconsistent measure is 
permitted and justified, given the 
broad self-judging language in the na-
tional security exemption.’’ 

So clearly the argument that the 
U.S.-Oman Free Trade Agreement will 
make our Nation less secure, in fact, 
has no basis in fact. There is no ques-
tion, however, Mr. Speaker, that fair 
trade promotes economic development 
and political cooperation. 

In fact, the 9/11 Commission specifi-
cally cited Middle Eastern free trade 
agreements and calls for action on a 
comprehensive U.S. strategy that 
President Bush has, I might add, en-
gaged in that includes economic poli-
cies encouraging development, more 
open societies and opportunities for 
people to improve their lives. 

Mr. Speaker, approving this agree-
ment is a vital step towards our efforts 
against the war on Islamofascism and 
seeks to make our Nation more, not 
less, secure. 

The material previously referred to 
by Ms. MATSUI is as follows: 
PREVIOUS QUESTION ON H. RES. 925—RULE FOR 

H.R. 5684, U.S.-OMAN FREE TRADE AGREE-
MENT IMPLEMENTATION ACT 
Strike all after the resolved clause 

and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 

House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5684) to imple-
ment the United States-Oman Free Trade 
Agreement. The first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. General debate shall be 
confined to the bill and shall not exceed two 
hours equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. After 
general debate the bill shall be considered 
for amendment under the five-minute rule. 
Notwithstanding section 151 of the Trade Act 
of 1974 and clause 11 of rule XVIII, no amend-
ment to the bill shall be in order except the 
amendment specified in section 2 of this res-
olution. The amendment may be offered only 
by Representative Cardin of Maryland or his 
designee, shall be considered as read, shall be 
debatable for 30 minutes equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amendment, and 
shall not be subject to a demand for division 
of the question in the House or in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. All points of order 
against the amendment specified in section 2 
are waived. At the conclusion of consider-
ation of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee 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 amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. 

SEC. 2. The amendment referred to in the 
first section of this resolution is as follows: 

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 5684, AS REPORTED 
OFFERED BY MR. CARDIN OF MARYLAND 

At the end of section 101, add the fol-
lowing: 

(c) ADDITIONAL CONDITION FOR ENTRY INTO 
FORCE.—In addition to the provisions of sub-
section (b), the President may not provide 
for the Agreement to enter into force with 
respect to the United States until the United 
States has included in its reservation relat-
ing to the provision of maritime transpor-
tation services and the operation of U.S.- 
flagged vessels, beginning on page 5 of the 
Schedule of the United States contained in 
Annex II of the Agreement, measures relat-
ing to the following: landside operations of 
port activities, including operation and 
maintenance of docks; loading and unloading 
of vessels directly to or from land; marine 
cargo handling; operation and maintenance 
of piers; ship cleaning; stevedoring; transfer 
of cargo between vessels and trucks, trains, 
pipelines, and wharves; and waterfront ter-
minal operations. 
THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 

IT REALLY MEANS 
This vote, the vote on whether to 

order the previous question on a spe-
cial rule, is not merely a procedural 
vote. A vote against ordering the pre-
vious question is a vote against the Re-
publican 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 debating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of 
the House of Representatives, (VI, 308– 
311) describes 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 de-
feat the previous question is to give 
the opposition a chance to decide the 
subject before the House. Cannon cites 
the Speaker’s ruling of January 13, 
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1920, to the effect that ‘‘the refusal of 
the House to sustain the demand for 
the previous question passes the con-
trol of the resolution to the opposi-
tion’’ in order to offer an amendment. 
On March 15, 1909, a member of the ma-
jority party offered a rule resolution. 
The House defeated the previous ques-
tion 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. Fitzgerald, who had asked 
the gentleman to yield to him for an 
amendment, is entitled to the first rec-
ognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad 
for the Republican majority they will 
say ‘‘the vote on the previous question 
is simply a vote on whether to proceed 
to an immediate vote on adopting the 
resolution * * * [and] has no sub-
stantive legislative or policy implica-
tions whatsoever.’’ But that is not 
what they have always said. Listen to 
the Republican Leadership Manual on 
the Legislative Process in the United 
States House of Representatives, (6th 
edition, page 135). Here’s how the Re-
publicans describe the previous ques-
tion vote in their own manual: Al-
though it is generally not possible to 
amend the rule because the majority 
Member controlling the time will not 
yield for the purpose of offering an 
amendment, the same result may be 
achieved by voting down the previous 
question on the rule * * * When the 
motion for the previous question is de-
feated, control of the time passes to 
the Member who led the opposition to 
ordering the previous question. That 
Member, because he then controls the 
time, may offer an amendment to the 
rule, or yield for the purpose of amend-
ment.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. 
House of Representatives, the sub-
chapter titled ‘‘Amending Special 
Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal to order the 
previous question on such a rule [a spe-
cial rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to 
amendment and further debate.’’ 
(Chapter 21, section 21.2) Section 21.3 
continues: Upon rejection of the mo-
tion for the previous question on a res-
olution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member 
leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper 
amendment or motion and who con-
trols the time for debate thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous 
question on a rule does have sub-
stantive policy implications. It is one 
of the only available tools for those 
who oppose the Republican majority’s 
agenda to offer an alternative plan. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion 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. 

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

Pursuant to clause 8 and clause 9 of 
rule XX, this 15-minute vote on order-
ing the previous question on H. Res. 925 
will be followed by 5-minute votes on 
adoption of H. Res. 925, if ordered; and 
on the motion to suspend the rules on 
H. Res. 921. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays 
196, not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 389] 

YEAS—227 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 

Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 

McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Meeks (NY) 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 

Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 

Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 

Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—196 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 

Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 

Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—9 

Davis (FL) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Evans 

Fortenberry 
Lewis (GA) 
McKinney 

Northup 
Nussle 
Pence 

b 1153 

Ms. WATERS changed her 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. 
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 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 237, nays 
187, not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 390] 

YEAS—237 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 

Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holt 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matheson 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Meeks (NY) 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 

Neugebauer 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—187 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 

Allen 
Andrews 

Baca 
Baird 

Baldwin 
Barrow 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 

Hinojosa 
Holden 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 

Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—8 

Buyer 
Davis (FL) 
Davis, Jo Ann 

Evans 
Fortenberry 
McKinney 

Northup 
Nussle 

b 1203 

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 

CONDEMNING THE RECENT AT-
TACKS AGAINST THE STATE OF 
ISRAEL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The unfinished business is 
the question of suspending the rules 
and agreeing to the resolution, H. Res. 
921. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
agree to the resolution, H. Res. 921, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 410, nays 8, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 4, not voting 10, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 391] 

YEAS—410 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 

Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 

Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
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Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 

Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Strickland 

Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—8 

Abercrombie 
Conyers 
Dingell 

Kilpatrick (MI) 
McDermott 
Paul 

Rahall 
Stark 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—4 

Kaptur 
Kucinich 

Lee 
Waters 

NOT VOTING—10 

Davis (FL) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Duncan 
Evans 

Fortenberry 
McKinney 
Northup 
Nussle 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Westmoreland 

b 1210 
So (two-thirds of those voting having 

responded in the affirmative) 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 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Speaker, on 

Thursday, July 20, 2006, I was unavoidably 
detained and thus I missed rollcall votes Nos. 
389, 390, and 391. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on all three votes. 

f 

UNITED STATES-OMAN FREE 
TRADE AGREEMENT IMPLEMEN-
TATION ACT 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to House Resolution 925, I call up the 
bill (H.R. 5684) to implement the 
United States-Oman Free Trade Agree-
ment, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 
H.R. 5684 

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 ‘‘United States-Oman Free Trade Agree-
ment Implementation Act’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Purposes. 
Sec. 3. Definitions. 
TITLE I—APPROVAL OF, AND GENERAL 

PROVISIONS RELATING TO, THE 
AGREEMENT 

Sec. 101. Approval and entry into force of 
the Agreement. 

Sec. 102. Relationship of the Agreement to 
United States and State law. 

Sec. 103. Implementing actions in anticipa-
tion of entry into force and ini-
tial regulations. 

Sec. 104. Consultation and layover provi-
sions for, and effective date of, 
proclaimed actions. 

Sec. 105. Administration of dispute settle-
ment proceedings. 

Sec. 106. Arbitration of claims. 
Sec. 107. Effective dates; effect of termi-

nation. 
TITLE II—CUSTOMS PROVISIONS 

Sec. 201. Tariff modifications. 
Sec. 202. Rules of origin. 
Sec. 203. Customs user fees. 
Sec. 204. Enforcement relating to trade in 

textile and apparel goods. 
Sec. 205. Reliquidation of entries. 
Sec. 206. Regulations. 

TITLE III—RELIEF FROM IMPORTS 
Sec. 301. Definitions. 
Subtitle A—Relief From Imports Benefiting 

From the Agreement 
Sec. 311. Commencing of action for relief. 
Sec. 312. Commission action on petition. 
Sec. 313. Provision of relief. 
Sec. 314. Termination of relief authority. 
Sec. 315. Compensation authority. 
Sec. 316. Confidential business information. 
Subtitle B—Textile and Apparel Safeguard 

Measures 
Sec. 321. Commencement of action for relief. 
Sec. 322. Determination and provision of re-

lief. 
Sec. 323. Period of relief. 
Sec. 324. Articles exempt from relief. 
Sec. 325. Rate after termination of import 

relief. 
Sec. 326. Termination of relief authority. 
Sec. 327. Compensation authority. 
Sec. 328. Confidential business information. 

TITLE IV—PROCUREMENT 
Sec. 401. Eligible products. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are— 
(1) to approve and implement the Free 

Trade Agreement between the United States 
and Oman entered into under the authority 
of section 2103(b) of the Bipartisan Trade 
Promotion Authority Act of 2002 (19 U.S.C. 
3803(b)); 

(2) to strengthen and develop economic re-
lations between the United States and Oman 
for their mutual benefit; 

(3) to establish free trade between the 2 na-
tions through the reduction and elimination 
of barriers to trade in goods and services and 
to investment; and 

(4) to lay the foundation for further co-
operation to expand and enhance the benefits 
of such Agreement. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘Agreement’’ 

means the United States-Oman Free Trade 
Agreement approved by Congress under sec-
tion 101(a)(1). 

(2) HTS.—The term ‘‘HTS’’ means the Har-
monized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States. 

(3) TEXTILE OR APPAREL GOOD.—The term 
‘‘textile or apparel good’’ means a good list-
ed in the Annex to the Agreement on Tex-
tiles and Clothing referred to in section 
101(d)(4) of the Uruguay Round Agreements 
Act (19 U.S.C. 3511(d)(4)). 

TITLE I—APPROVAL OF, AND GENERAL 
PROVISIONS RELATING TO, THE AGREE-
MENT 

SEC. 101. APPROVAL AND ENTRY INTO FORCE OF 
THE AGREEMENT. 

(a) APPROVAL OF AGREEMENT AND STATE-
MENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION.—Pursuant 
to section 2105 of the Bipartisan Trade Pro-
motion Authority Act of 2002 (19 U.S.C. 3805) 
and section 151 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 
U.S.C. 2191), Congress approves— 

(1) the United States-Oman Free Trade 
Agreement entered into on January 19, 2006, 
with Oman and submitted to Congress on 
June 26, 2006; and 

(2) the statement of administrative action 
proposed to implement the Agreement that 
was submitted to Congress on June 26, 2006. 

(b) CONDITIONS FOR ENTRY INTO FORCE OF 
THE AGREEMENT.—At such time as the Presi-
dent determines that Oman has taken meas-
ures necessary to bring it into compliance 
with those provisions of the Agreement that 
are to take effect on the date on which the 
Agreement enters into force, the President is 
authorized to exchange notes with the Gov-
ernment of Oman providing for the entry 
into force, on or after January 1, 2007, of the 
Agreement with respect to the United 
States. 

SEC. 102. RELATIONSHIP OF THE AGREEMENT TO 
UNITED STATES AND STATE LAW. 

(a) RELATIONSHIP OF AGREEMENT TO UNITED 
STATES LAW.— 

(1) UNITED STATES LAW TO PREVAIL IN CON-
FLICT.—No provision of the Agreement, nor 
the application of any such provision to any 
person or circumstance, which is incon-
sistent with any law of the United States 
shall have effect. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this Act 
shall be construed— 

(A) to amend or modify any law of the 
United States, or 

(B) to limit any authority conferred under 
any law of the United States, 
unless specifically provided for in this Act. 

(b) RELATIONSHIP OF AGREEMENT TO STATE 
LAW.— 

(1) LEGAL CHALLENGE.—No State law, or 
the application thereof, may be declared in-
valid as to any person or circumstance on 
the ground that the provision or application 
is inconsistent with the Agreement, except 
in an action brought by the United States for 
the purpose of declaring such law or applica-
tion invalid. 

(2) DEFINITION OF STATE LAW.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘‘State law’’ in-
cludes— 

(A) any law of a political subdivision of a 
State; and 

(B) any State law regulating or taxing the 
business of insurance. 

(c) EFFECT OF AGREEMENT WITH RESPECT TO 
PRIVATE REMEDIES.—No person other than 
the United States— 

(1) shall have any cause of action or de-
fense under the Agreement or by virtue of 
congressional approval thereof; or 

(2) may challenge, in any action brought 
under any provision of law, any action or in-
action by any department, agency, or other 
instrumentality of the United States, any 
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State, or any political subdivision of a State, 
on the ground that such action or inaction is 
inconsistent with the Agreement. 

SEC. 103. IMPLEMENTING ACTIONS IN ANTICIPA-
TION OF ENTRY INTO FORCE AND 
INITIAL REGULATIONS. 

(a) IMPLEMENTING ACTIONS.— 
(1) PROCLAMATION AUTHORITY.—After the 

date of the enactment of this Act— 
(A) the President may proclaim such ac-

tions, and 
(B) other appropriate officers of the United 

States Government may issue such regula-
tions, 

as may be necessary to ensure that any pro-
vision of this Act, or amendment made by 
this Act, that takes effect on the date on 
which the Agreement enters into force is ap-
propriately implemented on such date, but 
no such proclamation or regulation may 
have an effective date earlier than the date 
on which the Agreement enters into force. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE OF CERTAIN PROCLAIMED 
ACTIONS.—Any action proclaimed by the 
President under the authority of this Act 
that is not subject to the consultation and 
layover provisions under section 104 may not 
take effect before the 15th day after the date 
on which the text of the proclamation is pub-
lished in the Federal Register. 

(3) WAIVER OF 15-DAY RESTRICTION.—The 15- 
day restriction in paragraph (2) on the tak-
ing effect of proclaimed actions is waived to 
the extent that the application of such re-
striction would prevent the taking effect on 
the date on which the Agreement enters into 
force of any action proclaimed under this 
section. 

(b) INITIAL REGULATIONS.—Initial regula-
tions necessary or appropriate to carry out 
the actions required by or authorized under 
this Act or proposed in the statement of ad-
ministrative action submitted under section 
101(a)(2) to implement the Agreement shall, 
to the maximum extent feasible, be issued 
within 1 year after the date on which the 
Agreement enters into force. In the case of 
any implementing action that takes effect 
on a date after the date on which the Agree-
ment enters into force, initial regulations to 
carry out that action shall, to the maximum 
extent feasible, be issued within 1 year after 
such effective date. 

SEC. 104. CONSULTATION AND LAYOVER PROVI-
SIONS FOR, AND EFFECTIVE DATE 
OF, PROCLAIMED ACTIONS. 

If a provision of this Act provides that the 
implementation of an action by the Presi-
dent by proclamation is subject to the con-
sultation and layover requirements of this 
section, such action may be proclaimed only 
if— 

(1) the President has obtained advice re-
garding the proposed action from— 

(A) the appropriate advisory committees 
established under section 135 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2155); and 

(B) the United States International Trade 
Commission; 

(2) the President has submitted to the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives a report that sets forth— 

(A) the action proposed to be proclaimed 
and the reasons therefor; and 

(B) the advice obtained under paragraph 
(1); 

(3) a period of 60 calendar days, beginning 
on the first day on which the requirements 
set forth in paragraphs (1) and (2) have been 
met has expired; and 

(4) the President has consulted with the 
Committees referred to in paragraph (2) re-
garding the proposed action during the pe-
riod referred to in paragraph (3). 

SEC. 105. ADMINISTRATION OF DISPUTE SETTLE-
MENT PROCEEDINGS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OR DESIGNATION OF OF-
FICE.—The President is authorized to estab-
lish or designate within the Department of 
Commerce an office that shall be responsible 
for providing administrative assistance to 
panels established under chapter 20 of the 
Agreement. The office may not be considered 
to be an agency for purposes of section 552 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
each fiscal year after fiscal year 2006 to the 
Department of Commerce such sums as may 
be necessary for the establishment and oper-
ations of the office established or designated 
under subsection (a) and for the payment of 
the United States share of the expenses of 
panels established under chapter 20 of the 
Agreement. 
SEC. 106. ARBITRATION OF CLAIMS. 

The United States is authorized to resolve 
any claim against the United States covered 
by article 10.15.1(a)(i)(C) or article 
10.15.1(b)(i)(C) of the Agreement, pursuant to 
the Investor-State Dispute Settlement pro-
cedures set forth in section B of chapter 10 of 
the Agreement. 
SEC. 107. EFFECTIVE DATES; EFFECT OF TERMI-

NATION. 
(a) EFFECTIVE DATES.—Except as provided 

in subsection (b), the provisions of this Act 
and the amendments made by this Act take 
effect on the date on which the Agreement 
enters into force. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Sections 1 through 3 and 
this title take effect on the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 

(c) TERMINATION OF THE AGREEMENT.—On 
the date on which the Agreement termi-
nates, the provisions of this Act (other than 
this subsection) and the amendments made 
by this Act shall cease to be effective. 

TITLE II—CUSTOMS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 201. TARIFF MODIFICATIONS. 

(a) TARIFF MODIFICATIONS PROVIDED FOR IN 
THE AGREEMENT.— 

(1) PROCLAMATION AUTHORITY.—The Presi-
dent may proclaim— 

(A) such modifications or continuation of 
any duty, 

(B) such continuation of duty-free or excise 
treatment, or 

(C) such additional duties, 
as the President determines to be necessary 
or appropriate to carry out or apply articles 
2.3, 2.5, 2.6, 3.2.8, and 3.2.9, and Annex 2–B of 
the Agreement. 

(2) EFFECT ON OMANI GSP STATUS.—Notwith-
standing section 502(a)(1) of the Trade Act of 
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2462(a)(1)), the President shall, 
on the date on which the Agreement enters 
into force, terminate the designation of 
Oman as a beneficiary developing country 
for purposes of title V of the Trade Act of 
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2461 et seq.). 

(b) OTHER TARIFF MODIFICATIONS.—Subject 
to the consultation and layover provisions of 
section 104, the President may proclaim— 

(1) such modifications or continuation of 
any duty, 

(2) such modifications as the United States 
may agree to with Oman regarding the stag-
ing of any duty treatment set forth in Annex 
2–B of the Agreement, 

(3) such continuation of duty-free or excise 
treatment, or 

(4) such additional duties, 
as the President determines to be necessary 
or appropriate to maintain the general level 
of reciprocal and mutually advantageous 
concessions with respect to Oman provided 
for by the Agreement. 

(c) CONVERSION TO AD VALOREM RATES.— 
For purposes of subsections (a) and (b), with 
respect to any good for which the base rate 

in the Tariff Schedule of the United States 
to Annex 2–B of the Agreement is a specific 
or compound rate of duty, the President may 
substitute for the base rate an ad valorem 
rate that the President determines to be 
equivalent to the base rate. 
SEC. 202. RULES OF ORIGIN. 

(a) APPLICATION AND INTERPRETATION.—In 
this section: 

(1) TARIFF CLASSIFICATION.—The basis for 
any tariff classification is the HTS. 

(2) REFERENCE TO HTS.—Whenever in this 
section there is a reference to a heading or 
subheading, such reference shall be a ref-
erence to a heading or subheading of the 
HTS. 

(b) ORIGINATING GOODS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this Act 

and for purposes of implementing the pref-
erential tariff treatment provided for under 
the Agreement, a good is an originating good 
if— 

(A) the good is imported directly— 
(i) from the territory of Oman into the ter-

ritory of the United States; or 
(ii) from the territory of the United States 

into the territory of Oman; and 
(B)(i) the good is a good wholly the growth, 

product, or manufacture of Oman or the 
United States, or both; 

(ii) the good (other than a good to which 
clause (iii) applies) is a new or different arti-
cle of commerce that has been grown, pro-
duced, or manufactured in Oman or the 
United States, or both, and meets the re-
quirements of paragraph (2); or 

(iii)(I) the good is a good covered by Annex 
3–A or 4–A of the Agreement; 

(II)(aa) each of the nonoriginating mate-
rials used in the production of the good un-
dergoes an applicable change in tariff classi-
fication specified in such Annex as a result 
of production occurring entirely in the terri-
tory of Oman or the United States, or both; 
or 

(bb) the good otherwise satisfies the re-
quirements specified in such Annex; and 

(III) the good satisfies all other applicable 
requirements of this section. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—A good described in 
paragraph (1)(B)(ii) is an originating good 
only if the sum of— 

(A) the value of each material produced in 
the territory of Oman or the United States, 
or both, and 

(B) the direct costs of processing oper-
ations performed in the territory of Oman or 
the United States, or both, 

is not less than 35 percent of the appraised 
value of the good at the time the good is en-
tered into the territory of the United States. 

(c) CUMULATION.— 
(1) ORIGINATING GOOD OR MATERIAL INCOR-

PORATED INTO GOODS OF OTHER COUNTRY.—An 
originating good, or a material produced in 
the territory of Oman or the United States, 
or both, that is incorporated into a good in 
the territory of the other country shall be 
considered to originate in the territory of 
the other country. 

(2) MULTIPLE PRODUCERS.—A good that is 
grown, produced, or manufactured in the ter-
ritory of Oman or the United States, or both, 
by 1 or more producers, is an originating 
good if the good satisfies the requirements of 
subsection (b) and all other applicable re-
quirements of this section. 

(d) VALUE OF MATERIALS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the value of a material pro-
duced in the territory of Oman or the United 
States, or both, includes the following: 

(A) The price actually paid or payable for 
the material by the producer of the good. 

(B) The freight, insurance, packing, and all 
other costs incurred in transporting the ma-
terial to the producer’s plant, if such costs 
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are not included in the price referred to in 
subparagraph (A). 

(C) The cost of waste or spoilage resulting 
from the use of the material in the growth, 
production, or manufacture of the good, less 
the value of recoverable scrap. 

(D) Taxes or customs duties imposed on 
the material by Oman or the United States, 
or both, if the taxes or customs duties are 
not remitted upon exportation from the ter-
ritory of Oman or the United States, as the 
case may be. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—If the relationship between 
the producer of a good and the seller of a ma-
terial influenced the price actually paid or 
payable for the material, or if there is no 
price actually paid or payable by the pro-
ducer for the material, the value of the ma-
terial produced in the territory of Oman or 
the United States, or both, includes the fol-
lowing: 

(A) All expenses incurred in the growth, 
production, or manufacture of the material, 
including general expenses. 

(B) A reasonable amount for profit. 
(C) Freight, insurance, packing, and all 

other costs incurred in transporting the ma-
terial to the producer’s plant. 

(e) PACKAGING AND PACKING MATERIALS AND 
CONTAINERS FOR RETAIL SALE AND FOR SHIP-
MENT.—Packaging and packing materials 
and containers for retail sale and shipment 
shall be disregarded in determining whether 
a good qualifies as an originating good, ex-
cept to the extent that the value of such 
packaging and packing materials and con-
tainers has been included in meeting the re-
quirements set forth in subsection (b)(2). 

(f) INDIRECT MATERIALS.—Indirect mate-
rials shall be disregarded in determining 
whether a good qualifies as an originating 
good, except that the cost of such indirect 
materials may be included in meeting the re-
quirements set forth in subsection (b)(2). 

(g) TRANSIT AND TRANSSHIPMENT.—A good 
shall not be considered to meet the require-
ment of subsection (b)(1)(A) if, after expor-
tation from the territory of Oman or the 
United States, the good undergoes produc-
tion, manufacturing, or any other operation 
outside the territory of Oman or the United 
States, other than unloading, reloading, or 
any other operation necessary to preserve 
the good in good condition or to transport 
the good to the territory of Oman or the 
United States. 

(h) TEXTILE AND APPAREL GOODS.— 
(1) DE MINIMIS AMOUNTS OF NONORIGINATING 

MATERIALS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), a textile or apparel good 
that is not an originating good because cer-
tain fibers or yarns used in the production of 
the component of the good that determines 
the tariff classification of the good do not 
undergo an applicable change in tariff classi-
fication set out in Annex 3–A of the Agree-
ment shall be considered to be an originating 
good if the total weight of all such fibers or 
yarns in that component is not more than 7 
percent of the total weight of that compo-
nent. 

(B) CERTAIN TEXTILE OR APPAREL GOODS.—A 
textile or apparel good containing elas-
tomeric yarns in the component of the good 
that determines the tariff classification of 
the good shall be considered to be an origi-
nating good only if such yarns are wholly 
formed in the territory of Oman or the 
United States. 

(C) YARN, FABRIC, OR GROUP OF FIBERS.—For 
purposes of this paragraph, in the case of a 
textile or apparel good that is a yarn, fabric, 
or group of fibers, the term ‘‘component of 
the good that determines the tariff classi-
fication of the good’’ means all of the fibers 
in the yarn, fabric, or group of fibers. 

(2) GOODS PUT UP IN SETS FOR RETAIL 
SALE.—Notwithstanding the rules set forth 

in Annex 3–A of the Agreement, textile or 
apparel goods classifiable as goods put up in 
sets for retail sale as provided for in General 
Rule of Interpretation 3 of the HTS shall not 
be considered to be originating goods unless 
each of the goods in the set is an originating 
good or the total value of the nonoriginating 
goods in the set does not exceed 10 percent of 
the value of the set determined for purposes 
of assessing customs duties. 

(i) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) DIRECT COSTS OF PROCESSING OPER-

ATIONS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘direct costs of 

processing operations’’, with respect to a 
good, includes, to the extent they are includ-
able in the appraised value of the good when 
imported into Oman or the United States, as 
the case may be, the following: 

(i) All actual labor costs involved in the 
growth, production, or manufacture of the 
good, including fringe benefits, on-the-job 
training, and the cost of engineering, super-
visory, quality control, and similar per-
sonnel. 

(ii) Tools, dies, molds, and other indirect 
materials, and depreciation on machinery 
and equipment that are allocable to the 
good. 

(iii) Research, development, design, engi-
neering, and blueprint costs, to the extent 
that they are allocable to the good. 

(iv) Costs of inspecting and testing the 
good. 

(v) Costs of packaging the good for export 
to the territory of the other country. 

(B) EXCEPTIONS.—The term ‘‘direct costs of 
processing operations’’ does not include 
costs that are not directly attributable to a 
good or are not costs of growth, production, 
or manufacture of the good, such as— 

(i) profit; and 
(ii) general expenses of doing business that 

are either not allocable to the good or are 
not related to the growth, production, or 
manufacture of the good, such as administra-
tive salaries, casualty and liability insur-
ance, advertising, and sales staff salaries, 
commissions, or expenses. 

(2) GOOD.—The term ‘‘good’’ means any 
merchandise, product, article, or material. 

(3) GOOD WHOLLY THE GROWTH, PRODUCT, OR 
MANUFACTURE OF OMAN OR THE UNITED 
STATES, OR BOTH.—The term ‘‘good wholly 
the growth, product, or manufacture of 
Oman or the United States, or both’’ 
means— 

(A) a mineral good extracted in the terri-
tory of Oman or the United States, or both; 

(B) a vegetable good, as such a good is pro-
vided for in the HTS, harvested in the terri-
tory of Oman or the United States, or both; 

(C) a live animal born and raised in the ter-
ritory of Oman or the United States, or both; 

(D) a good obtained from live animals 
raised in the territory of Oman or the United 
States, or both; 

(E) a good obtained from hunting, trap-
ping, or fishing in the territory of Oman or 
the United States, or both; 

(F) a good (fish, shellfish, and other marine 
life) taken from the sea by vessels registered 
or recorded with Oman or the United States 
and flying the flag of that country; 

(G) a good produced from goods referred to 
in subparagraph (F) on board factory ships 
registered or recorded with Oman or the 
United States and flying the flag of that 
country; 

(H) a good taken by Oman or the United 
States or a person of Oman or the United 
States from the seabed or beneath the seabed 
outside territorial waters, if Oman or the 
United States, as the case may be, has rights 
to exploit such seabed; 

(I) a good taken from outer space, if such 
good is obtained by Oman or the United 
States or a person of Oman or the United 

States and not processed in the territory of 
a country other than Oman or the United 
States; 

(J) waste and scrap derived from— 
(i) production or manufacture in the terri-

tory of Oman or the United States, or both; 
or 

(ii) used goods collected in the territory of 
Oman or the United States, or both, if such 
goods are fit only for the recovery of raw 
materials; 

(K) a recovered good derived in the terri-
tory of Oman or the United States from used 
goods and utilized in the territory of that 
country in the production of remanufactured 
goods; and 

(L) a good produced in the territory of 
Oman or the United States, or both, exclu-
sively— 

(i) from goods referred to in subparagraphs 
(A) through (J), or 

(ii) from the derivatives of goods referred 
to in clause (i), 

at any stage of production. 
(4) INDIRECT MATERIAL.—The term ‘‘indi-

rect material’’ means a good used in the 
growth, production, manufacture, testing, or 
inspection of a good but not physically in-
corporated into the good, or a good used in 
the maintenance of buildings or the oper-
ation of equipment associated with the 
growth, production, or manufacture of a 
good, including— 

(A) fuel and energy; 
(B) tools, dies, and molds; 
(C) spare parts and materials used in the 

maintenance of equipment and buildings; 
(D) lubricants, greases, compounding ma-

terials, and other materials used in the 
growth, production, or manufacture of a 
good or used to operate equipment and build-
ings; 

(E) gloves, glasses, footwear, clothing, 
safety equipment, and supplies; 

(F) equipment, devices, and supplies used 
for testing or inspecting the good; 

(G) catalysts and solvents; and 
(H) any other goods that are not incor-

porated into the good but the use of which in 
the growth, production, or manufacture of 
the good can reasonably be demonstrated to 
be a part of that growth, production, or man-
ufacture. 

(5) MATERIAL.—The term ‘‘material’’ 
means a good, including a part or ingredient, 
that is used in the growth, production, or 
manufacture of another good that is a new or 
different article of commerce that has been 
grown, produced, or manufactured in Oman 
or the United States, or both. 

(6) MATERIAL PRODUCED IN THE TERRITORY 
OF OMAN OR THE UNITED STATES, OR BOTH.— 
The term ‘‘material produced in the terri-
tory of Oman or the United States, or both’’ 
means a good that is either wholly the 
growth, product, or manufacture of Oman or 
the United States, or both, or a new or dif-
ferent article of commerce that has been 
grown, produced, or manufactured in the ter-
ritory of Oman or the United States, or both. 

(7) NEW OR DIFFERENT ARTICLE OF COM-
MERCE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘new or dif-
ferent article of commerce’’ means, except as 
provided in subparagraph (B), a good that— 

(i) has been substantially transformed 
from a good or material that is not wholly 
the growth, product, or manufacture of 
Oman or the United States, or both; and 

(ii) has a new name, character, or use dis-
tinct from the good or material from which 
it was transformed. 

(B) EXCEPTION.—A good shall not be consid-
ered a new or different article of commerce 
by virtue of having undergone simple com-
bining or packaging operations, or mere di-
lution with water or another substance that 
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does not materially alter the characteristics 
of the good. 

(8) RECOVERED GOODS.—The term ‘‘recov-
ered goods’’ means materials in the form of 
individual parts that result from— 

(A) the disassembly of used goods into indi-
vidual parts; and 

(B) the cleaning, inspecting, testing, or 
other processing of those parts as necessary 
for improvement to sound working condi-
tion. 

(9) REMANUFACTURED GOOD.—The term ‘‘re-
manufactured good’’ means an industrial 
good that is assembled in the territory of 
Oman or the United States and that— 

(A) is entirely or partially comprised of re-
covered goods; 

(B) has a similar life expectancy to a like 
good that is new; and 

(C) enjoys a factory warranty similar to 
that of a like good that is new. 

(10) SIMPLE COMBINING OR PACKAGING OPER-
ATIONS.—The term ‘‘simple combining or 
packaging operations’’ means operations 
such as adding batteries to devices, fitting 
together a small number of components by 
bolting, gluing, or soldering, and repacking 
or packaging components together. 

(11) SUBSTANTIALLY TRANSFORMED.—The 
term ‘‘substantially transformed’’ means, 
with respect to a good or material, changed 
as the result of a manufacturing or proc-
essing operation so that— 

(A)(i) the good or material is converted 
from a good that has multiple uses into a 
good or material that has limited uses; 

(ii) the physical properties of the good or 
material are changed to a significant extent; 
or 

(iii) the operation undergone by the good 
or material is complex by reason of the num-
ber of different processes and materials in-
volved and the time and level of skill re-
quired to perform those processes; and 

(B) the good or material loses its separate 
identity in the manufacturing or processing 
operation. 

(j) PRESIDENTIAL PROCLAMATION AUTHOR-
ITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President is author-
ized to proclaim, as part of the HTS— 

(A) the provisions set forth in Annex 3–A 
and Annex 4–A of the Agreement; and 

(B) any additional subordinate category 
that is necessary to carry out this title, con-
sistent with the Agreement. 

(2) MODIFICATIONS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the consulta-

tion and layover provisions of section 104, 
the President may proclaim modifications to 
the provisions proclaimed under the author-
ity of paragraph (1)(A), other than provisions 
of chapters 50 through 63 of the HTS (as in-
cluded in Annex 3–A of the Agreement). 

(B) ADDITIONAL PROCLAMATIONS.—Notwith-
standing subparagraph (A), and subject to 
the consultation and layover provisions of 
section 104, the President may proclaim— 

(i) modifications to the provisions pro-
claimed under the authority of paragraph 
(1)(A) as are necessary to implement an 
agreement with Oman pursuant to article 
3.2.5 of the Agreement; and 

(ii) before the end of the 1-year period be-
ginning on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, modifications to correct any typo-
graphical, clerical, or other nonsubstantive 
technical error regarding the provisions of 
chapters 50 through 63 of the HTS (as in-
cluded in Annex 3–A of the Agreement). 
SEC. 203. CUSTOMS USER FEES. 

Section 13031(b) of the Consolidated Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 (19 
U.S.C. 58c(b)) is amended by adding after 
paragraph (16) the following: 

‘‘(17) No fee may be charged under sub-
section (a) (9) or (10) with respect to goods 

that qualify as originating goods under sec-
tion 202 of the United States-Oman Free 
Trade Agreement Implementation Act. Any 
service for which an exemption from such fee 
is provided by reason of this paragraph may 
not be funded with money contained in the 
Customs User Fee Account.’’. 
SEC. 204. ENFORCEMENT RELATING TO TRADE IN 

TEXTILE AND APPAREL GOODS. 
(a) ACTION DURING VERIFICATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary of the 

Treasury requests the Government of Oman 
to conduct a verification pursuant to article 
3.3 of the Agreement for purposes of making 
a determination under paragraph (2), the 
President may direct the Secretary to take 
appropriate action described in subsection 
(b) while the verification is being conducted. 

(2) DETERMINATION.—A determination 
under this paragraph is a determination— 

(A) that an exporter or producer in Oman 
is complying with applicable customs laws, 
regulations, procedures, requirements, or 
practices affecting trade in textile or apparel 
goods; or 

(B) that a claim that a textile or apparel 
good exported or produced by such exporter 
or producer— 

(i) qualifies as an originating good under 
section 202, or 

(ii) is a good of Oman, 
is accurate. 

(b) APPROPRIATE ACTION DESCRIBED.—Ap-
propriate action under subsection (a)(1) in-
cludes— 

(1) suspension of liquidation of the entry of 
any textile or apparel good exported or pro-
duced by the person that is the subject of a 
verification referred to in subsection (a)(1) 
regarding compliance described in subsection 
(a)(2)(A), in a case in which the request for 
verification was based on a reasonable sus-
picion of unlawful activity related to such 
good; and 

(2) suspension of liquidation of the entry of 
a textile or apparel good for which a claim 
has been made that is the subject of a 
verification referred to in subsection (a)(1) 
regarding a claim described in subsection 
(a)(2)(B). 

(c) ACTION WHEN INFORMATION IS INSUFFI-
CIENT.—If the Secretary of the Treasury de-
termines that the information obtained 
within 12 months after making a request for 
a verification under subsection (a)(1) is in-
sufficient to make a determination under 
subsection (a)(2), the President may direct 
the Secretary to take appropriate action de-
scribed in subsection (d) until such time as 
the Secretary receives information sufficient 
to make a determination under subsection 
(a)(2) or until such earlier date as the Presi-
dent may direct. 

(d) APPROPRIATE ACTION DESCRIBED.—Ap-
propriate action referred to in subsection (c) 
includes— 

(1) publication of the name and address of 
the person that is the subject of the 
verification; 

(2) denial of preferential tariff treatment 
under the Agreement to— 

(A) any textile or apparel good exported or 
produced by the person that is the subject of 
a verification referred to in subsection (a)(1) 
regarding compliance described in subsection 
(a)(2)(A); or 

(B) a textile or apparel good for which a 
claim has been made that is the subject of a 
verification referred to in subsection (a)(1) 
regarding a claim described in subsection 
(a)(2)(B); and 

(3) denial of entry into the United States 
of— 

(A) any textile or apparel good exported or 
produced by the person that is the subject of 
a verification referred to in subsection (a)(1) 
regarding compliance described in subsection 
(a)(2)(A); or 

(B) a textile or apparel good for which a 
claim has been made that is the subject of a 
verification referred to in subsection (a)(1) 
regarding a claim described in subsection 
(a)(2)(B). 
SEC. 205. RELIQUIDATION OF ENTRIES. 

Subsection (d) of section 520 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1520(d)) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘or’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘for which’’ and inserting 

‘‘, or section 202 of the United States-Oman 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act 
for which’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘and in-
formation’’ after ‘‘documentation’’. 
SEC. 206. REGULATIONS. 

The Secretary of the Treasury shall pre-
scribe such regulations as may be necessary 
to carry out— 

(1) subsections (a) through (i) of section 
202; 

(2) the amendment made by section 203; 
and 

(3) proclamations issued under section 
202(j). 

TITLE III—RELIEF FROM IMPORTS 
SEC. 301. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) OMANI ARTICLE.—The term ‘‘Omani arti-

cle’’ means an article that— 
(A) qualifies as an originating good under 

section 202(b); or 
(B) receives preferential tariff treatment 

under paragraphs 8 through 11 of article 3.2 
of the Agreement. 

(2) OMANI TEXTILE OR APPAREL ARTICLE.— 
The term ‘‘Omani textile or apparel article’’ 
means an article that— 

(A) is listed in the Annex to the Agreement 
on Textiles and Clothing referred to in sec-
tion 101(d)(4) of the Uruguay Round Agree-
ments Act (19 U.S.C. 3511(d)(4)); and 

(B) is an Omani article. 
(3) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’ 

means the United States International Trade 
Commission. 

Subtitle A—Relief From Imports Benefiting 
From the Agreement 

SEC. 311. COMMENCING OF ACTION FOR RELIEF. 
(a) FILING OF PETITION.—A petition re-

questing action under this subtitle for the 
purpose of adjusting to the obligations of the 
United States under the Agreement may be 
filed with the Commission by an entity, in-
cluding a trade association, firm, certified or 
recognized union, or group of workers, that 
is representative of an industry. The Com-
mission shall transmit a copy of any petition 
filed under this subsection to the United 
States Trade Representative. 

(b) INVESTIGATION AND DETERMINATION.— 
Upon the filing of a petition under sub-
section (a), the Commission, unless sub-
section (d) applies, shall promptly initiate 
an investigation to determine whether, as a 
result of the reduction or elimination of a 
duty provided for under the Agreement, an 
Omani article is being imported into the 
United States in such increased quantities, 
in absolute terms or relative to domestic 
production, and under such conditions that 
imports of the Omani article constitute a 
substantial cause of serious injury or threat 
thereof to the domestic industry producing 
an article that is like, or directly competi-
tive with, the imported article. 

(c) APPLICABLE PROVISIONS.—The following 
provisions of section 202 of the Trade Act of 
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2252) apply with respect to any 
investigation initiated under subsection (b): 

(1) Paragraphs (1)(B) and (3) of subsection 
(b). 

(2) Subsection (c). 
(3) Subsection (i). 
(d) ARTICLES EXEMPT FROM INVESTIGA-

TION.—No investigation may be initiated 
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under this section with respect to any Omani 
article if, after the date on which the Agree-
ment enters into force with respect to the 
United States, import relief has been pro-
vided with respect to that Omani article 
under this subtitle. 
SEC. 312. COMMISSION ACTION ON PETITION. 

(a) DETERMINATION.—Not later than 120 
days after the date on which an investiga-
tion is initiated under section 311(b) with re-
spect to a petition, the Commission shall 
make the determination required under that 
section. 

(b) APPLICABLE PROVISIONS.—For purposes 
of this subtitle, the provisions of paragraphs 
(1), (2), and (3) of section 330(d) of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1330(d) (1), (2), and (3)) 
shall be applied with respect to determina-
tions and findings made under this section as 
if such determinations and findings were 
made under section 202 of the Trade Act of 
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2252). 

(c) ADDITIONAL FINDING AND RECOMMENDA-
TION IF DETERMINATION AFFIRMATIVE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If the determination made 
by the Commission under subsection (a) with 
respect to imports of an article is affirma-
tive, or if the President may consider a de-
termination of the Commission to be an af-
firmative determination as provided for 
under paragraph (1) of section 330(d) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1330(d)), the Com-
mission shall find, and recommend to the 
President in the report required under sub-
section (d), the amount of import relief that 
is necessary to remedy or prevent the injury 
found by the Commission in the determina-
tion and to facilitate the efforts of the do-
mestic industry to make a positive adjust-
ment to import competition. 

(2) LIMITATION ON RELIEF.—The import re-
lief recommended by the Commission under 
this subsection shall be limited to that de-
scribed in section 313(c). 

(3) VOTING; SEPARATE VIEWS.—Only those 
members of the Commission who voted in 
the affirmative under subsection (a) are eli-
gible to vote on the proposed action to rem-
edy or prevent the injury found by the Com-
mission. Members of the Commission who 
did not vote in the affirmative may submit, 
in the report required under subsection (d), 
separate views regarding what action, if any, 
should be taken to remedy or prevent the in-
jury. 

(d) REPORT TO PRESIDENT.—Not later than 
the date that is 30 days after the date on 
which a determination is made under sub-
section (a) with respect to an investigation, 
the Commission shall submit to the Presi-
dent a report that includes— 

(1) the determination made under sub-
section (a) and an explanation of the basis 
for the determination; 

(2) if the determination under subsection 
(a) is affirmative, any findings and rec-
ommendations for import relief made under 
subsection (c) and an explanation of the 
basis for each recommendation; and 

(3) any dissenting or separate views by 
members of the Commission regarding the 
determination and recommendation referred 
to in paragraphs (1) and (2). 

(e) PUBLIC NOTICE.—Upon submitting a re-
port to the President under subsection (d), 
the Commission shall promptly make public 
such report (with the exception of informa-
tion which the Commission determines to be 
confidential) and shall cause a summary 
thereof to be published in the Federal Reg-
ister. 
SEC. 313. PROVISION OF RELIEF. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the date 
that is 30 days after the date on which the 
President receives the report of the Commis-
sion in which the Commission’s determina-
tion under section 312(a) is affirmative, or 

which contains a determination under sec-
tion 312(a) that the President considers to be 
affirmative under paragraph (1) of section 
330(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1330(d)(1)), the President, subject to sub-
section (b), shall provide relief from imports 
of the article that is the subject of such de-
termination to the extent that the President 
determines necessary to remedy or prevent 
the injury found by the Commission and to 
facilitate the efforts of the domestic indus-
try to make a positive adjustment to import 
competition. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—The President is not re-
quired to provide import relief under this 
section if the President determines that the 
provision of the import relief will not pro-
vide greater economic and social benefits 
than costs. 

(c) NATURE OF RELIEF.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The import relief that the 

President is authorized to provide under this 
section with respect to imports of an article 
is as follows: 

(A) The suspension of any further reduc-
tion provided for under Annex 2–B of the 
Agreement in the duty imposed on such arti-
cle. 

(B) An increase in the rate of duty imposed 
on such article to a level that does not ex-
ceed the lesser of— 

(i) the column 1 general rate of duty im-
posed under the HTS on like articles at the 
time the import relief is provided; or 

(ii) the column 1 general rate of duty im-
posed under the HTS on like articles on the 
day before the date on which the Agreement 
enters into force. 

(2) PROGRESSIVE LIBERALIZATION.—If the pe-
riod for which import relief is provided under 
this section is greater than 1 year, the Presi-
dent shall provide for the progressive liberal-
ization of such relief at regular intervals 
during the period in which the relief is in ef-
fect. 

(d) PERIOD OF RELIEF.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

any import relief that the President provides 
under this section may not, in the aggregate, 
be in effect for more than 3 years. 

(2) EXTENSION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—If the initial period for 

any import relief provided under this section 
is less than 3 years, the President, after re-
ceiving a determination from the Commis-
sion under subparagraph (B) that is affirma-
tive, or which the President considers to be 
affirmative under paragraph (1) of section 
330(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1330(d)(1)), may extend the effective period of 
any import relief provided under this sec-
tion, subject to the limitation under para-
graph (1), if the President determines that— 

(i) the import relief continues to be nec-
essary to remedy or prevent serious injury 
and to facilitate adjustment by the domestic 
industry to import competition; and 

(ii) there is evidence that the industry is 
making a positive adjustment to import 
competition. 

(B) ACTION BY COMMISSION.— 
(i) INVESTIGATION.—Upon a petition on be-

half of the industry concerned that is filed 
with the Commission not earlier than the 
date which is 9 months, and not later than 
the date which is 6 months, before the date 
any action taken under subsection (a) is to 
terminate, the Commission shall conduct an 
investigation to determine whether action 
under this section continues to be necessary 
to remedy or prevent serious injury and to 
facilitate adjustment by the domestic indus-
try to import competition and whether there 
is evidence that the industry is making a 
positive adjustment to import competition. 

(ii) NOTICE AND HEARING.—The Commission 
shall publish notice of the commencement of 
any proceeding under this subparagraph in 

the Federal Register and shall, within a rea-
sonable time thereafter, hold a public hear-
ing at which the Commission shall afford in-
terested parties and consumers an oppor-
tunity to be present, to present evidence, 
and to respond to the presentations of other 
parties and consumers, and otherwise to be 
heard. 

(iii) REPORT.—The Commission shall trans-
mit to the President a report on its inves-
tigation and determination under this sub-
paragraph not later than 60 days before the 
action under subsection (a) is to terminate, 
unless the President specifies a different 
date. 

(e) RATE AFTER TERMINATION OF IMPORT 
RELIEF.—When import relief under this sec-
tion is terminated with respect to an article, 
the rate of duty on that article shall be the 
rate that would have been in effect, but for 
the provision of such relief, on the date on 
which the relief terminates. 

(f) ARTICLES EXEMPT FROM RELIEF.—No 
import relief may be provided under this sec-
tion on any article that has been subject to 
import relief under this subtitle after the 
date on which the Agreement enters into 
force. 
SEC. 314. TERMINATION OF RELIEF AUTHORITY. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subject to subsection 
(b), no import relief may be provided under 
this subtitle after the date that is 10 years 
after the date on which the Agreement en-
ters into force. 

(b) PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATION.—Import 
relief may be provided under this subtitle in 
the case of an Omani article after the date 
on which such relief would, but for this sub-
section, terminate under subsection (a), if 
the President determines that Oman has 
consented to such relief. 
SEC. 315. COMPENSATION AUTHORITY. 

For purposes of section 123 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2133), any import relief 
provided by the President under section 313 
shall be treated as action taken under chap-
ter 1 of title II of such Act (19 U.S.C. 2251 et 
seq.). 
SEC. 316. CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS INFORMA-

TION. 
Section 202(a)(8) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 

U.S.C. 2252(a)(8)) is amended in the first sen-
tence— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’; and 
(2) by inserting before the period at the end 

‘‘, and title III of the United States-Oman 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation 
Act’’. 

Subtitle B—Textile and Apparel Safeguard 
Measures 

SEC. 321. COMMENCEMENT OF ACTION FOR RE-
LIEF. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—A request under this sub-
title for the purpose of adjusting to the obli-
gations of the United States under the 
Agreement may be filed with the President 
by an interested party. Upon the filing of a 
request, the President shall review the re-
quest to determine, from information pre-
sented in the request, whether to commence 
consideration of the request. 

(b) PUBLICATION OF REQUEST.—If the Presi-
dent determines that the request under sub-
section (a) provides the information nec-
essary for the request to be considered, the 
President shall cause to be published in the 
Federal Register a notice of commencement 
of consideration of the request, and notice 
seeking public comments regarding the re-
quest. The notice shall include a summary of 
the request and the dates by which com-
ments and rebuttals must be received. 
SEC. 322. DETERMINATION AND PROVISION OF 

RELIEF. 
(a) DETERMINATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—If a positive determina-

tion is made under section 321(b), the Presi-
dent shall determine whether, as a result of 
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the reduction or elimination of a duty under 
the Agreement, an Omani textile or apparel 
article is being imported into the United 
States in such increased quantities, in abso-
lute terms or relative to the domestic mar-
ket for that article, and under such condi-
tions as to cause serious damage, or actual 
threat thereof, to a domestic industry pro-
ducing an article that is like, or directly 
competitive with, the imported article. 

(2) SERIOUS DAMAGE.—In making a deter-
mination under paragraph (1), the Presi-
dent— 

(A) shall examine the effect of increased 
imports on the domestic industry, as re-
flected in changes in such relevant economic 
factors as output, productivity, utilization of 
capacity, inventories, market share, exports, 
wages, employment, domestic prices, profits, 
and investment, none of which is necessarily 
decisive; and 

(B) shall not consider changes in tech-
nology or consumer preference as factors 
supporting a determination of serious dam-
age or actual threat thereof. 

(b) PROVISION OF RELIEF.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—If a determination under 

subsection (a) is affirmative, the President 
may provide relief from imports of the arti-
cle that is the subject of such determination, 
as described in paragraph (2), to the extent 
that the President determines necessary to 
remedy or prevent the serious damage and to 
facilitate adjustment by the domestic indus-
try to import competition. 

(2) NATURE OF RELIEF.—The relief that the 
President is authorized to provide under this 
subsection with respect to imports of an ar-
ticle is an increase in the rate of duty im-
posed on the article to a level that does not 
exceed the lesser of— 

(A) the column 1 general rate of duty im-
posed under the HTS on like articles at the 
time the import relief is provided; or 

(B) the column 1 general rate of duty im-
posed under the HTS on like articles on the 
day before the date on which the Agreement 
enters into force. 
SEC. 323. PERIOD OF RELIEF. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b), 
any import relief that the President provides 
under subsection (b) of section 322 may not, 
in the aggregate, be in effect for more than 
3 years. 

(b) EXTENSION.—If the initial period for any 
import relief provided under section 322 is 
less than 3 years, the President may extend 
the effective period of any import relief pro-
vided under that section, subject to the limi-
tation set forth in subsection (a), if the 
President determines that— 

(1) the import relief continues to be nec-
essary to remedy or prevent serious damage 
and to facilitate adjustment by the domestic 
industry to import competition; and 

(2) there is evidence that the industry is 
making a positive adjustment to import 
competition. 
SEC. 324. ARTICLES EXEMPT FROM RELIEF. 

The President may not provide import re-
lief under this subtitle with respect to any 
article if— 

(1) the article has been subject to import 
relief under this subtitle after the date on 
which the Agreement enters into force; or 

(2) the article is subject to import relief 
under chapter 1 of title II of the Trade Act of 
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2251 et seq.). 
SEC. 325. RATE AFTER TERMINATION OF IMPORT 

RELIEF. 

When import relief under this subtitle is 
terminated with respect to an article, the 
rate of duty on that article shall be the rate 
that would have been in effect, but for the 
provision of such relief, on the date on which 
the relief terminates. 

SEC. 326. TERMINATION OF RELIEF AUTHORITY. 
No import relief may be provided under 

this subtitle with respect to any article after 
the date that is 10 years after the date on 
which duties on the article are eliminated 
pursuant to the Agreement. 
SEC. 327. COMPENSATION AUTHORITY. 

For purposes of section 123 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2133), any import relief 
provided by the President under this subtitle 
shall be treated as action taken under chap-
ter 1 of title II of such Act. 
SEC. 328. CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS INFORMA-

TION. 
The President may not release information 

that is submitted in a proceeding under this 
subtitle and that the President considers to 
be confidential business information unless 
the party submitting the confidential busi-
ness information had notice, at the time of 
submission, that such information would be 
released, or such party subsequently con-
sents to the release of the information. To 
the extent a party submits confidential busi-
ness information to the President in a pro-
ceeding under this subtitle, the party shall 
also submit a nonconfidential version of the 
information, in which the confidential busi-
ness information is summarized or, if nec-
essary, deleted. 

TITLE IV—PROCUREMENT 
SEC. 401. ELIGIBLE PRODUCTS. 

Section 308(4)(A) of the Trade Agreements 
Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 2518(4)(A)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause 
(iv); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
clause (v) and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

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

‘‘(vi) a party to the United States-Oman 
Free Trade Agreement, a product or service 
of that country or instrumentality which is 
covered under that Agreement for procure-
ment by the United States.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 925, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS) 
and the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL) each will control 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

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

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, this par-
ticular agreement is an important one 
for a number of reasons. One, the 
United States and Oman have been 
friends in a formal way for almost 100 
years. The Sultanate of Oman occupies 
an important geopolitical location in 
the world, which has become even more 
meaningful in recent times. 

Oman has shown its true friendship 
to the United States because of the 
adage: ‘‘A friend in need is a friend in-
deed.’’ And Oman has been a friend in 
the Middle Eastern portion of the 
world when we needed a friend indeed. 

In addition to that, this free trade 
agreement is significant in the ad-
vancement of opening trade in a num-
ber of areas very quickly, sort of a 
solid, leading-edge kind of agreement 
that we would like to see in a number 
of other countries around the world. 

One of the remarks that might be 
made is, Oman, Oman, let me double- 
check, take a look at an atlas or the 

globe, and then ask, to what extent are 
we dealing with significant trade with 
the United States? 

The answer is, the United States is 
the world’s largest importer and the 
world’s largest exporter, so when you 
measure significance of trade, some-
times you would ask yourself not what 
the impact is on the United States, but 
what the impact would be on the coun-
try in which we are entering into this 
free trade agreement. And to Oman, I 
believe it is extremely important as it 
continues to modernize itself under the 
Sultan and continues to extend free-
doms and liberties to its people. 

Yes, it is oil rich. They know that is 
a limited resource. They are interested 
in investing in their people. We are in-
terested in helping them do that. 

But it cannot go unmentioned that 
we also need, as we look at the globe or 
the atlas, to make note of the location 
of Oman, and that this agreement can 
be seen in any number of ways, and one 
of the ways would be to allow for a 
closer economic relationship with a 
friend that has had a close security re-
lationship with the United States. 

b 1215 

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

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

Let me agree with the chairman of 
the committee. This agreement is im-
portant not from an economic stand-
point, it would have little or no impact 
on our economy. For political reasons 
it would be important. For security 
reasons it would be important. 

But I think that most Members 
would agree that we should have a 
trade policy that is not a Democratic 
trade policy or a Republican trade pol-
icy. We should have one that reflects 
the people of the United States of 
America through the people’s House, 
which is the House of Representatives. 
And over the years, it appears more 
and more that the United States Trade 
Representatives will deal with the ma-
jority, but on issues that we think are 
important we have to deal with the 
country itself. This is wrong. Whatever 
divisions we have politically in our 
country, we ought to keep it on this 
side of our flag and not have to expose 
these differences with foreigners. 

So often we have Presidents of Peru 
and Ambassadors from Oman indi-
cating that the majority party has said 
we can get this out but you have to 
talk with the Democrats. Well, you 
shouldn’t have to talk with the Demo-
crats, but the United States Trade Rep-
resentative should have to talk with us 
and Republicans and members of the 
committee. 

The House, to a large extent, relies 
on the expertise that is developed by 
those of us who are privileged to serve 
on the Ways and Means Committee, 
and we owe it to our Members to say 
what is in the trade bill and what is 
not in the trade bill. But also, in order 
to give a fair explanation, we should 
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know what USTR intends to put in the 
bill. 

Now, over the years, all we have said 
is this: The the details of a bill should 
be fair, and as far as I am concerned, 
America should have a fair advantage. 
We should make certain that we are 
able to see that our products have ac-
cess to their markets. But there is also 
something that I think is a principle 
that is American, and that is that the 
basic rights of the workers should be 
protected. On so many bills the reli-
gious leaders, the labor leaders, the 
farmers, the peasants come to us and 
say, Please support the bill but please 
make certain that you have the same 
type of protections in that bill to pro-
tect our rights of assembly, protect our 
rights to strike, as you have in that 
bill for intellectual property rights. 

We have taken the lowest possible de-
nominator and taken the International 
Labor Organization regulations. And 
we have had people say they have no 
problem with that, but somehow that 
is never, but never, discussed in our 
committee even though we have an 
amendment that deals with the Peru-
vian Free Trade Agreement that at 
this very moment is in the hearing 
room. We are not talking about it. We 
are debating an amendment. What we 
should be talking about is what is good 
for both of these countries and can we 
walk away from these trade agree-
ments knowing that it is good for 
America, but we are not driving the 
workers to the lowest possible denomi-
nator; but we would like to be able to 
say that there are basic protections for 
the people, especially in developing 
countries that we do business with. 

So, Mr. Speaker, Democrats have to 
be respected. We may be in the minor-
ity, but we should not be excluded in 
participating in discussions with the 
United States Trade Representatives. 
And the United States Trade Rep-
resentatives should not send us to for-
eign representatives in order to see 
what we can get in the bill. They are 
supposed to be our negotiators the 
same way they are the majority par-
ty’s negotiators. That does not happen. 
I do believe that it should. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN), who is the senior 
member of the Trade Subcommittee, 
who has put in hours of work on this, 
and I ask unanimous consent that he 
be allowed to control that time. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to yield 20 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN), and 
I ask unanimous consent that he be al-
lowed to control the 20 minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HERGER). 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, in 2003, 
President Bush called for the creation 
of a Middle East Free Trade Area in 10 
years to bring the Middle East into an 
expanding circle of opportunity. To 
date the administration has success-
fully negotiated free trade agreements 
with Bahrain, Jordan, Morocco, and 
Oman to provide a solid foundation for 
the MEFTA initiative. 

As the Wall Street Journal noted in 
an editorial the other day: ‘‘The deal 
would make all U.S. industrial and 
consumer products duty free imme-
diately and phase out farm tariffs over 
10 years.’’ 

The promise of the Omani agreement 
before us is expanded market opportu-
nities for U.S. exporters, greater finan-
cial integrity in the world economy, 
and enhanced regional stability. Over-
all, by developing greater economic 
friendship in the Middle East with 
modernizing economies like Oman, we 
also advance America’s national secu-
rity objectives in the broader war on 
terrorism. 

As the 9/11 Commission report rec-
ommended, ‘‘Any comprehensive U.S. 
strategy to counterterrorism should in-
clude economic policies that encourage 
development, more open societies, and 
opportunities for people to improve 
their lives.’’ The U.S.-Oman FTA em-
bodies this principle. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support the 
U.S.-Oman Free Trade Agreement and 
urge its passage in the House. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield for 
the purpose of making a unanimous 
consent request to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE). 

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

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 5684. 

Mr. Speaker, this Oman FTA is harmful and 
unbalanced and threatens our National Secu-
rity. 

This FTA is just a small part of a larger 
trade policy that has not been in the best in-
terest of U.S. workers, small businesses, farm-
ers or the economy and environment. 

I have voted against every harmful and un-
balanced trade agreement that has come be-
fore this HOUSE. 

I would welcome the opportunity to vote for 
an agreement with strong and enforceable 
labor and environmental protections. 

Unfortunately the U.S.-Oman FTA has nei-
ther of these and I will be voting against this 
bad trade deal. 

The FTA falls short of the labor protections 
that must be included to make an acceptable 
agreement. 

We need a time-out on trade and stop this 
‘‘race to the bottom.’’ 

Our trade agreements have not significantly 
raised the living standards in foreign nations. 

And U.S. trade policy has forced American 
workers to compete on an uneven playing 
field. 

By defeating this FTA, we will tell the Ad-
ministration that no longer will we accept 
harmful and unbalanced trade agreements. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in reluctant oppo-
sition to the Oman Free Trade Agree-
ment. I do that for two basic reasons. 

First, this agreement contains provi-
sions that would allow companies 
owned by foreign governments to move 
into port operations. This is one of our 
first opportunities to deal with this 
since this matter became a matter of 
attention of this body earlier this year 
when Dubai Ports World attempted to 
take over port operations in many 
ports in the United States, including 
my own port of Baltimore. We spoke 
pretty decisively about our concern 
about allowing companies owned by 
foreign countries to be involved in 
principal port operations. 

The language in this free trade agree-
ment opens the door for exactly that to 
occur. Under the services provision, 
there is a provision that allows 
landside aspects of U.S. port activities, 
including operation and maintenance 
of docks; loading and unloading of ves-
sels directly to and from land; marine 
cargo handling; operation and mainte-
nance of piers; ship cleaning; steve-
doring; transfer of cargo between ves-
sels and trucks, trains, pipelines, and 
wharves; and waterfront terminal oper-
ations, to be given out to the Omanian 
companies that could very well be 
owned by that government. 

To make the matter even worse, if 
the Dubai Ports World were to estab-
lish operations in Oman, then they 
could actually come in and operate our 
ports under the protection of this 
agreement. 

You will hear during the course of 
this debate that the United States has 
the ability to prevent that from hap-
pening. And, Mr. Speaker, I acknowl-
edge that under any trade agreement, 
no other country can order us to do 
anything other than what we want to 
do. We maintain sovereignty. 

But let me remind you that under 
trade agreements there are certain 
penalties that are imposed if we do not 
live up to those provisions. We in Con-
gress were required to change our For-
eign Sales Corporation tax laws. We did 
it. We didn’t have to do it, but if we did 
not do it, tariffs would have been im-
posed and continued to be imposed 
against our products. 

So this is a serious issue. The United 
States has the opportunity under this 
agreement to block such an operation 
under the essential security exception. 
However, Oman would have the right 
to challenge that under dispute settle-
ment, and under chapter 20 we have not 
excluded this determination from dis-
pute settlement resolution. It can hap-
pen. The pressure can build on our 
country. We do not have a very good 
track record with dispute settlement 
tribunals. In fact, our record is around 
less than 20 percent success when it 
comes to imposing penalties against 
the United States. This administration 
has already shown a willingness to 
allow companies owned by foreign 
countries to operate port facilities in 
the United States. This is another op-
portunity for them to move forward on 
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this. Mr. Speaker, it is our responsi-
bility. We have a chance to speak on 
this, and we should speak with a clear 
voice in rejecting this agreement. 

The second area of concern that I 
will talk about during the course of 
this debate deals with Oman’s failure 
to meet International Labor Organiza-
tion standards. And I will give you 
chapter and verse of letters that we 
have written because, as you know, the 
standard is enforce your own laws, and 
Omanian laws are not up to ILO stand-
ards. Foreign workers in Oman do not 
have the right to join a union for a 
year. They are required to speak Ara-
bic before leading a union. And the 
Government of Oman still does not 
have a law that prohibits employers 
from withholding passports or other 
documentations from the 80 percent of 
foreign workers in Oman, practices 
that can lead to human trafficking, as 
we have seen in Jordan. There are still 
inadequate laws to protect against 
anti-union activities. And the list goes 
on and on and on. 

In Bahrain we not only had the com-
mitment to change law, we saw the 
change in practice. We do not have 
that in Oman. We have not met the 
Bahrainian standard, and for that rea-
son alone this agreement should be re-
jected. 

So whether it is a matter of national 
security in regards to our ports or a 
matter of standing up for basic inter-
national workers’ rights, this agree-
ment comes up short and should be re-
jected. 

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

This trade agreement needs to pass. 
This trade agreement is so clearly in 
America’s interest. 

Now, when you look at the total 
amount of trade between the two coun-
tries, it may not seem like a big deal. 
A billion dollars, what is that? Four 
one-hundredths of 1 percent of our 
economy, $500 million each way. That 
is no big deal. 

But that was my daughter calling, 
and that is what this is really about. 
This is about the future; whether we 
engage with the peaceful and progres-
sive Arab world or whether we blow up 
the bridges that they are trying to 
build with America and with the mod-
ern Western world. 

Oman was the first Arab country to 
send an Ambassador to the United 
States. Today, they have the first 
woman and the only Arab woman Am-
bassador to the United States. They 
are showing by their actions that they 
get it. They understand that when 60 
percent of their population is under the 
age of 18, they have got to go forward, 
not backward to fundamentalism and 
to the kind of theocracy that has ham-
pered so many of their neighbors. They 
need to move forward. But they need 
the help of the United States to move 
forward. 

Now, as I say, the amount of trade is 
inconsequential. It is not going to af-
fect organized labor here. It is not 
going to affect any particular industry, 
although I have to say that it is pretty 
much a one-way street. What they buy 
from us is transport equipment, manu-
factured products that generate jobs in 
this country. And what we buy from 
them is largely natural resources, and 
some textiles, but mostly oil and gas. 
They want to be able to buy more. 
They want to make it easier for us to 
sell by reducing tariffs and quotas. 

b 1230 

But, most importantly, is the larger 
context of this agreement. Oman sits 
on the Strait of Hormuz. More than 20 
percent of the world’s oil supply goes 
through that strait. Guess who sits on 
the other side of that strait? Iran. 
Oman is right next to Saudi Arabia. 
Saudi Arabia has been the instigator 
and the promoter of an Arab boycott 
against Israel, and this relatively small 
country has dedicated itself to break-
ing that boycott. 

We have a letter from AIPAC here 
supporting this because Oman has been 
willing to break the tertiary, sec-
ondary and primary boycotts of Israel. 
Here is the letter right here. 

Now, when we were attacked on 9/11/ 
2001, we put together a bipartisan com-
mission of very thoughtful and knowl-
edgeable people, and one of the most 
important recommendations that that 
commission came up with was that we 
as a country need to reach out to the 
modern, progressive Arab world. We 
have got to do it. We can’t isolate our-
selves from a billion-and-a-half Mus-
lims, because then that is going to 
radicalize people in their country. We 
have got to walk through these doors 
that they are willing to open up and 
show what happens when you trade 
with the United States, when you trade 
with progressive democracies. This is 
exactly what that 9/11 Commission rec-
ommended. 

I am pleased that we overwhelmingly 
supported the Bahrain Free Trade 
Agreement, but this is an even better 
trade agreement. It is hard to believe 
that we are questioning the fact that 
this is in America’s interest. It is so 
overwhelmingly in America’s interest. 

A couple of red herrings have been 
brought up; and as much as I respect 
and admire my colleagues who have 
brought up these red herrings, we are 
all entitled to our own opinions, but 
not our own set of facts. 

The facts are that we asked the Con-
gressional Research Service to look 
into this. They came up with a report 
that was compelling and definitive: 
there is no national security interest 
involved here, because if we decide 
there is a national security threat, 
which we self-define, that trumps ev-
erything else, and at any time we can 
raise the essential security justifica-
tion. No one else has the authority to 
second-guess what it takes for us to 
protect our national security, and 

there is no precedent for any kind of 
international panel second-guessing us. 
There is no national security issue 
here. 

The language, the provisions in this 
treaty, are the same as have been in all 
the others. It is the same language as 
Bahrain, the same language as Central 
America. There is no change here. 

In terms of labor law, and I will ad-
dress this subsequently after people ad-
dress it on the Democratic side to lay 
out their objections, but I have read 
the communication from the Sultan, as 
I trust others have. He is willing to 
agree to the labor rights issues. He 
wants to abide by the International 
Labor Organization’s standards. He 
wants to do everything it takes to 
show that he gets it, that he wants a 
higher quality of life, a better standard 
of living and more worker protections 
in Oman than his people have today. 

Now, the democratically elected Ad-
visory Council is not in session right 
now, but within 3 months he will get 
them all passed. When the Sultan says 
he is going to do it, that is it. We may 
prefer the niceties of a democracy and 
so on, but the reality is that these laws 
are going to be changed if the Sultan 
commits to changing them. 

So I really urge my colleagues to 
support this. 

One other aspect that I haven’t men-
tioned, and I will get into it in a great-
er degree later, Oman has a military 
access agreement with us. They have 
had it since 1981. They keep renewing 
it. We keep putting more and more 
forces through Oman for the war in 
Iraq. They were of immense help in the 
Gulf War. 

I don’t know what one country can 
do to be more deserving of a trade 
agreement with the United States. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
do so with a degree of trepidation, be-
cause I take the time, number one, to 
thank my colleague from Virginia. I 
hope my acknowledgment doesn’t do 
him too much damage, because his 
statement was not only eloquent, but 
accurate and, we all know, prescient. 

It is absolutely critical that we con-
tinue to build the kind of relationships 
in that portion of the world that this 
agreement reflects. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the remainder of 
the time and control of that time to 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
SHAW), the chairman of the Trade Sub-
committee; and prior to that, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. WELLER). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Florida 
will control the balance of the time. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 

support of what is a very good trade 
agreement, both for the United States 
as well as for our friend and ally, the 
nation of Oman. 

It was interesting, I hear a lot of ref-
erences in this body to those who argue 
that every one of the bipartisan 9/11 
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Commission recommendations should 
be implemented. Today, we have before 
us one of those recommendations, that 
is, the 9/11 Commission recommended 
that we as the United States work to 
further expand trade agreements with 
our friends and allies in the Mideast, 
and Oman is one of our oldest allies. As 
my colleague from Virginia noted, we 
have 170 years of friendship with the 
small nation known as Oman, a friend 
and ally, a cooperative partner. 

This agreement that is before us is 
good for U.S. manufacturers, it is good 
for Illinois manufacturers, it is good 
for Illinois workers, it is good for Illi-
nois farmers. Immediately, once it goes 
into force, 100 percent of manufactured 
goods exported from the United States 
to Oman are duty free. Immediately, 87 
percent of U.S. farm products, corn and 
soybeans from Illinois, are duty free, 
and the remaining tariffs are phased 
out over a short period of time. Again, 
this is good for Illinois workers and 
manufacturers and farmers. 

Also know that Oman has imple-
mented significant labor reforms, en-
acted major labor reforms in 2003 and, 
like Bahrain, has followed up with spe-
cific commitments to ensure that its 
laws provide protections for workers. 
Again, this is a good agreement for 
workers as well. 

Some on the other side of the aisle 
are trying to manufacture new issues; 
trying to claim that somehow by hav-
ing a trade agreement with Oman, a 
Middle Eastern country, that we are 
jeopardizing our port security. It is a 
red herring. It is a phony issue. 

The Congressional Research Service 
has stated that those statements are 
misleading. Under the review process 
this agreement is not affected. 

This agreement deserves bipartisan 
support. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute to correct the record. 

To my friend in Virginia who quoted 
AIPAC, the letter was the letter ad-
dressed to me that complimented the 
manner in which we have worked in a 
bipartisan manner to deal with the 
Arab boycott, in both the Bahrain 
agreement and the Oman agreement; 
but it does not talk about support for 
this legislation. 

I would also point out that our 
friends from the WTO have been pretty 
clear about the dispute settlement sys-
tem working: ‘‘It must not be possible 
for one country to evade its operations 
simply by proclaiming its national se-
curity is involved, however farfetched 
such a claim may be. Yet when na-
tional security is really involved, laws 
that are contrary to international 
trade rules must be permissible.’’ But 
they said that ‘‘no country should be 
allowed to be the judge and jury of its 
own cause.’’ 

We don’t give away our national sov-
ereignty, but we are able to be second- 
guessed by a dispute settlement panel. 
They can rule against us, and have 
ruled against us, and they can put pres-
sure on us through tariffs so we in fact 
compromise our security. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield 31⁄2 minutes 
to a senior member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, an expert on inter-
national trade and worker rights, the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN). 

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, Oman is a 
small nation, but there are some large 
issues here. It is an important place, 
and I would like to support an FTA 
with Oman, as I and many others did 
with Bahrain. 

There is an important issue that re-
lates to the path of globalization. 
Globalization has become increasingly 
controversial. Expanded trade, that I 
favor, has been hitting road bump after 
road bump. One major reason is be-
cause too many people within coun-
tries are not sharing in the benefits. 
Too many people are being left out. 
And that is why we have to care. 

Among those who are being left out 
are workers. And how do we make sure 
that workers participate, are part of 
the process? By making sure in free 
trade agreements that they have their 
basic international rights. These are 
the basic ILO core labor standards, not 
American standards, especially the 
right to associate and to bargain. 

In Oman, workers do not have those 
rights. There are no worker organiza-
tions today in Oman. There are only 
labor management committees, rep-
resentative committees. In a document 
that the Department of Labor gave to 
us a few weeks ago, it stated that man-
agement holds 70 to 75 percent of the 
leadership positions in those commit-
tees. There is an umbrella committee 
of these RCs, and management holds 
all of the positions on the executive 
committee. 

So, look, we need to have a free trade 
agreement that meets the basic ILO 
standards in practice and in law. In 
Bahrain, they were there in practice 
and they made commitments to do so 
in law. In Oman, Mr. MORAN and oth-
ers, there is no semblance, semblance, 
of workers having their rights. There 
are no worker organizations. 

Oman said to us they could not do 
anything until November because the 
Sultan had to consult. Then in the last 
few weeks, actually the last few days, 
we have a kind of statement of decrees 
of the Sultan. I guess he did not have 
to consult with the legislature. But so 
many of those have to be implemented 
by ministerial decree. 

Mr. MORAN said the Sultan is willing 
to agree to anything. Let us see laws in 
place, with meaning as to what they 
imply. 

I want to close with this. The Trade 
Representative has said this, our new 
Trade Representative, Ambassador 
Schwab: ‘‘Erosion of America’s tradi-
tional bipartisan support is the most 
pressing problem we face in trade 
today.’’ 

How true. And it affects the WTO ne-
gotiations. Proceeding like this today 
is another nail in what is a near coffin 

of bipartisan trade foundations in this 
country. It is unnecessary. 

We could take the time to see what 
these decrees mean, whether they are 
beginning to meet basic ILO standards, 
so that more and more people will par-
ticipate in the benefits of 
globalization. If that doesn’t happen, 
globalization will continue to be in 
deep trouble. It will lose ground when 
it should not. 

That is one of the major reasons to 
oppose this agreement at this time, to 
oppose it. You are turning your back 
on any chance of bipartisanship. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from Michigan and the gen-
tleman from Maryland and their col-
leagues for raising any number of labor 
issues in their discussion of the mark-
up of the Omani trade agreement. In 
fact, in large part that resulted in the 
Sultan issuing a decree that incor-
porated virtually all of those labor 
laws that he could decree. And his de-
cree is law. 

For example, on July 8, 2006, this de-
cree prohibited forced labor, including 
coercion by withholding travel docu-
ments of foreign employees. It en-
dorsed collective bargaining and the 
use of strikes as a legitimate tool. It 
prohibited termination of employment 
or any other kind of retribution for 
union activity. It terminated effective 
immediately the Omani government’s 
representation in union activities. It 
provided specific enforcement tools for 
violations of collective bargaining 
rights, and it provided rights of work-
ers against forced or coerced labor and 
against child labor. 

b 1245 
There are further International 

Labor Organization standards that the 
Omani Government intends to pass. It 
has to wait until its advisory panels 
meet and puts the implementing regu-
lations into effect. But that will be 
done in the next 3 months. That is a 
pretty short period of time. The end of 
October is when the Sultan committed 
to implementing all of his labor com-
mitments into effect. 

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

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. So does that mean that 
those provisions are not in Omani law 
today? 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Those provi-
sions are law but a number require reg-
ulations. 

Mr. LEVIN. But they are not in law, 
right, until there is action? 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. The Sultan’s 
decree is law. Mr. LEVIN, the purpose of 
a trade agreement is to advance 
progress and communication and eco-
nomic interdependence, it seems to me. 
And to the extent we can, to promote 
social progress. 

There is an enormous, profound 
agreement here on Oman’s part that it 
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will adopt those standards that you 
and many others in this body have 
been urging upon countries like that. 
They are not perfect. I agree they are 
not perfect. 

But Oman is not known in the Arab 
world or to anybody that knows Oman, 
as a particular violator of labor rights. 
I do not know of any of these kinds of 
forced labor places that have been ref-
erenced. I have been to Oman. I have 
read everything that I could. 

They want to get better, but I do not 
think to suggest that the fact that 
they are not perfect now is reason to 
destroy, to vote against an agreement 
that would substantially advance the 
cause of labor protections. 

Mr. LEVIN. First of all, there are no 
worker organizations today. But let me 
ask you this: Is there any other provi-
sion in this agreement that is based on 
a promise, just a promise, rather than 
having it in the agreement in the law 
between the two countries? Is there 
any other, like the tariff reductions, or 
anything else? 

It is not that they promised to do 
something, it says ‘‘they will be.’’ And 
we could, instead of saying enforce 
your own laws, say that within a rea-
sonable period of time that these laws 
shall be in place and enforceable under 
the agreement. 

But there is no enforceability, is 
there? If they do not do this, if the leg-
islature does not act, there is no abil-
ity to enforce it except to consultation, 
and that is it? Is there any other place 
in the agreement that says enforce 
your own laws instead of saying what 
they will be with enforcement? 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, reclaiming my time. You know as 
well as I do that it would be better if 
we could make labor protections a 
more integral part of many of these 
trade agreements. But I would also 
suggest that anybody that looks at this 
trade agreement with an open and ob-
jective mind would come to the conclu-
sion that this is substantial advance-
ment, that this is not only consistent 
with prior trade agreements, but this is 
better than prior trade agreements, 
and that this will create a more pros-
perous, a more open society in the Mid-
dle East, and that Oman is an ally that 
has always been dependable. 

On July 8, the Sultan made these 
labor protection law. 

The Sultan has never said anything 
with regard to use of troops, with re-
gard to economic agreements, with re-
gard to trade with Israel, which they 
do conduct despite all of the pressure 
on them from Saudi Arabia and other 
countries where he has not kept his 
word. In every instance, he has kept 
his word. 

It seems to me that is a relevant con-
sideration. 

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

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, at this time 
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. ENGLISH), a 
distinguished member of the Ways and 
Means Committee. 

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, the opposition to this fairly 
straightforward trade agreement has 
generated not one, not two, but a whole 
school of red herrings that I think have 
to be knocked down quickly in succes-
sion. 

We have heard a little of it already 
this afternoon on the floor. What is 
fairly clear is that the U.S. FTA with 
Oman clearly has worked through and 
worked closely with the International 
Labor Organization, and also with civil 
society in Oman, the U.S. Congress, 
and the U.S. executive branch. 

The measures that have been devel-
oped have gone through a legally man-
dated legislative, consultative process, 
and it has resulted in clear guarantees 
on labor. 

On the matter of port security, crit-
ics of the U.S.-Oman Free Trade Agree-
ment have manufactured an issue, and 
we have heard this reiterated this 
morning, by claiming that the agree-
ment gives foreign service providers 
unprecedented access to U.S. ports and 
is a threat to U.S. security. This is ab-
surd. 

May I introduce for the RECORD a let-
ter to Speaker HASTERT from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury who says, in 
part, ‘‘The FTA negotiated with Oman 
neither subjects national security in-
terests to a third-party tribunal’s as-
sessment, as some have alleged, nor 
does it alter, amend or adjust the 
President’s Exon-Florio statutory pow-
ers to protect the Nation’s security in 
any way.’’ 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 

Washington, DC, July 20, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I understand that con-
cerns have recently arisen over the U.S.- 
Oman Free Trade Agreement, FTA, and its 
possible link to the security of U.S. ports— 
particularly regarding the dispute settle-
ment provisions. 

First, this agreement is strongly sup-
portive of our national security in general 
and the war on terror specifically. It marks 
another important step in our efforts to 
deepen and strengthen commercial ties with 
countries in the Middle East that are trying 
to modernize and give their people long-term 
economic opportunities and political rights. 
The United States should be a catalyst for 
economic growth and stability in the region 
and an active supporter and partner of coun-
tries, such as Oman, that are seeking to inte-
grate into the global trading community. 
Oman has been a solid ally in our efforts in 
the Middle East and in the war on terror, and 
we need to demonstrate to all countries that 
our allies in this effort have a reliable friend 
in the United States as they seek a better 
economic future. 

Second, Article 21.2 of the U.S.-Oman FTA 
provides for a national security exception 
that allows the United States to take meas-
ures that we determine are necessary for the 
protection of our essential security inter-
ests. 

Foreign acquisitions of companies in the 
United States that operate port terminals 
are subject to section 721 of the Defense Pro-
duction Act, the Exon-Florio amendment, 
which authorizes the President to block and/ 

or force divestment of any proposed or ongo-
ing foreign investment in the United States 
that threatens to impair U.S. national secu-
rity. The Exon-Florio Amendment falls with-
in the national security exception, noted 
above, as a provision that the United States 
‘‘considers necessary for . . . the protection 
of its own essential security interests.’’ 

Port security in our country is not man-
aged by port terminal operators. A combina-
tion of municipal and State port authorities, 
the U.S. Customs and Border Protection, and 
the U.S. Coast Guard are responsible for our 
Nation’s port security. 

As the Secretary of the Treasury, it is my 
responsibility to ensure the Exon-Florio 
amendment is executed. Protection of the 
national security is my highest responsi-
bility. To be clear, the FTA negotiated with 
Oman neither subjects national security in-
terests to a third-party tribunal’s assess-
ment—as some have alleged—nor does it 
alter, amend, or adjust the President’s Exon- 
Florio statutory powers to protect the Na-
tion’s security in any way. 

The FTA with Oman provides greater op-
portunities and opens new markets for U.S. 
products, investors, and workers. I urge you 
and your colleagues to pass the legislation to 
implement this FTA as soon as possible. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY M. PAULSON, Jr., 

Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. Speaker, I have studied this issue 
extensively, and so has the nonpartisan 
Congressional Research Service. And 
what becomes fairly clear is that there 
is absolutely no merit to this charge. 
The Oman FTA provides no new rights 
to supply port-related services. In fact, 
as CRS notes, ‘‘The agreement actually 
places further restrictions on Omani 
port services, because it makes market 
access conditional upon equal access 
for U.S. suppliers.’’ 

The FTA preserves the CFIUS proc-
ess, and does not interfere with it or in 
any way weaken it. In addition, the 
FTA preserves the right of Congress to 
strengthen the CFIUS process for na-
tional security reasons without run-
ning afoul of our obligations under the 
agreement. 

Critics have taken shots at the essen-
tial security exception and have manu-
factured a bizarre hypothetical to scare 
Members into voting against the facts 
and against our key ally. 

The essential security exemption 
provides complete protection, applying 
to all investments whether they are 
subject to the CFIUS process or not. 
Importantly, no party can appeal the 
essential security exception. In other 
words, if the U.S. blocks investment 
for national security reasons, reasons 
defined solely by the U.S. itself, then 
that is the final word. This self-judging 
standard provides foolproof tools to the 
U.S. to block investment when it is 
counter to our national security. 

I realize there will be an argument 
that an entity can somehow set up a 
shell corporation in Oman and attach 
itself to the mutually beneficial provi-
sions of the FTA. But even in this situ-
ation, the fact remains in any instance, 
the U.S. can invoke its essential secu-
rity exception and block investment in 
the U.S., be it by an Omani company or 
by a company from any other country 
with substantial business activity. 
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We have heard that the WTO might 

entertain a challenge to this provision. 
But the fact remains there is no exam-
ple of the WTO challenging success-
fully any country’s use of this excep-
tion. This is purely a red herring. This 
is empty rhetoric. We need to approve 
this FTA. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds to just clarify the 
record. Let me assure my friend from 
Pennsylvania that the efforts by Dubai 
Port World was real to the port of Bal-
timore and other ports. This is not a 
hypothetical. 

Let me also assure my colleagues, I 
heard the same discussion when we 
were changing corporation laws to help 
exporters, only to find that we were re-
jected by international panels. We 
don’t have the unilateral right to make 
these determinations. We do give that 
to dispute panels. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Maine (Mr. MICHAUD), 
who has been one of the leaders on fair 
trade here in this body. 

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to oppose 
the Oman Free Trade Agreement. I say 
to my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle, if we are really serious about na-
tional security, especially given the bi-
partisan outrage over the Dubai Ports 
World situation earlier this year, we 
must reject the Oman Free Trade 
Agreement. 

Simply put, foreign tribunals should 
not determine what is, in fact, a secu-
rity threat to the United States of 
America. This provision should not be 
in this trade agreement. The inter-
national trade agreement would re-
quire the United States to allow any 
Omani company to provide landside as-
pects of U.S. ports activities. 

A new CRS report further confirms 
that a company operating in Oman 
could use the Oman Free Trade Agree-
ment to obtain this new right guaran-
teed by the international trade agree-
ment, Dubai-United States ports oper-
ations. 

Who is to say that al Qaeda would 
not set up shop in Oman to gain access 
and control of our ports? We have al-
ready seen how they have worked this 
in the past. They set their men in 
United States soil years before the Sep-
tember 11 attack to take flight lessons. 

They know how the system works. 
They are strategic in their planning. 
Do you really think terrorists could 
not take advantage of this provision? 
It is bad enough that we are asked to 
support agreements that will shift 
more jobs overseas, that undermine our 
environmental standards, and that ask 
us to stick our head in the sand over 
serious human rights violations. 

But it is simply unacceptable to ask 
this Congress to support legislation 
that could potentially undermine the 
security of our Nation. At the very 
least, USTR should exclude the ports 
from this deal and all future deals. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot think of one 
Member of Congress who would support 

weakening our national security, and 
this agreement does do that. We should 
stand united and demand that these 
free trade agreements start with us ne-
gotiating for the best interests of the 
United States. 

We will continue to see more unless 
we do that today. I urge my colleagues 
to reject this agreement. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROYCE), the chairman of the 
terrorism committee. 

Mr. ROYCE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
U.S.-Oman Free Trade Agreement. As 
mentioned, I chair the Subcommittee 
on International Terrorism and Non-
proliferation of the International Rela-
tions Committee. 

There are several reasons to support 
this agreement. My comments will be 
focused on viewing this agreement as a 
means to advance our struggle against 
terrorism. Our country is facing deep 
challenges, deeper than most Ameri-
cans probably realize. 

We are in a deadly serious struggle 
against Islamist terrorism and against 
its state sponsors. And in this struggle 
we need all of the friends that we can 
get. And Oman has been a friend. The 
fact is that Oman has been helpful in 
advancing our strategic interests in 
the Persian Gulf region. We store mili-
tary equipment there. 

Oman has been helpful in combating 
terrorism. It has checked the flow of 
money to terrorist organizations, 
something we need to do more on and 
with in terms of other Gulf States. 
Other major countries use trade to ad-
vance their strategic interests. I am 
going to explain for a minute that 
China is doing this, and China is cer-
tainly doing it also all over Africa. I 
have been in 22 countries in Africa, and 
I have watched China do this from 
North Africa to subSaharan Africa. 

Fortunately, there we are competing 
in trade through AGOA, competing for 
influence. You know elsewhere around 
the globe, China is competing for ac-
cess to oil and other strategic re-
sources. They are gaining political 
friends. 

The difference is that China under-
mines transparency and the rule of law 
in many countries. But the U.S.-Oman 
agreement strengthens transparency 
and the rule of law, which are long-
standing American values. 

This agreement is good economics. In 
that sense it is like the African Growth 
and Opportunity Act. This agreement 
will increase access to the Oman mar-
ket for American exporters of agricul-
tural products, health care and engi-
neering services, among others, but it 
is good strategy too. The 9/11 Commis-
sion recommended that we pursue this 
type of policy. 

b 1300 

It is true that the agreement’s eco-
nomic significance is not that large. 
U.S. trade with Oman will remain mod-

est. But its rejection would set back an 
important strategic relationship, one 
that this and previous administrations 
have done a very good job advancing. 

Let’s not go that route. I ask my col-
leagues to support this agreement. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), one of the lead-
ing voices on workers’ rights. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, we 
need to get one thing straight here be-
fore I start, and that is that those of us 
who oppose this trade agreement are 
not against trade, are not against ex-
change. How dare anybody stand on 
this floor and refer to the 9/11 Commis-
sion’s report. Chapter 12. I have read 
the 9/11 Commission’s report, by the 
way. I think that is a good start. 

The 9/11 Commission report, chapter 
12, talks about global strategy. If you 
read the entire chapter and you want 
to talk about strategy, trade must be 
part of when we are communicating 
with other countries. There is no ques-
tion about it. 

For those of us who believe that we 
need to support this trade deal, this 
unfair trade deal, and it is going to 
help workers in Oman, as well as the 
workers in the United States of Amer-
ica, I don’t know what you need to 
refer to. Because the State Depart-
ment, our own State Department, says 
that foreign workers at times were 
placed in a situation amounting to 
forced labor in Oman. This deal isn’t 
for workers. This deal is for the few, 
like most of the trade agreements that 
we have given into. 

We have surrendered our ability, as a 
branch of the government of this coun-
try, under Article I, section 8, that the 
Congress be in charge of commerce. We 
have surrendered our ability to be 
trade negotiators to the executive 
branch of government. 

I have high hopes for Oman and its 
people. We need more moderate and 
forward-thinking nations like Oman in 
the Middle East. We need to look at 
how much foreign aid we provide to 
Oman, and even Lebanon, we, who want 
to help the Lebanese stop Hezbollah, 
and then we give them $43 million. 

I am not against free trade. I am 
against these free trade agreements 
which do not benefit the American 
worker. I am not a protectionist, but I 
think we should protect the American 
worker. This agreement may be to the 
liking of a few wealthy CEOs here in 
America, it may be to the liking of the 
Sultan of Oman, but it does not rep-
resent the interests of workers in this 
country. It is time for a new direction 
in free trades. We need free trade which 
is modeled around human beings and 
not around big business interests, be-
cause human beings are the ones who 
drive our economy. They are the ones 
who will build our partnership with 
other nations. 

We need free trade agreements that 
enforce the principle of workers’ 
rights. That is right. That is what this 
debate is all about: will we defend the 
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rights of workers of Oman, or will we 
take a step back in the right of all 
workers to organize freely. This coun-
try doesn’t recognize the right of work-
ers to organize. We need to defeat this 
trade agreement. 

The proponents of the Oman Free Trade 
Agreement would have you believe that my 
colleagues and I who oppose this agreement 
do so because we are against free trade or 
maybe because we are against the nation of 
Oman. Both claims could not be further from 
the truth. 

The fact is that I have high hopes for Oman 
and its people. We need more moderate and 
forward-thinking nations like Oman in the Mid-
dle East. 

In fact we gave Oman only $16.5 million in 
foreign appropriations, which I think would be 
a more effective vehicle to build a strong part-
nership rather than through this flawed free 
trade agreement. 

An example of this is the sad fact that we 
gave Lebanon only $43.2 million in foreign ap-
propriations, of which only a scant $7.7 million 
went to military and counterterrorism efforts. 
Perhaps if we had invested more into Lebanon 
we could have avoided the deadly situation we 
are currently witnessing. 

Similarly, I am not against free trade, what 
I am against are these free trade agreements 
which benefit a few to the detriment of work-
ers. This agreement may be to the liking of a 
few wealthy CEO’s here in America and it may 
be to the liking of the Sultan of Oman, but it 
does not represent the interests of the workers 
here in the United States or in Oman. 

My colleagues and I are tired of seeing the 
same flawed free trade model, time and time 
again. It is time for a new direction in free 
trade agreements. 

We need free trade agreements that are 
modeled around human beings and not 
around big business interests. Because 
human beings are the ones who drive our 
economy, they are the ones who will build our 
partnership with other nations. 

We need free trade agreements that enforce 
the principle of workers rights and the right of 
all workers to organize freely. Instead of just 
paying lip service to the problem as this 
agreement does. 

We need free trade agreements that respect 
our sovereignty and our right to have full con-
trol over our critical security infrastructure. In-
stead this agreement takes us back to the 
problem we had with the Dubai Ports deal and 
that is simply unacceptable. 

We need free trade agreements that respect 
environmental concerns, the rights of women 
and the rights of minorities. . . . I could go on 
longer, but I think you get my point. 

My colleagues and I would be standing here 
championing this agreement if it met the 
standards it should, but sadly it does not. 

It is time that we have real free trade agree-
ments; it is time that we stand up for the work-
ers here in America and workers throughout 
the world. I implore you to stand up for them 
today! 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, in response to my good friend from 
New Jersey, and also in response to my 
good friend from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), 
who asks about, and makes accusations 
with regard to, the situation in Oman, 
I should remind them that there were 
33 strikes in 2004, more than 6,000 work-

ers went on strike. Strikes continue to 
this day with no repressive tactics, no 
government reprisals. 

And the Omani Government has rep-
resentatives of the International Labor 
Organization on the ground in Oman 
working with them to develop more 
and stronger standards. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I will short-
ly. I am about out of time. If you can 
refute that, I will yield 15 seconds to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Thank you. Do you 
deny that the State Department has 
put us on alert as to how workers are 
treated, foreign workers particularly, 
in Oman, that they are forced to work? 
Are you denying that State Depart-
ment report? 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Yes, I am, 
because the fact that a government 
takes your passport, any number of 
governments do that. The German Gov-
ernment used to do it. I don’t know if 
they do it now. That doesn’t mean that 
is forced labor. They hold your pass-
port, but that doesn’t mean that you 
can’t get it when you want to leave the 
country. 

But the fact is that now the decree 
has been issued, and that tactic cannot 
be used. 

Mr. PASCRELL. It is used. 
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. It is no 

longer legal to use such a tactic. It is 
not used. That is the kind of progress 
we are wanting to achieve, and I thank 
Mr. PASCRELL’s help in achieving that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. 
MEEKS). 

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

Mr. Speaker, initially it was not my 
intent to come discuss this bill on the 
floor, but last night we were into a se-
rious debate, a serious debate about 
Israel and its right to defend itself, and 
we talked about Hezbollah and Hamas 
and how they were not for peace and 
how they were for destruction. 

I at that time took the floor, because 
I agreed with that significance of Israel 
defending itself, and here, on the very 
next day, as I was listening to the de-
bate, we have a country that has come 
a mighty long way in a short period of 
time. We have a country that says they 
want peace, and they have exhibited 
the fact that they want to live in 
peace. They have been a strong ally to 
us. I have a letter from AIPAC indi-
cating that they don’t have any objec-
tion to this. 

What kind of message are we sending 
to one of the most important areas, 
and volatile areas, in this world? Here 
we have an Arab country, a moderate 
Arab country, a country, as we say of-
tentimes, we are not against them, we 
are not against people who happen to 
be Muslim, et cetera, but they are 
doing everything we have asked of 
them. 

The Sultan came in with a decree be-
cause he wanted to make sure we had a 

bipartisan debate. He didn’t want any-
thing to be divided Democrat or Repub-
lican. The Sultan said, I am going to 
live up to my word, giving us all of the 
indications that they are going to do 
the right thing. 

I know I heard in this debate some 
say, well, there is no agreement that it 
happened where there is a promise be-
fore the vote on the bill. I just thought 
to myself, I said, that is not true. Be-
cause I know in this bill, as in other 
bills, IP protections, there is a lot that 
has to take place and laws that have to 
be changed after this bill has been 
passed. 

We did it in Bahrain. I have a letter 
right here that was signed by Rob 
Portman at the time saying, basically, 
that we want to make sure that Bah-
rain, and this was a commitment letter 
and a clarification letter, saying that 
after the bill was passed that they 
would do certain things in their law. 
That is no different, no different, than 
what’s in this bill. 

So I say we have got to do what is 
right. If it was right, and we sent the 
right message to Bahrain, it has got to 
be right and we send the right message 
to Oman. This is a small country. It is 
not going to have a heavy impact on 
the United States of America. It is not 
going to make a difference to John Q. 
Public and the United States of Amer-
ica with reference to jobs, but it can 
make a difference with reference to the 
message that we are sending to the 
Arab world and to peace across this 
globe. It sends a huge message, and I 
will support this free trade agreement. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to a distinguished member of 
the Ways and Means Committee, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN). 

I would like to, before I yield the 
floor to him, point out that my friend 
from Maryland brought up the United 
Arab Emirates debacle that he and I 
both opposed very much. We don’t have 
a free trade agreement with the United 
Arab Emirates, so a free trade agree-
ment in no way facilitated that action. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I appreciate 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, what this is about is 
finding peace and security in the world. 
The future of peace and security in the 
world largely rests upon the future of 
peace and security in the Middle East. 
The question is what we are as Ameri-
cans going to do to help Middle Eastern 
countries, moderate Middle Eastern 
countries, be more open, be more fair, 
be more free, be more democratic, be 
more peaceful. This agreement does 
that. 

Now, for one reason or another, Mem-
bers here, I believe, have decided to op-
pose this agreement and then look for 
reasons to justify that opposition. 
They have raised two big red herrings, 
labor and ports. We asked the Congres-
sional Research Service to look at this 
port issue, to look at this red herring 
issue. 
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I want to read from the nonpartisan 

Congressional Research Service that 
did two studies this month on this 
issue. Upon close inspection of the lan-
guage in this agreement, it appears 
that this claim is misleading because it 
appears that Omani companies are al-
ready presently able to perform these 
port services. Phrased another way, the 
United States has reserved the right to 
maintain our existing legal restrictions 
with respect to those aspects of mari-
time transportation in which we al-
ready have limitations, as well as 
adopt new measures in these categories 
that may be more restrictive. 

In some ways, it imposes new opposi-
tion and new restrictions that don’t 
currently exist with respect to man-
agement of ports. 

In conclusion, report number two: 
while it is theoretically possible for 
Oman to bring a legal challenge to the 
actions of the United States before a 
third-party tribunal, the United States 
would appear to be on solid legal 
grounds for asserting not only that the 
panel does not have the legal authority 
to determine the validity of such a 
matter, but also that the inconsistent 
measure is permitted and justifiable, 
given the broad self-judging language 
of the national security exemption. 

This means we decide unilaterally, 
we decide if any of these transactions 
are not in our national security inter-
est, it doesn’t happen. There is nothing 
the WTO can do about that. 

Now, what about labor? This is an-
other agreement that we have had, the 
labor standard invoked. This is the 
strongest labor agreement of any trade 
agreement we have brought to the floor 
in this Congress and in previous Con-
gresses. 

Now, in an effort to be bipartisan, in 
an effort to work with the other side of 
the aisle, we have had an exchange of 
letters and agreements between the 
Omanis, Democrats and our govern-
ment USTR. 

In November 2005, the ranking mem-
ber of the Ways and Means Committee 
asked Oman to clarify six areas of law 
and asked for nine concessions in labor 
law. In January, Oman responded in de-
tail to all of those concerns. In Feb-
ruary 2006, the Democrats forwarded 
another set of demands and questions, 
raising new issues. In March, in re-
sponse to those concerns, Oman made 
eight commitments to the United 
States and agreed to enact all of these 
reforms. 

It goes on and on: new demands being 
requested, new demands being met, to 
the point where the Omanis have, by 
decree, already implemented many of 
these higher labor standards. Any of 
those that they didn’t already decree 
just a couple of weeks ago, they have 
promised to put them into law by Octo-
ber 30. 

What did we do with Bahrain? With 
Bahrain they promised to introduce 
legislation to raise their labor stand-
ards. 

b 1315 
That was the Bahrain standard. With 

Oman, no, they did not promise to im-
plement legislation. They promised to 
implement law by a date certain this 
year. 

So we have increased labor stand-
ards. We have put into place core ILO 
standards. We are rising the tide, but 
what it all gets down to is this. 

Because of this agreement, the 
Omanis are raising labor standards for 
their workers. Because of this agree-
ment, Omanis are making their coun-
try more free and more transparent for 
their people. Because of this agree-
ment, we are saying thank you to an 
ally. Let us continue to move toward 
peace and prosperity. 

Why do I care so much about this? 
Because I do not want my kids to face 
the war on terror that we are facing 
right now. And how do we do that? We 
do that by making sure that these 
countries, from which many terrorists 
come, have opportunities for their 
young people. 

I do not want a young person, the 
next generation, growing up in tyran-
nical dictatorships susceptible to the 
whims of al Qaeda, appealing to the 
madrassas. I want young people in 
these countries growing up, reaching 
their dreams, reaching their potential, 
having freedom, having the ability to 
determine where they want to go with 
their lives, being creative, being able 
to channel their energy in a positive 
direction so our children do not have to 
face this war or on terror. 

We must pass this trade agreement 
because it is vital to our national secu-
rity interests. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds just to point out to 
my friend that under this agreement, 
we now give third-party tribunals the 
opportunity to second-guess us on na-
tional security, and that was not there 
before this agreement. I offered an 
amendment to eliminate that. It 
should have been made in order. 

Then regards labor standards in Bah-
rain, they had on the ground operating 
ILO standards. We do not have that in 
Oman. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 3 
minutes to my good friend from Ten-
nessee (Mr. TANNER), a senior member 
of the Ways and Means Committee, one 
of our real leaders on trade issues. 

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Mr. CARDIN and I appreciate this time. 

I wanted to come and speak on this 
because I voted against this agreement 
on the Ways and Means Committee 
when it was reported out a couple, 3 
weeks ago. I did so out of sheer frustra-
tion and exasperation with the lack of 
democratic process in the committee 
as it relates to these agreements. 

Those of us who philosophically want 
to support agreement, engagement, 
with the rest of the world have had a 
very, very difficult time in the com-
mittee. And to call the committee, the 
way it has been run recently in some of 
these, the democratic process is really 
an abomination of that word. 

But beyond that, regardless of one’s 
personal feelings, regardless of how one 
views the way these bills have come to 
the floor from that committee, one has 
to determine for one’s self what is in 
the best interests of the United States 
of America. 

I have determined because history, if 
history teaches anything, it teaches 
one that engagement is better than 
nonengagement, and economic partners 
eventually become political and mili-
tary partners. 

So the geopolitical aspects of these 
trade agreements, while they are not 
that big in scheme of things with re-
spect to trade itself, are very huge, and 
some of these other speakers have al-
luded to that, in terms of our role in 
the world and fostering all the things 
and values we hold dear. 

I cannot see how turning down this 
agreement today on the floor is going 
to further our ability to influence 
things for the better in Oman or, for 
that matter, in that part of the world 
or, for that matter, in our own coun-
try. 

And so for those reasons, even though 
I have made my feelings known about 
the way some of these are handled pro-
cedurally, I am going to support this 
agreement today. I think it is in the 
best interest of this country to do so, 
for a whole host of reasons, many of 
which you will hear. 

I unfortunately talk so slow I do not 
have time to go through all of the rea-
sons why I think that it is better on 
balance than it is worse on balance, 
and why; therefore, as one weighs what 
one should do for one’s country in this 
regard, one has to make the decision 
yes or no. I have made that decision, 
and I intend to support it, and I would 
urge other Members to take a look at 
it. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, may I inquire how much time is left 
on each side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) has 
21⁄2 minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN) has 36 
minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. SHAW) has 21 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, under those circumstances, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. KOLBE). 

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

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding the time, and I 
am pleased today to rise in strong sup-
port of this agreement, the Oman Free 
Trade Agreement. 

With the Doha Round of multilateral 
talks teetering on the brink of col-
lapse, we need more than ever to pur-
sue a bilateral trade agenda that 
makes some real gains for American 
workers and American consumers who, 
after all, are one and the same. That is 
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precisely what the Oman Free Trade 
Agreement does. 

The Oman FTA is quite simply a win- 
win. In 2005, trade between the United 
States and Oman exceeded $1 billion. 
The U.S. exported $594 million in goods 
alone to Oman last year. While some 
will stand here today, beat their 
breasts and claim that we are going to 
lose jobs with this trade agreement, 
nothing could be further from the 
truth. 

I ask Members to think back to eco-
nomics 101. Exporting goods creates 
jobs here at home, and importing goods 
will create jobs. Consumer and indus-
trial goods will be 100 percent duty free 
on day one of the trade agreement’s 
entry into force. There will be signifi-
cant gains in the agriculture and serv-
ice sectors. These are the kinds of tan-
gible changes we want and we need to 
bring home to our constituents. 

Liberalization of trade in services is 
sometimes overlooked, but it is abso-
lutely essential to keeping our econ-
omy competitive. The services sector 
represents 75 percent of our country’s 
economic output and it is 80 percent of 
our workforce. U.S. firms have a strong 
advantage in the services sector, and it 
becomes even stronger as we add each 
country like Oman to an FTA. 

But the economic gains are relatively 
small compared to the impact that a 
trade agreement with Oman will have 
in keeping Americans safe. The bipar-
tisan 9/11 Commission recommended a 
comprehensive strategy to defeat ter-
rorism, that includes economic poli-
cies, that encourages development, 
more open societies and opportunities 
for people to improve the lives of their 
families. 

As a result of this recommendation, 
the administration authorized negotia-
tions with Oman as part of the plan to 
create a Middle East Free Trade Area 
by 2013. This is a step in that direction, 
and I urge my colleagues to vote in 
favor of this free trade agreement. 

Oman leads the Persian Gulf in establishing 
trade and other ties with Israel. It has elimi-
nated all aspects of its boycott with Israel and 
when Oman acceded to the WTO in 2000, it 
did not request an exemption for Israel that 
would allow it to maintain a boycott. This is a 
rare exception in a tough neighborhood. I ask 
my colleagues today to join me in showing our 
commitment to Oman, is a steadfast ally in a 
region of the world where we need all the 
friends we can get. 

Vote for the Oman Free Trade Pact. 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I am 

pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BECERRA), 
a member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, who has been extremely active 
on fair trade and international issues. 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I hate to say it but I 
think it has become very obvious that 
our system for devising trade agree-
ments, so very important to this coun-
try’s functioning around the world, has 
not only broken, but it has broken 
completely. 

Today, we have a trade regime which 
has led to the largest trade deficits this 
country has ever experienced. The lat-
est report is that the trade deficit for 
the month of May was almost $64 bil-
lion. We purchased $64 billion more in 
goods than we were able to sell to oth-
ers around the world. 

We are on pace this year to have a 
trade deficit that is larger than $800 
billion. We have never faced that be-
fore, but we continue to put forward 
trade agreements like these that leave 
us naked to competition that is neither 
free nor fair. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, you find that for 
every six ships that China sends laden 
with goods from China into this coun-
try, only one of those six ships returns 
to China with American goods in it for 
Chinese purchase. And we continue to 
bring forward trade deals like these 
that say simply this when it comes to 
protecting the rights of workers, 
whether in this country or in the coun-
try that we are reaching an agreement 
with: Enforce your own laws. And even 
though we know in most cases many of 
the countries, including Oman, do not 
have laws that protect their workers, 
which means that our workers will suf-
fer as well, we continue to move for-
ward with these agreements. 

Yet, if you are not convinced that 
these trade agreements and the regime 
itself now that we use is broken, look 
at the provision that was included in 
the agreement that allows a company 
that has substantial business in Oman 
to operate our ports. We dealt with this 
issue with the Dubai Ports World issue. 
We rejected that opportunity for a 
Dubai company to come in and run our 
ports. Yet in this agreement we have 
something that would allow that to 
happen. 

I know many of my friends on the 
Republican side say that will never 
happen, we have got the national secu-
rity, essential security interests pro-
tection exemption. Then why is it in 
the agreement in the first place? What 
you do is you set us up to go before a 
trade dispute resolution panel that is 
not ours. It is not our courts that will 
decide. It will be some other body. 

We have now today a system that has 
led to these large trade deficits, and 
they continue to come forward. It is 
time for a change. We need a new direc-
tion when it comes to our trade policy. 
It is broken in this Congress the way 
we deal with our trade. Not only for 
our workers, but also for the health of 
our American companies that have to 
compete in this world, where artifi-
cially other companies in other coun-
tries are gaining advantage over us be-
cause they are not following the rules. 

This is another example of why we 
should reject trade agreements that do 
not protect America’s interests, wheth-
er security-wise or otherwise. Vote 
against this trade deal. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, in the first place it is not some 
other panel. It is the U.S. and Oman, 
and we have the right to determine 

what is in our security, but having said 
that, I reserve the balance of my time. 

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

Very briefly in reply to the last 
speaker, the facts contradict the infor-
mation that was put out here on the 
floor regarding the deficit. 

The United States’ exports to Jordan 
are up 90 percent since the free trade 
agreement; up 92 percent to Chile since 
2003; up 25 percent to Singapore since 
2003; up 11 percent to Australia since 
2004; up 71⁄2 percent to Morocco. Under 
NAFTA, our exports have increased at 
133 percent. That just does not make 
sense. 

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

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT), a 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee who has been articulate and a 
leader on fair trade and international 
rights. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to begin by responding to Mr. 
SHAW’s comments. None of the modest 
steps he cited respond to the fact that 
we have an $800 billion trade deficit 
and an Administration with a trade 
policy that will do nothing but make it 
worse. 

This agreement with a small but 
strategically important country like 
Oman ought to have been approved 
today unanimously, and it could have 
been. But there is a very big problem, 
and that problem is not in Oman on the 
other side of the world; it is on Penn-
sylvania, 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, to 
be more precise. 

The problem is that just as this Ad-
ministration has shown consistent dis-
dain for the rights and needs of work-
ers in America, just as it has shown 
consistent disdain for environmental 
protection—ready to manipulate 
science whenever it needs to for polit-
ical purposes to justify degradation of 
our air, our water, and our other envi-
ronmental resources—today it shows 
continued disdain for the environment 
and for workers in our international 
trade agreements. 

What we need is a modern, bipartisan 
trade policy that recognizes that you 
cannot measure how good your trade 
policy is based solely on how many dol-
lars in goods transverse international 
borders. You have to consider the im-
pact of that trade on the workers that 
produce the goods and on the environ-
ment that surrounds them. 

b 1330 

During the consideration of this bill 
in the Ways and Means Committee, we 
offered very modest amendments to try 
to address these concerns. On uphold-
ing international labor standards and 
on an amendment that I offered to pre-
vent trade in endangered species, the 
Committee and the Administration 
would have none of it because if they 
showed basic dignity and respect for 
workers and the environment with 
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Oman, a small country, they might 
have to do it everywhere, maybe even 
here in America. You can tell the level 
of the Administration commitment by 
the level of enforcement remedies that 
they provide for the environment and 
for workers. Then enforcement mecha-
nism in this agreement amounts to less 
than giving only a traffic ticket to the 
repeat offender of the most egregious 
abuse. You pay a fine to yourself—that 
is the great remedy that they offer. 

So today they must, as has been done 
so often on so many issues, raise the 
specter of 9/11 and the war on ter-
rorism. How many times has that 
threat been misused in this building 
and down the street on Pennsylvania 
Avenue to debase the most basic and 
fundamental values that make this a 
unique country? 

It is pulled out again today. It is an 
issue here, as the Gentleman from 
Maryland has indicated, because they 
plan to transfer the issue of port secu-
rity from this body to an unaccount-
able, international tribunal that will 
be empowered to decide whether or not 
we can restrict foreign acquisition of 
American ports. 

This Administration stood by and en-
couraged a sellout of our port security 
once before, and under this agreement 
they can transfer all responsibility to 
an unaccountable international tri-
bunal. 

Because this agreement fails to ade-
quately respect the needs of American 
workers and the needs of the environ-
ment around the world, it ought to be 
rejected. 

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

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia, a strong advocate of fair trade, 
Representative SOLIS. 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman. I also want to register my 
strong opposition to the Oman Free 
Trade Agreement. 

As I see it, it is a flawed trade policy, 
largely to blame for the loss of so 
many jobs because of the various trade 
deals we have had. Three million man-
ufacturing jobs have been lost over the 
last few years. In the last 4 years, our 
deficit has increased by $725 billion. 
Trade deficit, $725 billion. 

Not only does this particular trade 
agreement turn its back on American 
workers, but it endorses the race to the 
bottom by allowing Oman to continue 
to ignore labor unions, discrimination 
against women in the workplace, and 
excludes guest workers from even 
minimal worker protections. 

If shipping jobs overseas and encour-
aging discrimination isn’t bad enough, 
this agreement would also allow for-
eign firms to acquire and operate im-
portant national security assets in the 
U.S. Our only recourse would be at an 
international court. 

Mr. Speaker, supporters of this 
agreement argue that they are trying 
to spread democracy and stability 
around the world. But democracy and 

stability can’t be achieved by trade 
agreements such as this which ignore 
the rights and freedoms that are inher-
ent in the fabric of a free society. 

I urge a strong ‘‘no’’ vote on the 
Oman Free Trade Agreement, and let’s 
make a priority to help our economy 
and our workers here before we start 
selling short our jobs and many of our 
manufacturing corporations to foreign 
countries. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BRADY), a member of the Ways 
and Means Committee. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the leadership of Chairman 
SHAW as we try to open new markets 
around the world for American prod-
ucts and services. 

I strongly support this agreement 
with Oman. As you know, America is 
so open to other countries selling their 
products and goods into America, but 
oftentimes when we go around the 
world, we find that their markets are 
not so open. And so we try to open 
those markets through trade agree-
ments to allow our farmers, our small 
businesses, our manufacturers, our 
banks, everyone, to sell our products 
around the world, and these trade 
agreements are succeeding in doing 
that. 

In each one that we have had, our 
sales in those countries have nearly 
doubled. So we are creating jobs here 
at home selling more products. This 
free trade agreement does the same 
thing. It is not huge, but for those who 
are selling to them, it is very impor-
tant. 

Not only does this help America, but 
this is an important cog in our Middle 
East free trade agreement, which is 
key, because I think that a lot of un-
rest is caused when people don’t have 
hope, when they don’t have a chance to 
better themselves, when they don’t 
have a high standard of living. The 
more we are able to create job opportu-
nities and hope in the Middle East, I 
think the sooner we do that the safer 
we will have that region. This won’t do 
it by itself, but everything helps move 
that peace process along. 

And I support it because Oman, while 
it may not be where we want it to be 
on labor yet, they have made tremen-
dous progress in labor issues and in the 
rule of law and in a number of areas 
that we ought to be supporting as a 
country. 

Let me conclude with this. This 
agreement stands on itself, but there is 
more than that. I have a soft spot for 
countries that have come to the aid of 
our American soldiers. My baby broth-
er has served in Iraq as an Army medic 
and is now a sergeant major and has 
just returned from his tour in Iraq. Re-
cently I just attended two funerals of 
local soldiers who died defending us. 
When we have countries like Oman who 
allow our personnel to stop there, our 
aircraft to fly there and land there, 
when we have a country like this that 
houses our personnel, basically makes 

them safer while they are away from 
their families trying to defend our free-
dom, I think we ought to reward these 
countries. 

To me on national security when I 
see this intellectually dishonest argu-
ment about our port security, what I 
am afraid of is we have people who 
want to punish the countries that are 
helping our soldiers, punishing coun-
tries who are coming to help our men 
and women who are trying to fight for 
our freedom. We ought to be rewarding 
and thanking those countries. I sup-
port this agreement. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LINDA T. 
SÁNCHEZ) who has been one of our lead-
ers on fair trade. 

Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, as a cochair of the 
Congressional Labor and Working 
Families Caucus, I rise today in strong 
opposition to the Oman Free Trade 
Agreement. 

The Oman FTA contains no effective 
mechanisms to enforce labor or human 
rights laws. Instead, this agreement re-
lies on the empty promises that Oman 
will enforce its own labor laws. 

If we accept this deal, we are saying 
to foreign countries: It is okay to force 
labor among three-fourths of your 
workers. 

We are telling them it is okay to 
deny workers the right to organize for 
safer working conditions and better 
wages. 

If we accept this deal, we turn a blind 
eye to poor working conditions and or-
ganized human trafficking to fill sweat 
shops. 

I would remind my colleagues that 
the terms and conditions of trade 
agreements determine what is and is 
not acceptable. 

Let me be clear. If we agree to a deal 
that does not live up to basic labor and 
human rights standards, then we are 
deliberately establishing a lower stand-
ard for worker rights in this country 
and around the world. We should be 
setting a fair trade standard that al-
lows the benefits of commerce to raise 
and not lower standards for everyone. 
Vote ‘‘no’’ on Oman FTA. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) who has been one of the leading 
spokespersons about international 
human rights and worker rights. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman very much and for all of 
his work on these issues. 

Make no mistake about it, this vote 
is not just a vote as to whether or not 
you support free trade. This is also an 
up-or-down vote on whether or not you 
support our national security and our 
homeland security. 

Just 5 months ago, the Bush adminis-
tration tried to ram through an ap-
proval of the sale of U.S. port oper-
ations to Dubai Ports World, a com-
pany owned and operated by the Gov-
ernment of the United Arab Emirates. 
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The President said he would veto any 
attempt to strike down the deal. But in 
the face of tremendous opposition on 
the grounds of homeland security by 
the Democrats and even some Repub-
licans, the deal was scuttled. 

The whole episode shined a bright 
light on the little-known committee at 
the Treasury Department and the se-
cretiveness of a process it uses to make 
decisions that can have important con-
sequences for the security of our Na-
tion, the Committee on Foreign Invest-
ment in the United States. It is called 
CFIUS. 

In this post 9/11 world, we simply 
cannot trust, as this free trade agree-
ment requires us to do, that the busi-
nesses and Government of Oman are 
pure and will not sabotage, abuse, or 
misuse critical infrastructure they de-
cide to buy in a business deal fast- 
tracked by this agreement. We must 
trust, but verify, when it comes to any 
foreign government-owned entity buy-
ing critical infrastructure in the 
United States. 

Now the President and his adminis-
tration did not give the Dubai Ports 
deal the scrutiny it deserved, even 
though the 9/11 Commission identified 
the Government of the UAE as a ‘‘per-
sistent counterterrorism problem.’’ 
And so that should shine a light on this 
deal as well. 

We know our seaports, airports and 
other critical infrastructure are at the 
very top of the al Qaeda terrorist tar-
get list. Let us not give them this addi-
tional hand that the treaty will require 
in penetrating the operations of those 
critical targets as fast-tracking busi-
ness deals in the name of free trade 
will have on the security of our coun-
try. Let us not let commerce trump 
common sense. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to 
the Oman Free Trade Agreement. 

Make no mistake, this vote is not a vote on 
whether or not you support free trade. This is 
an up and down vote on whether or not you 
support our national and homeland security. 

Just 5 short months ago, the Bush Adminis-
tration tried to ram through an approval of the 
sale of U.S. port operations to Dubai Ports 
World, a company owned and operated by the 
government of the United Arab Emirates, 
UAE. 

The whole episode shined a bright light on 
a little-known committee at the Treasury De-
partment and the secretive process it uses to 
make decisions that can have important con-
sequences for the security of our Nation. 

But in this post 9–11 world, we cannot sim-
ply trust, as this free trade agreement requires 
us to do, that the businesses and government 
of Oman are pure and will not sabatoge, 
abuse, or misuse critical infrastructure they 
decide to buy in a business deal fast-tracked 
by this agreement. We must trust, but verify, 
when it comes to ANY foreign government- 
owned entity buying critical infrastructure in 
the United States. 

The President and his administration did not 
give the Dubai Ports deal the scrutiny it de-
served, even though the 9–11 Commission 
identified the government of the UAE as a 
‘‘persistent counterterrorism problem.’’ The 

UAE was a key transfer point for illegal ship-
ments of nuclear components to Iran, North 
Korea and Libya. The UAE was one of only 
three nations to recognize the legitimacy of 
the Taliban government and still does not rec-
ognize the State of Israel. 

We know that our seaports, airports, and 
other critical infrastructure are at the very top 
of Al Qaeda’s terrorist target list. Let’s not give 
them a hand in penetrating the operations of 
those critical targets by fast-tracking business 
deals in the name of a free trade deal that has 
no protections for our national and homeland 
security. Commerce must not be permitted to 
trump common-sense. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, can I in-
quire of my friend from Florida, his 
continuing to reserve, does that mean 
he has one speaker remaining? 

Mr. SHAW. Unless someone else 
comes to the floor, I will be the final 
speaker and close. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. And I am re-
serving because I have so little time 
left, as the gentleman knows, so I am 
trying to be strategic with my time. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 6 minutes to our dis-
tinguished whip, my colleague from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), who has been a 
spokesperson not only on trade but on 
security internationally. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, and I thank 
Mr. SHAW and Mr. CARDIN for pro-
ceeding on this debate, as well as Mr. 
MORAN. I think I have voted with all 
three of them on various different oc-
casions. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been a strong ad-
vocate for free trade and open markets. 
I believe strongly that American busi-
nesses and workers can compete and 
win in the global economy. 

Increasing global interdependence is 
a reality in the 21st century, and it 
presents our Nation with an oppor-
tunity to promote democratic reform, 
the rule of law, and respect for basic 
human rights. 

It is incumbent, however, upon us to 
foster global trade, to engage our part-
ners in a system based on rules and 
law, and to work to raise the living 
standards of working men and women; 
and not to recoil from the rest of the 
world. 

Philosophically, I count myself a pro-
ponent, a strong proponent of free 
trade, and have voted for many of the 
trade agreements that have come be-
fore this House. 

This agreement, I think, is relatively 
insignificant as it relates to trade and 
the volume of trade and the impact on 
our domestic economy. It may have a 
much more substantial impact, obvi-
ously, on the Oman economy. But in 
terms of our own economy, it will 
have, I think, relatively little impact. 

However, the Oman Free Trade 
Agreement I believe is flawed, and it 
undermines fundamental worker 
rights. Thus, I intend to oppose it. 

What this debate, from my perspec-
tive, is about is the criteria that we 
will tell the world is necessary for us 
to enter into agreements with them. In 

many respects, as I understand it, 
those trading partners with whom we 
might enter into agreements are not in 
opposition to that which we are seek-
ing. In fact, it is my understanding 
that there are Members of this Con-
gress and members of the administra-
tion far more opposed to the issues 
that I will discuss than are the part-
ners who enter into agreements with 
us. 

Oman today does not meet the five 
basic International Labor Organization 
standards, including the rights of asso-
ciation and collective bargaining, bans 
on child labor, slave labor, and dis-
crimination in employment. They say 
they are going to meet those, but they 
have not yet met them. 

Americans, I believe, feel very 
strongly about all of those provisions 
in our own domestic law and in inter-
national law. 

b 1345 

And it seems to me appropriate that 
we pursue agreements in that context. 
There are no labor unions in Oman 
today. The only labor organizations 
are, essentially, management labor 
committees. And while 70 percent of 
workers in Oman are expatriates, there 
is little, if any, participation by for-
eign workers in administering such 
committees. In other words, most of 
the workers are from outside of Oman. 
But almost all of those who participate 
in any kind of discussions with ref-
erence to labor issues are within Oman, 
Omani citizens. 

For 8 months Oman has failed to 
take a number of steps to ensure that 
its practices immediately comply with 
ILO standards and to bind those com-
mitments under the agreement, as was 
done by Bahrain last year. 

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, the Con-
gressional Research Service confirmed 
just yesterday that the trade agree-
ment would make it more difficult to 
protect U.S. ports and block a takeover 
by foreign government-owned compa-
nies such as Dubai Ports World. That 
raised a tremendous amount of concern 
just recently when the CFIUS process 
did not work as we thought it ought to. 

It is regrettable that Republicans on 
the Rules Committee rejected amend-
ments offered by my good friend, Con-
gressman CARDIN, that would have 
closed this loophole, and it would have 
at least subjected it to full and fair de-
bate. These are serious issues, and they 
should be debated fully and fairly. The 
Rules Committee, however, failed to 
give us that opportunity. It would 
have, indeed, insured compliance with 
ILO standards as well before this agree-
ment goes into effect. But that amend-
ment was not made in order. 

Mr. Speaker, in my opinion, there is 
no reason that we cannot negotiate 
agreements that advance the cause of 
free trade, promote the rule of law, 
generate economic development of 
countries in great need, and extend to 
workers, farmers, and businesses the 
advantages of expanded trade to new 
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markets. None. This flawed agreement, 
however, fails to accomplish those ob-
jectives. 

For that reason, so that we can set a 
benchmark for future, much more con-
sequential trade agreements for our 
country, I believe today the Congress 
of the United States ought to set that 
benchmark and say to the administra-
tion, say to the USTR, and say to those 
with whom we will negotiate in the fu-
ture for trade agreements that this is 
the essential element of our agreement 
because we believe, this country be-
lieves that as we want to lift our own 
workers, as we want to lift our own 
trade viability, and as we want to lift 
the viability of trade of other coun-
tries, we also want to ensure that we 
lift workers in that process. 

That is the right thing to do. It is the 
best thing to do. It is the best policy 
thing to do, and therefore, I will oppose 
this agreement, but hope that as agree-
ments come before us in the future, 
that I will be able to support them in 
the best interest of our country. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, we have an-
other speaker who just came to the 
floor, Mr. HENSARLING of Texas, to 
whom I yield 2 minutes. Following 
that, I would yield to the minority so 
they can close, and then we will go to 
closing. 

Mr. CARDIN. If the gentleman would 
just yield briefly. I would let Mr. 
MORAN use up the remainder of his 
time, and then we will use up the re-
mainder of our time, and then you will 
close. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, 
trade with Oman represents four one- 
hundredths of 1 percent of our Nation’s 
trade. Thus, we are clearly not debat-
ing the American economy today. In-
stead, we are debating whether or not 
we are a Nation of trade or a Nation of 
protectionism, and we are debating 
whether or not we will support or repu-
diate an ally in the war on terror. 

Free trade delivers a greater choice 
of goods and services to American con-
sumers at lower prices. That means 
families can buy more using less of 
their paychecks. More trade means 
more competition, and competition has 
always helped the consumer. 

Mr. Speaker, we have 230 years of ex-
perience now to show it. But beyond all 
the obvious economic benefits of free 
trade, we must recognize that trade is 
fundamentally an issue of personal 
freedom. Nations do not trade with na-
tions. People trade with people. And 
with the exception of national security 
considerations, every American citizen 
should have the right to determine the 
origin of the goods and services they 
want to purchase. 

Now, maybe we, in Congress, have 
the power, but do we have the right to 
tell Americans they cannot buy less ex-
pensive goods for their families from 
other nations? The answer should be a 
resounding no. 

Mr. Speaker, this agreement will also 
improve the national security of the 

U.S. In the recent 9/11 Commission, 
they recommended that the U.S. pur-
sue policies to promote more open and 
freer societies to defeat the root causes 
of terrorism. That means trade. A free 
trade agreement with Oman will do 
just that, which is critical to our cur-
rent situation in the Middle East. 

The nation of Oman has been a friend 
of the U.S. for over 170 years. They 
have been a valuable ally during the 
Cold War, as well as aiding us in the 
overthrow of Saddam Hussein’s regime 
in Iraq. They continue to be an impor-
tant ally in the global war on terror, 
having taken a very strong stand 
against Islamic extremism that begets 
terrorism. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the 
agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, for over 200 years America 
has benefited from free trade and competition. 
I urge my colleagues to once again reject raw 
protectionism and partisanship and instead 
stand for freedom and security and support 
the U.S.-Oman Free Trade Agreement. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important, 
with what little time I have left, to re-
capitulate what has been said in this 
debate. In the first place, there is no 
dis agreement that Oman is located in 
a highly strategic area, right at the 
Strait of Hormuz. More than 20 percent 
of all the world’s oil supply goes 
through there. It is right across the 
strait from Iran. Very critical position. 

It has also been completely agreed 
that Oman has been a principal ally to 
the United States. Everything we have 
asked them to do since 1833, 173 years, 
Oman has stood up there in a very dif-
ficult part of the world and said to the 
world ‘‘We are America’s ally.’’ 

When we asked Oman for a military 
agreement so we could stage troops and 
provide logistical support in the Per-
sian Gulf War, and now in the Iraq war, 
they said, ‘‘Yes, you can do that and we 
will protect them.’’ And they have all 
been protected. Our troops have never 
had a problem in using Oman. Oman 
has come under pressure, but they have 
protected American troops in every 
possible way. No disagreement. 

We all agree that almost two-thirds 
of Oman’s population is under the age 
of 18, so we know that Oman is enter-
ing a period of unstability unless there 
is economic opportunity. 

We also know that while there isn’t a 
whole lot of trade, what Oman is buy-
ing from us generates jobs in the 
United States. We get oil from Oman in 
return. 

So what is at dispute is whether this 
is a national security threat and 
whether this is an issue with regard to 
labor rights. Well, in the first place, 
with regard to national security, there 
is no question, according to the Con-
gressional Research Service, that if 
there is a national security issue that 
the United States raises, that that 
trumps everything else. And these pan-
els that my friends and colleagues have 

been referring to, these are panels of 
American and Omani negotiators, and 
if an American negotiator says, we 
think this is a security interest, it is 
dead. The language that is in conten-
tion is reciprocal language we wanted 
because we have U.S. companies who 
would like possibly to buy port facili-
ties there. That was our doing. But it 
can be preempted by national security 
concerns. 

So, on national security, the Con-
gressional Research Service tells us 
that there is not a security threat. 
CFIUS will determine if foreign invest-
ment in U.S. parts is a security threat 
and can block the purchase if it comes 
to that. But there is not going to be 
any international panel second-guess-
ing this determination, let alone over-
ruling it. 

Now, in terms of labor, we passed a 
Bahrain trade agreement a short while 
ago, almost by voice vote. No discus-
sion. The labor guarantees in that 
agreement were not nearly as strong as 
the ones in this agreement. This is the 
strongest labor agreement we have 
seen. 

Now, it may not be completely to my 
liking, but, you know, every one of the 
issues that the Ways and Means Demo-
crats raised have been addressed by the 
Sultan of Oman, and not like Bahrain, 
where they said, well, we will put these 
to Parliament for consideration and 
pass them. Oman accepted every one of 
these recommendations, and you can 
check again with the Omani Ambas-
sador, who happens to be a woman, the 
only female ambassador from an Arab 
country. And of course they were the 
first Arab nation to send an ambas-
sador to the United States, inciden-
tally. 

But every Ways and Means Demo-
crat’s recommendation the Sultan put 
in the decree. This is law now. They 
can continue to collective bargain. 
They’re are going to protect workers’ 
rights. There will be no repercussions. 
They are going to eliminate any forced 
labor, if you can find it. And, in fact, 
they have invited the International 
Labor Organization personnel, ILO pro-
fessionals to Oman, and they are work-
ing with them on the ground as we 
speak. And by October 31, they are 
going to put all these protections into 
law, anything that hasn’t been fully 
implemented by the decree by the Sul-
tan. 

I don’t know what more they can do. 
They have done everything we have 
asked. 

This is a good trade agreement and, 
it is in the interest of the United 
States to pass it. I hope this body will. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, before I 
yield the balance of our time to our 
distinguished leader, let me just make 
it clear that the Sultan has not, by de-
cree, answered the issues that were 
raised in letters that were sent by our 
staff. In fact, they dealt with primarily 
one issue, and six or seven are yet to be 
dealt with; and that is why they are 
setting an October date for changing 
their law. 
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And let me also make it clear that 

unlike Bahrain, the Omanis have not, 
on the ground, changed their labor 
practices to meet ILO standards. So 
they fall far short of Bahrain. 

And lastly, on the security issue, I 
have heard our colleagues put a lot of 
confidence in our ability to unilater-
ally use the essential security provi-
sion to prevent action on our ports. 
And I just wonder what attitude we 
would have if one of our insurance 
companies, for example, wanted to do 
business in Oman, and Oman said, oh, 
no, not because of essential security we 
will let you in our country. And then 
we say we don’t have the right to chal-
lenge that? We clearly have the right 
to challenge that, as Oman would have 
the right to challenge our decision to 
invoke this exception if a company 
wanted to take over a port operation in 
the United States. 

And we are going to be subject to the 
second-guessing of independent tribu-
nals. And our record has been terrible 
in the decisions of the tribunal as to 
how many we have lost against state-
ments made in this body that said that 
what we would do would stand inter-
national muster, and it did not. 

So why are we putting this threat 
out there? Why are we making our-
selves vulnerable? Why didn’t we take 
it out of the agreement? Why do we 
want to subject America to that risk? 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to yield the 
balance of our time to our distin-
guished leader who has put forward an 
agenda for America that truly will 
make this Nation a safer Nation, Ms. 
PELOSI. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Maryland for 
yielding and for his just relentless 
championing of the rights of American 
workers. Who are we here for, after all? 

Mr. CARDIN has been a supporter of 
free trade agreements for a long time, 
and that doesn’t mean that you can’t 
do that and also be here to be the voice 
of American workers. If any of them 
tune in and listen to this debate on the 
floor, they know clearly who speaks for 
them. Thank you, Mr. CARDIN, for 
championing this issue. 

Thank you, Mr. RANGEL, for your in-
credible leadership, time and time 
again to say, yes, we are open, we un-
derstand the benefits of free and fair 
trade. We want them, though, to em-
phasize the fairness of it to American 
workers. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the Oman Free Trade Agreement, and 
it is with the greatest respect for the 
gentleman from Virginia that I re-
spectfully disagree with his comments. 
And as Mr. CARDIN has said, the Sul-
tan, with all due respect to the Sultan, 
his decree has not done what we need 
to have done in this trade agreement. 

Democrats realize that our economic 
future rests upon our ability to open 
new markets for U.S. goods and serv-
ices so that we can continue to cap-

italize upon the innovative spirit that 
has long distinguished America. New 
markets translate into new, high-pay-
ing jobs and opportunities for Amer-
ican workers, businesses, and farmers. 

In the past, trade policy has been a 
bipartisan endeavor, a common effort 
to expand opportunity for America’s 
businesses, again workers and farmers. 
Unfortunately, the Bush administra-
tion has veered in the opposite direc-
tion, and so has the Republican leader-
ship in this Congress, and a bipartisan 
agenda has now become a lofty goal 
rather than an indisputable reality, 
which it should be. The Bush adminis-
tration has failed to enforce funda-
mental worker rights and failed to 
open large markets for U.S. goods. 
Once again America’s middle class is 
paying the price for misplaced Repub-
lican priorities. 

In addition to that failure, in terms 
of the global economy, this administra-
tion and the Republicans in Congress 
support incentives to businesses to 
take jobs offshore. How is that a good 
idea for America’s workers? We are 
going to engage in these trade agree-
ments that do not have core labor prin-
ciples in them that lift the standards of 
the workers in the country; for exam-
ple, Oman; or, of course, lift the living 
standard of American workers here, 
which is our primary responsibility. 

And at the same time, these same 
people who brought you these free 
trade agreements which do not enforce 
core labor principles and are unfair to 
American workers, these same people 
advocate incentives for companies to 
take jobs offshore. That is why on the 
first day of Congress, Mr. RANGEL will 
come to the floor, God willing, if the 
Democrats take power, he will come to 
the floor on the first day and repeal 
those incentives to companies to take 
jobs offshore. One small step for Amer-
ican workers. 

Democrats have a long history of 
supporting free and fair trade. Enforce-
able labor rights that follow basic core 
principles are a crucial part of ensuring 
that American companies and workers 
will not be disadvantaged by unfair 
competition from countries that do not 
adhere to the core standards. 

Core ILO, International Labor Orga-
nization, standards ensure that our 
trading partners abide by the most fun-
damental standards of common de-
cency and fairness. Not only are core 
labor rights a matter of decency and 
fairness, but they are also in our na-
tional economic interest. Basic en-
forceable, with the emphasis on en-
forceable, labor protections are critical 
to building a strong middle class in 
Oman, raising the disposable incomes 
so that they can buy American prod-
ucts. 

Our trade deficit is likely to exceed 
last year’s recordbreaking deficit of 
$717 billion. Every day we have $2 bil-
lion more in goods coming into the 
country than going out. This is unbe-
lievable. Over $2 billion more a day in 
goods and services coming in than 

going out. I do not know what is free 
and fair about that. I do know Amer-
ica’s middle class is paying the price. 

The Republican trade agenda has 
failed to break new ground by opening 
large markets for U.S. goods. Instead, 
they have these little tiny agreements 
that establish a precedent and erode 
core labor principles, and they have 
not opened the large markets that are 
crucial to creating new jobs for Amer-
ican workers. 

Despite a record trade deficit, the 
Bush administration has focused on ne-
gotiating trade agreements with coun-
tries where the opportunities for U.S. 
companies are limited. 

The Oman Free Trade Agreement 
will have negligible impact on our bal-
ance of trade, and that is why it can 
wait. It is just not a big deal. It can 
wait until these core principles are in 
the treaty and not just by decree, 
which they are not, but if they were, 
could be changed tomorrow. This year 
U.S. trade with Oman will be about $1 
billion, just .04 percent of the total 
U.S. trade. 

Democrats recognize the importance 
of engaging Oman, but we must do 
much more in terms of fairness. Demo-
crats are committed to addressing the 
challenges of increasingly competitive 
global markets. Our success depends on 
our ability to innovate new products 
and to create new markets, new mar-
kets, overseas for those goods and serv-
ices. That is why Democrats have put 
forth our innovation agenda, our com-
mitment to competitiveness to keep 
America number one. We will secure 
America’s continued leadership and in-
novation and unleash the next genera-
tion of discovery, invention, and 
growth. And in that way, we will be 
preeminent in the world’s markets; but 
not, but not, if our hands are tied by 
the precedent established by these lit-
tle agreements. 

Again, in addition to our innovation 
agenda and fairness to American work-
ers, businesses and farmers, on that 
very first day, in addition to raising 
the minimum wage, Mr. RANGEL will 
call for the repeal of incentives of jobs 
to go overseas. 

Just think of it. If you are a middle- 
income person in middle America, our 
technological base, our manufacturing 
base, our industrial base in those parts 
of the country are eroding. Jobs and 
services are going overseas with the 
help of tax incentives of this Repub-
lican administration and this Repub-
lican Congress, and then we engage in 
free trade agreements that do not even 
pay the respect due to American work-
ers to have core labor principles, a 
minimal standard, the ILO standard. A 
minimal standard. This is not anything 
big. 

And by the way, we are not asking 
for anything different for labor, for 
America’s workers. This is not special 
treatment. What Democrats are asking 
for is the same thing that the Bush ad-
ministration is giving to other indus-
tries: the right to enforce the provi-
sions. Businesses have that right in the 
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deal, but workers do not. It is just not 
fair. It is just not fair. 

So we want to take our country in a 
new direction, passing free trade agree-
ments that do expand our markets, 
spur economic growth, raise the living 
standard of the United States and 
abroad, and have enforceable provi-
sions that are fair to American work-
ers. 

Unfortunately, this trade agreement 
fails on all of these counts, and that is 
why I ask my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

I cannot stress enough the impor-
tance of the legislation that is now be-
fore this body. Yes, this agreement is a 
good economic agreement for those 
doing business in Oman. In fact, it is 
one of the best free trade agreements 
that this body has considered, granting 
the United States some of its broadest 
market access ever, and establishing a 
strong standard as we push to open the 
large, emerging Middle East market 
through a Middle East Free Trade 
Area. I am particularly pleased that 
my home State of Florida will receive 
duty-free treatment on much of its cit-
rus products. 

However, while the economics of 
United States-Oman Free Trade Agree-
ment are compelling, I believe that 
there are more important issues for the 
Members to consider as they cast their 
votes today. Specifically, what that 
vote will tell the people of Oman and, 
perhaps most importantly, the people 
throughout the violent Middle East as 
the conflict today threatens to spark a 
new war. 

Mr. MORAN spoke quite eloquently of 
the dangerous neighborhood that Oman 
is in, right across the straits from Iran. 
I was just handed a CNN report that 
just came out within the last hour in 
which Assistant Secretary of State 
Chris Hill said that the Iranians were 
believed to be present at North Korea’s 
July 4 missile test. I wonder why. 

As Chairman THOMAS indicated, 
Oman has long been a strong ally of 
the United States. Yet beyond that, 
Oman has also been a leader in its rela-
tionships with Israel. Oman has no law 
that establishes or enforces primary, 
secondary, or tertiary boycotts of 
Israel. In the context of congressional 
consideration of this free trade agree-
ment, Oman has reiterated its commit-
ment to not enforce any aspect of a 
boycott on Israel in letters of Sep-
tember 28, 2005 and June 15, 2006. Last 
month, Oman issued an official govern-
ment document to its relevant agen-
cies, again reiterating the policy and 
commitment. If any Member still has 
any doubt, they should know that in 
the recognition of the importance of 
this issue by both the United States 
Trade Representative and the Govern-
ment of Oman, language was included 
within the Statement of Administra-
tive Action that the United States 
Trade Representative will monitor and 
report to us on this issue. On June 28, 
2006, the American Israel Public Affairs 

Committee, known as AIPAC to the 
Members of Congress, wrote to me in 
support of the language, and I am 
pleased with its inclusion and Oman’s 
position on the boycott. 

After these repeated assurances and 
Oman’s longstanding record, Member 
representations that Oman is not fully 
committed on this issue ignore the 
facts and are fundamentally disrespect-
ful of one of the greatest allies for 
peace and against terror in the world. 
That some Members have maintained 
these claims and even sent Dear Col-
league letters on this issue, after re-
ceiving the letter from AIPAC, receiv-
ing direct assurances from Oman offi-
cials, and seeing the text of the official 
Omani documents stopping any boy-
cott, is disgraceful, and I believe that 
Oman deserves an apology. 

While Oman’s action in this area 
alone sends a powerful message to this 
part of the world, Oman actually has a 
history of going beyond, to actual en-
gagement. After the signing of the 
Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty in 1979, 
Oman was one of the few Arab coun-
tries that did not break off relations 
with Israel. It was also one of the first 
countries in the region to host an 
Israeli Prime Minister, when Prime 
Minister Rabin visited Oman in 1994. 

In its letter to me and to the ranking 
member of the Trade Subcommittee, 
AIPAC stated, ‘‘The breakdown of 
these kinds of economic barriers can, 
hopefully, help lead to the development 
of important political relationships be-
tween Israel and the Arab world.’’ 

I could not agree more. As we watch 
hostilities in the Middle East and they 
continue to worsen, it is through eco-
nomic relationships such as these that 
we can have the best chance to win the 
hearts and minds of the future leaders 
in the Middle East. As young workers 
in the region begin to see the benefits 
of participating in the worldwide econ-
omy, they are more likely to pick up 
tools to better their lives, rather than 
tools of destruction. 

Will passage of this agreement cause 
an immediate end to hostilities in 
Israel, Lebanon, Gaza, Iraq, or Afghani-
stan? No. But none other than the 9/11 
Commission has specifically high-
lighted the importance of Middle East 
free trade agreements in fighting ter-
ror. The free trade agreement will con-
tinue to undermine the arguments that 
terrorists use in recruiting. With in-
creased economic opportunities will 
come an increased incentive to remain 
a peaceful, active participant in soci-
ety. 

Oman has been a leader in this region 
in its friendship with the United 
States, its friendship with Israel, its 
commitment to political and labor re-
forms, and its desire to work economi-
cally with the United States. It is now 
up to the Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives whether to reward the 
leadership or reject it based on politics 
and arguments that have no basis in 
fact. 

Let me run through a few of the ar-
guments that have been made here 

today. We have talked about American 
workers. 

b 1415 

The United States International 
Trade Commission estimates that the 
U.S.-Oman Free Trade Agreement 
would have almost no effect on U.S. 
imports from Oman, while resulting in 
a 5 to 14 percent increase in U.S. ex-
ports to Oman. Are you for the Amer-
ican worker? Then you are for in-
creased American exports. 

We have heard people trashing the 
labor standards. I heard one of the 
speakers complain that the manage-
ment was one of the union representa-
tives. Well, we keep talking about 
labor relations in this body. One of 
those provisions provides that manage-
ment shall be part of the unions, and 
the managers that were participating 
in those negotiations were elected by 
the workers. Are you as Members of 
Congress going to tell them they can’t 
have their own elected representatives? 
I don’t think so. And whether it be 
management or the guy on the assem-
bly line, that is what they want and 
that is what they should have. 

We have also heard a lot about port 
security. The United Arab Emirates 
does not have a free trade agreement 
with us, so the problems that we op-
posed with regard to that did not come 
out of any particular agreement. As a 
matter of fact, with Oman, as it is now, 
without a free trade agreement, it is 
exactly the same as United Arab Emir-
ates. 

But let me read something from the 
agreement. You don’t have to take my 
word for it. This is what the agreement 
says. 21.2 says: ‘‘Nothing in this agree-
ment shall be construed to preclude a 
party from applying measures that it 
considers necessary for the fulfillment 
of its obligations with respect to the 
maintenance or restoration of inter-
national peace or security or the pro-
tection of its own essential security in-
terests.’’ 

The Congressional Research Service 
said: ‘‘Should the United States, 
whether through CFIUS or congres-
sional action prevent Oman companies 
from establishing ‘landside aspects of 
port activities,’ it would appear that 
such a measure could be justified pur-
suant to the essential security excep-
tion. While it is theoretically possible 
for Oman to bring a legal challenge to 
the actions of the United States before 
a third-party tribunal, the United 
States would appear to be on solid 
legal grounds for asserting not only 
that the panel does not have the legal 
authority to determine the validity of 
such a matter, but also that the incon-
sistent measure is permitted and jus-
tifiable given the broad self-judging,’’ 
self judging, ‘‘language of the national 
security exception.’’ 

So that national security interest 
has absolutely no legal standing at all. 
I know of no legal authority, and I am 
sure if there was one, that would have 
been brought out in this debate. 
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Yesterday, we had a very fine debate, 

and this debate was about our friend-
ship with Israel. It was about the dan-
gers that Israel is facing. It was about 
our support of Israel. Now we have an-
other vote today, and that vote is 
about one of the best friends that 
Israel has in the region. And for us to 
vote them down would not only be an 
insult to them, but I believe would be 
an insult to Israel. 

I would urge all Members of this body 
to think for yourself, is this a good 
agreement? Don’t follow your party 
line. Vote for yourself, what you think. 
You are sent here to represent your 
constituency. Represent them and cast 
a vote today that is going to mean 
something. We aren’t puppets around 
here. Each one of us represents a par-
ticular congressional district and we 
should vote that district. Vote for the 
people that sent us here. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to express 
my strong opposition to the Oman FTA. This 
is déjà vu: last summer we were working 
against CAFTA . . . now we have the Oman 
FTA. 

What we have here is identical language to 
the problematic and inadequate language that 
was contained in CAFTA and NAFTA before 
that. Most shocking, the administration has 
slipped language into the Oman FTA that will 
threaten U.S. port security. As you know, Mr. 
Speaker, I represent the Port of Boston. To 
me, this FTA really hits home and is particu-
larly disturbing. 

The simple fact is that under this agree-
ment, if an Omani company sought to acquire 
landside services at U.S. ports and the U.S. 
government took action to stop or limit that ac-
quisition, the Omani company could sue the 
U.S. government for violating its FTA rights. 
The challenge would then be decided by a 
U.N. or World Bank tribunal. 

The nonpartisan Congressional Research 
Service released a report a couple days ago 
that confirms that the Oman FTA would make 
it harder to protect U.S. ports. The CRS report 
makes clear that the Oman FTA would create 
a new right under an international trade agree-
ment, which would require the United States 
to allow any Omani company to provide 
‘‘landside aspects of port activities.’’ 

The CRS report further confirms that Dubai 
Ports World, DPW, could use the U.S.-Oman 
FTA to obtain this new right guaranteed by an 
international trade agreement to buy U.S. port 
operations. All DPW would have to do is cre-
ate a subsidiary in Oman. DPW already has 
commercial operations in at least 10 countries. 
It would not be hard for DPW to meet the 
Oman FTA’s standard—any business estab-
lished in Oman is eligible to take advantage of 
the benefits of the agreement. Only busi-
nesses with ‘‘no substantial business activi-
ties’’—a very low threshold—are excluded. 

Mr. Speaker, not only does this FTA pose 
homeland security concerns, but instead of 
enforceable labor provisions with teeth, this 
free trade agreement suggests only that Oman 
adopt and enforce its own labor laws. It offers 
no assurance that existing labor problems will 
be resolved, and allows labor laws to be 
weakened or eliminated in the future, with no 
possibility of recourse. 

In Oman, their 2003 labor laws remain in 
serious violation of the International Labor Or-

ganization’s most important and fundamental 
rights: freedom of association and the right to 
organize and bargain collectively. There are 
no independent unions in that country. In fact, 
Oman not only fails on labor rights, but on all 
human rights! 

The Bush Administration State Department’s 
2006 ‘‘Trafficking in Human Persons’’ report 
downgraded Oman to a ‘‘Tier 2 Watch List’’ 
country, just one step above the countries with 
the worst human trafficking records. In 2005, 
Oman was only on ‘‘Tier 2’’ of the State De-
partment’s human trafficking list, meaning that 
Oman’s trafficking practices and regulations 
worsened from 2005 to 2006. 

We talk a lot about the war in Iraq, and the 
President of the United States has described 
it in many cases as an effort to export democ-
racy. Well, I have got news for you; you do 
not export democracy through the Defense 
Department. 

This is where you export democracy, in our 
trade agreements, through our Commerce De-
partment. Democracy is all about opportunity, 
and we should, in our trade agreements, give 
these foreign workers an opportunity to stay in 
their own country, to buy goods from us that 
would create a good dynamic by creating jobs 
in this country. Democracy is about oppor-
tunity, and if we are really serious about ex-
porting democracy, it starts right here. It starts 
with our free trade agreements. 

Join me in voting ‘‘no’’ on the Oman Free 
Trade Agreement. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong opposition to the U.S.-Oman Free 
Trade Agreement Implementation Act. This 
agreement contains the same flawed ‘‘enforce 
your own labor laws’’ provision that we have 
seen in recent trade agreements. These labor 
standards simply do not work when we are 
dealing with countries that lack strong labor 
laws and practices. 

Mr. Speaker, before we move forward on 
this issue, I feel a moral obligation to pose the 
following questions to my colleagues and to 
the American people: 

When negotiating trade agreements, why 
does this Administration always seem to lose 
its tenacity and its resolve when it comes to 
protecting the labor rights of some of the 
world’s most vulnerable workers? 

What message does America send to the 
international community, when we will fight to 
protect pharmaceuticals patents and other in-
tellectual property within our trade agree-
ments, but we will not do the same for human 
beings? 

Mr. Speaker, before the Members of the 
People’s House cast their votes on this agree-
ment today, I ask that they take a long, hard 
look at our priorities and our values when it 
comes to trade policy. I am convinced that this 
Administration can do a much better job of ne-
gotiating trade agreements that will advance 
the interests of U.S. business and agriculture, 
while protecting the rights of workers. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on this 
flawed trade agreement. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, today I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 5684, the U.S.-Oman Free 
Trade Agreement Implementation Act. Once 
again, the Administration has not met its 
promise to work with both sides of the aisle to 
craft a fair trade agreement. While I favor ex-
panding trade and eliminating restrictive tariffs 
and barriers, the U.S.-Oman agreement does 
not create a fair playing field for United States 
companies and workers to compete. 

Oman is an important ally in the Middle 
East, and I respect their friendship. However, 
their labor laws are insufficient to create a 
level playing field for American companies. At 
this point, Oman apparently only meets three 
of the International Labor Organization’s five 
core labor standards. There are no labor 
unions in Oman, and Oman’s workers do not 
have the right to collectively bargain. Oman’s 
lack of core labor standards alone should be 
reason enough to oppose the agreement. 

Unfortunately, this agreement could also 
cede our ability to select companies to operate 
our own ports. As the President learned during 
the Dubai Ports World controversy just a few 
months ago, the American people want control 
over our critical transportation infrastructure, 
but language in this free trade agreement spe-
cifically permits foreign companies to operate 
our ports as long as the company operates a 
port in Oman. 

In 2005, Rhode Island companies exported 
approximately $158,000 to Oman, or about .01 
percent of the State’s worldwide exports. We 
must go back to the drawing board to ensure 
American companies, American jobs, and 
American security are not left behind for such 
a small price. I urge my colleagues to join me 
in opposing H.R. 5684 and encouraging the 
Administration to renegotiate a more equitable 
agreement. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, after the trage-
dies of September 2001, the United States 
Congress created the National Commission on 
Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States, com-
monly called the 9–11 Commission. This inde-
pendent, bipartisan body was charged with 
preparing a complete account of the cir-
cumstances surrounding the attacks and with 
recommending policy changes designed to 
prevent future attacks. I have a great deal of 
respect for the individuals who served on this 
commission and for their final work product. 

America is in the midst of fighting a long, 
complex war against terrorism that must be 
fought with unconventional tools. The 9–11 
Commission recognizes the unique nature of 
our conflict and has recommended that the 
United States engage Middle Eastern nations 
economically in order to foster development 
and reforms in that troubled part of the world. 
Economic openness requires bilateral com-
promise and gives America an opportunity to 
positively influence the region. And, impor-
tantly, economic reforms and political liberties 
tend to be linked. 

In the Middle East, the Congress has ap-
proved trade pacts with Israel, Jordan, Mo-
rocco, and Bahrain. I have supported them be-
cause I feel they are critical to enhancing our 
economic ties to the region. Today, we are 
considering an agreement with Oman, and 
after careful consideration, I have decided to 
support this legislation as well. 

Oman is a small, oil-exporting nation located 
on the Arabian peninsula at the mouth of the 
Persian Gulf. It is strategically important to the 
United States and has played a meaningful 
role in our efforts to defeat terrorism. As 
Oman’s oil reserves diminish, its government 
has been working to liberalize and diversify its 
trade beyond oil and gas. 

America’s economic partnership with Oman 
carries with it great promise. Boosting our eco-
nomic partnership with that country will en-
hance our national security standing in a stra-
tegically critical area and will open doors to 
agricultural trade. The agreement will lower 
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tariffs on U.S. agricultural commodities and 
products, thereby putting our Nation in a better 
position to increase exports and compete with 
other nations for market share. After full imple-
mentation, U.S. agricultural exports could 
reach $225 million or more. 

No trade deal is ever perfect. Clearly, some 
improvements could be made in the bill, espe-
cially with regard to labor protection and 
human rights. But, as I studied the Oman Free 
Trade Agreement and heard from national se-
curity, agriculture, labor, and business leaders, 
I became convinced that this trade agreement 
is critical to U.S. national security and to Mis-
souri’s rural economy. 

In the days leading up to today’s debate on 
the Oman Free Trade Agreement, there has 
been much talk about port security. Despite 
the rhetoric surrounding this issue, a non-
partisan legal analysis from the Congressional 
Research Service has shown that Congress 
retains its ability to determine the national se-
curity interests of our country and to prevent 
port operations if need be. The CRS analysis 
is set forth below, as is a letter from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury on this issue: 

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 
Washington, DC, July 18, 2006. 

MEMORANDUM 

Subject: Legal Issues Related to the Pro-
posed Oman Free Trade Agreement and 
Port Security. 

From: Todd B. Tatelman, Legislative Attor-
ney, American Law Division. 

This memorandum is in response to re-
quests for a legal analysis of three argu-
ments that have been advanced in opposition 
to the proposed Oman Free Trade Agreement 
(FTA). Each of the arguments relate to 
issues surrounding port security and, specifi-
cally, the ability of Omani companies or 
companies incorporated in Oman to perform 
‘‘landside aspects of port activities’’ in the 
United States. This memorandum provides a 
legal analysis of three questions: First, 
whether the proposed Oman FTA allows 
Omani companies or companies incorporated 
in Oman to perform ‘‘landside aspects of port 
activities’’ at U.S. ports, especially in light 
of the dispute over Dubai Ports World’s at-
tempt at establishing similar business oper-
ations at various ports in the United States. 
Second, whether the proposed Oman FTA 
provides some type of advance clearance to 
Omani companies that wish to begin landside 
port operations in the United States. Fi-
nally, this memorandum provides a legal 
analysis with respect to the possibility of a 
third-country company (e.g., Dubai Ports 
World or similarly-situated foreign entity), 
establishing a minimal presence within 
Oman for the sole purpose of taking advan-
tage of the benefits provided by the provi-
sions of the proposed FTA. 

One argument that has been raised against 
the proposed Oman FTA appears to stem spe-
cifically from language contained in Annex 
II of the Agreement. The argument generally 
asserts that the proposed Oman FTA pro-
vides a new right to both Omani-owned com-
panies and companies based in Oman that 
will allow them to perform ‘‘landside aspects 
of port operations’’ at U.S. ports. Upon close 
inspection of the language in Annex II, how-
ever, it appears that this claim is misleading 
because it appears that Omani companies are 
already presently able to perform these serv-
ices. Currently, there are no U.S. laws that 
prevent either an Omani-owned company 
(state controlled) or any other foreign-owned 
company (regardless of whether the company 
is state-owned or privately owned) from con-
tracting with port owners to perform 
‘‘landside aspects of port activities’’ in the 

United States. In other words, if an Omani 
company (either state or privately owned) 
wants to engage in contract negotiations 
with port owners to provide for the types of 
services envisioned in Annex II, there is no 
U.S. law that would expressly prevent them 
from receiving said contracts. 

Annex II of the proposed Oman FTA allows 
the parties to list ‘‘the specific sectors, sub-
sectors, or activities for which that Party 
may maintain existing, or adopt new or more 
restrictive, measures’’ that are not in con-
formity with the various obligations imposed 
by the Agreement, such as National Treat-
ment (Articles 10.3 or 11.2), Most-Favored 
Nation (Articles 10.4 or 11.3), and Market Ac-
cess (Article 11.4). With respect to the Trans-
portation Sector, the U.S. Schedule to Annex 
II lists 12 types of measures that the United 
States has specifically reserved the right to 
either maintain or adopt new more restric-
tive measures. These 12 types of measures 
generally reflect the current restrictions 
placed on foreign investment and/or owner-
ship of maritime assets by U.S. domestic 
law. Phrased another way, the United States 
has reserved the right to maintain our exist-
ing legal restrictions with respect to those 
aspects of maritime transportation in which 
we already have limitations, as well as adopt 
new measures in these categories that may 
be more restrictive. 

Additionally, the U.S. Schedule indicates 
that we do not include in our reservations ei-
ther ‘‘vessel construction and repair’’ or the 
‘‘landside aspects of port activities.’’ The 
noninclusion of these measures in our sched-
ule merely indicates that the U.S. govern-
ment is not reserving the right to impose a 
future restrictive measure with respect to 
‘‘landside aspects of port activities.’’ It does 
not appear possible to interpret this lan-
guage as granting any type of new business 
opportunity to Oman or Omani based compa-
nies. Moreover, with respect to ‘‘landside as-
pects of port activities’’ the language in 
Annex II specifically states that the prom-
ised treatment ‘‘is conditional upon obtain-
ing comparable market access in these sec-
tors from Oman.’’ As a result of this lan-
guage, it appears that the proposed Oman 
FTA does not grant any new opportunities 
for business investment to Oman that do not 
already exist, nor does it allow Oman to es-
tablish ‘‘landside aspects of port activities’’ 
unless it is determined that comparable mar-
ket access is provided to U.S. companies in 
Oman. Indeed, it may be possible to argue 
that the language in Annex II in fact poten-
tially limits the opening of U.S. markets 
with respect to ‘‘landside aspects of port ac-
tivities’’ because it imposes a comparable ac-
cess requirement that does not currently 
exist under domestic law. 

Another argument raised in opposition to 
the proposed Oman FTA is that it provides a 
type of ‘‘pre-clearance’’ to businesses in 
Oman with respect to ‘‘landside aspects of 
port activities.’’ It is unclear at this time 
precisely what the term ‘‘pre-clearance’’ 
means in this context. For the purposes of 
the memorandum, however, we will assume 
that this language refers to the national se-
curity review conducted by Committee on 
Foreign Investment in the United States 
(CFIUS). CFIUS, as you may know, was the 
executive branch entity responsible for re-
viewing national security and other implica-
tions of the Dubai Ports World transaction. 
U.S. law permits the President, at his discre-
tion, to investigate the national security im-
plications of ‘‘mergers, acquisitions, and 
takeovers . . . by or with foreign persons 
which could result in foreign control of per-
sons engaged in interstate commerce in the 
United States.’’ In addition, domestic law re-
quires the President to conduct an investiga-
tion ‘‘in any instance in which an entity con-

trolled by or acting on behalf of a foreign 
government seeks to engage in any merger, 
acquisition, or takeover which could result 
in control of a person engaged in interstate 
commerce in the United States that could af-
fect the national security of the United 
States.’’ The President, by Executive Order, 
has delegated the responsibility for these in-
vestigations to CFIUS. 

Based on our review of the proposed Oman 
FTA, there appears to be no provision that 
would amend, alter, or adjust this statutory 
process or its requirements in any way. As a 
result of the proposed Oman FTA, should a 
privately owned company in Oman seek to 
engage in the ‘‘landside aspects of port ac-
tivities,’’ a CFIUS review could still be per-
formed at the discretion of CFIUS, pursuant 
to the statute. Similarly, should a company 
owned or controlled by the Omani govern-
ment wish to engage in any ‘‘landside as-
pects of port activities’’ at a U.S. port, they 
would still, pursuant to U.S. law, be required 
to proceed through the CFIUS process and 
receive approval from the committee prior 
to beginning operations. The proposed Oman 
FTA appears to contain no language that 
would exempt Oman or Omani government 
controlled companies from these domestic 
legal requirements. 

Finally, it has been argued that the pro-
posed Oman FTA would allow so-called 
‘‘shell corporations’’ to be established in 
Oman for the purpose of benefitting from the 
FTA’s provisions. For example, assume that 
Dubai Ports World (DPW), a company con-
trolled by the government of Dubai, were to 
establish a store front in Oman for the sole 
purpose of taking advantage of the FTA’s in-
vestment, market access, and national treat-
ment provisions. Presumably, part of the in-
centive for doing this would be so that DPW 
could avail themselves of the investor-state 
dispute mechanism should their attempts to 
do business in the United States be denied. 
The argument against the proposed Oman 
FTA assumes that the United States would 
either have to grant DPW access to the U.S. 
market or face considerable costs in defend-
ing our denial of market access. Should the 
government deny market access, the ensuing 
litigation could result in an adverse decision 
costing taxpayers a substantial amount of 
money in compensatory payments to Dubai. 

A careful review of the text of the proposed 
Oman FTA, however, indicates that this sce-
nario is unlikely to develop. Specifically, Ar-
ticle 10.11(2) addresses this concern by stat-
ing that a ‘‘Party may deny the benefits of 
[the Investment Chapter] to an investor of 
the other Party that is an enterprise of such 
other Party and to investments of that in-
vestor if the enterprise has no substantial 
business activities in the territory of the 
other Party and persons of a non-Party, or of 
the denying Party, own or control the enter-
prise.’’ Thus, the proposed FTA, by its own 
provisions, clearly permits the United States 
to deny benefits under the Investment Chap-
ter to any company or individual unless 
there are ‘‘substantial business activities’’ 
established in Oman. Therefore, it appears 
that the establishment of a mere ‘‘shell cor-
poration’’ would likely not be considered the 
establishment of ‘‘substantial business activ-
ity’’ and, as a result, the United States 
would be entitled to deny benefits. 

This legal position is consistent with ad-
ministration positions regarding substan-
tially similar language contained in other 
FTAs. For example, in the Statement of Ad-
ministrative Action that accompanied the 
North American Free Trade Agreement, the 
executive branch stated that ‘‘shell compa-
nies could be denied benefits but not, for ex-
ample, firms that maintain their central ad-
ministration or principle place of business in 
the territory of, or have a real and contin-
uous link with, the country where they are 
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established.’’ This language appears to estab-
lish a very high threshold for ‘‘substantial 
business activities’’ by requiring both cen-
tral administration and principal place of 
business in the country before benefit can be 
claimed. Given this interpretive language, it 
does not appear that DPW, or any other for-
eign corporation, would be able to satisfy 
such requirements through a ‘‘shell corpora-
tion.’’ In addition, for Oman to obtain any of 
the benefits listed in Annex II with respect 
to ‘‘landside aspects of port activities’’ they 
will, as previously discussed, have to provide 
‘‘reciprocal market access’’ or else the 
United States has an additional legal basis 
to deny market access to Omani companies. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 

Washington, DC, July 20, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I understand that con-
cerns have recently arisen over the U.S.- 
Oman Free Trade Agreement, FTA, and its 
possible link to the security of U.S. ports— 
particularly regarding the dispute settle-
ment provisions. 

First, this agreement is strongly sup-
portive of our national security in general 
and the war on terror specifically. It marks 
another important step in our efforts to 
deepen and strengthen commercial ties with 
countries in the Middle East that are trying 
to modernize and give their people long-term 
economic opportunities and political rights. 
The United States should be a catalyst for 
economic growth and stability in the region 
and an active supporter and partner of coun-
tries, such as Oman, that are seeking to inte-
grate into the global trading community. 
Oman has been a solid ally in our efforts in 
the Middle East and in the war on terror, and 
we need to demonstrate to all countries that 
our allies in this effort have a reliable friend 
in the United States as they seek a better 
economic future. 

Second, Article 21.2 of the U.S.-Oman FTA 
provides for a national security exception 
that allows the United States to take meas-
ures that we determine are necessary for the 
protection of our essential security inter-
ests. 

Foreign acquisitions of companies in the 
United States that operate port terminals 
are subject to section 721 of the Defense Pro-
duction Act, the Exon-Florio amendment, 
which authorizes the President to block and/ 
or force divestment of any proposed or ongo-
ing foreign investment in the United States 
that threatens to impair U.S. national secu-
rity. The Exon-Florio Amendment falls with-
in the national security exception, noted 
above, as a provision that the United States 
‘‘considers necessary for . . . the protection 
of its own essential security interests.’’ 

Port security in our country is not man-
aged by port terminal operators. A combina-
tion of municipal and State port authorities, 
the U.S. Customs and Border Protection, and 
the U.S. Coast Guard are responsible for our 
Nation’s port security. 

As the Secretary of the Treasury, it is my 
responsibility to ensure the Exon-Florio 
amendment is executed. Protection of the 
national security is my highest responsi-
bility. To be clear, the FTA negotiated with 
Oman neither subjects national security in-
terests to a third-party tribunal’s assess-
ment—as some have alleged—nor does it 
alter, amend, or adjust the President’s Exon- 
Florio statutory powers to protect the na-
tion’s security in any way. 

The FTA with Oman provides greater op-
portunities and opens new markets for U.S. 
products, investors, and workers. I urge you 

and your colleagues to pass the legislation to 
implement this FTA as soon as possible. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY M. PAULSON, Jr., 

Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to H.R. 5684, the United States- 
Oman Free Trade Agreement Implementation 
Act. While the agreement would provide some 
benefits both for the people of the U.S. and 
Oman, I think the agreement contains more 
flaws than benefits, and I believe it must be 
rejected. 

The agreement, which is similar to free 
trade agreements (FTA)s with Middle Eastern 
countries Morocco and Bahrain, would provide 
the U.S. and Oman duty-free access for al-
most all consumer and industrial goods, with 
special provisions for agriculture, textiles and 
apparel. Both countries would phase out all 
tariffs on the remaining eligible goods within 
10 years. 

I have supported a number of trade agree-
ments to expand access to foreign markets for 
exports as part of a long-term strategy to 
strengthen the American economy. While ex-
panding market access for American industry, 
financial markets and farmers is critical, I be-
lieve it needs to be done responsibly, account-
ing for the treatment and protection of workers 
and the environment. This agreement makes 
efforts to do so but in my opinion needs to go 
further. 

Regarding the agreement’s labor provisions, 
I am concerned that Oman is not in compli-
ance with International Labor Organization 
(ILO) core labor standards. There are no labor 
unions in Oman today. The royal decree 
issued by Sultan Qaboos—which prohibits 
forced labor and endorses the use of collec-
tive bargaining and strikes—is a step in the 
right direction, but more needs to be done. It’s 
important that the provisions in the recent de-
cree be implemented before Congress con-
siders this agreement. Regardless of the out-
come of today’s vote, I urge the Administration 
and the United States Trade Representative 
(USTR) to monitor and take necessary steps 
to ensure the implementation of this decree. 

I think the Administration and the USTR 
would be well served by including labor provi-
sions, such as those contained in the U.S.- 
Jordan Free Trade Agreement, in the body of 
future trade agreements and making them 
subject to sanctions via dispute resolution pro-
cedures. The dispute resolution procedures 
continue to fall short in FTAs negotiated by 
the Bush Administration, and the Oman FTA is 
no exception. It is important that the United 
States takes step to ensure our trading part-
ners provide workers with basic labor rights. 

I am also concerned about reports that the 
U.S.-Oman FTA would create a new right re-
quiring the U.S. to allow any Omani company 
to buy U.S. port operations. Given the uproar 
earlier this year over the news that Dubai 
Ports World had been permitted to take over 
the operations of several U.S. ports, it seemed 
only reasonable today to pass the Cardin 
amendment, which would close the loophole in 
the current trade agreement that allows a for-
eign company with operations in Oman to op-
erate U.S. Port facilities. But the Republican 
leadership would not allow the amendment to 
be considered. 

Expanding the liberalization of trade in 
goods and services between the U.S. and 
Oman can help us build a stronger relation-

ship with a strategic country in the Middle 
East. I firmly believe the Bush Administration 
squandered this opportunity by not paying suf-
ficient attention to national security concerns 
and by not ensuring basic labor standards in 
the agreement, which is why I must oppose 
H.R. 5684 today. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition 
to the U.S.-Oman Free Trade Agreement 
(FTA). We need a new trade policy that recog-
nizes today’s realities of the global economy 
by promoting worker rights, environmental pro-
tection and access to health care. This Oman 
deal fails to meet that test. 

Expanding trade opportunities can lead to 
job growth and economic vitality in Maine and 
around the country. Trade policy should reflect 
all our important societal values, not just com-
mercial concerns, in order to create a stronger 
and more competitive America, encourage 
broader prosperity at home and abroad, and 
create a better, healthier future for ourselves 
and our children. 

Inevitably, trade agreements create winners 
and losers within the U.S. economy. No trade 
deal can be considered independently of other 
policies designed to help those who will be 
shortchanged. Unfortunately, recent U.S. eco-
nomic policies will make matters worse. The 
President’s budget, adopted by the majority in 
Congress, cuts programs vital to helping 
Americans displaced by new trade agree-
ments: job training, vocational education, adult 
education, community development, and small 
business aid. It is irresponsible and immoral to 
inflict a double blow on our most economically 
vulnerable citizens. 

If we do not reverse the disturbing dis-
appearance of manufacturing and information 
technology jobs, the American economy will 
suffer even greater job losses and long-term 
damage. 

The U.S.-Oman FTA falls short in the area 
of worker rights. Its only enforceable labor ob-
ligation is a requirement that Oman enforce its 
own labor laws, even though Oman’s laws fail 
to comply with basic international standards in 
10 specific areas. We should mandate Oman 
abide by core labor rules, to be fair to their 
own workers and keep trade on a level playing 
field. 

The Oman pact continues a dangerous 
trend of using trade policy to extend anti-
competitive protections for the highly profitable 
brand name drug industry. Although generic 
drugs lower prices and therefore improve pub-
lic health, the intellectual property provisions 
inserted by the Bush Administration would 
delay entry of generic prescription drugs by 
imposing restrictive rules on the developing 
countries covered by the agreements. 

I fear these provisions could come back to 
hurt Americans, as Congress’ ability to legis-
late on health care could be restricted by inter-
national trade obligations. In essence, the Ad-
ministration is giving powerful drug makers 
legal standing to challenge domestic U.S. 
health care laws through trade dispute mecha-
nisms. 

We see the double standard. The Adminis-
tration champions international trade stand-
ards when they protect pharmaceutical indus-
try profits, but reject them when they protect 
workers’ rights. 

I voted against the fast track/Trade Pro-
motion Authority bill, in part because I be-
lieved that it ceded too much authority to the 
Executive Branch. The experience with this 
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Oman deal validates my concern. In June, the 
Senate Finance Committee approved an 
amendment to the pact stipulating that goods 
made in Oman with forced labor may not ben-
efit from the trade agreement. When the White 
House later submitted the agreement to Con-
gress, it left the forced labor provision out. The 
Administration has ignored the will of Con-
gress. The blank check permitted by this fast 
track authority is a clear case where bad proc-
ess leads to bad policy. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the U.S.- 
Oman Free Trade Agreement, and insist on a 
new, balanced trade policy guided by con-
sensus, not ideology. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in opposition to the Oman FTA, though 
not without reservation. Increased economic, 
social, and political ties with Oman are noble 
goals and ones for which we should strive. 
However, the facts behind the crafting of the 
Oman FTA suggest that this is a hurried trade 
agreement. 

I can support an agreement that serves to 
support the interests of all parties at stake. I 
have based my previous votes on free trade 
agreements by this standard, and by this 
standard, I have decided to vote against the 
Oman FTA. While I do not doubt that some 
sectors of the U.S. economy will benefit from 
passage of this bill, I am fearful of the reper-
cussions that will face many of our manufac-
turing industries. 

I recognize that Oman is a key alley in the 
War on Terrorism and a leader in improving 
the relationship between the Arab world and 
Israel, but trade agreements should not be 
judged by beneficial strategic alliances alone. 
The United States has other allies in the Mid-
dle East on the War on Terrorism and should 
make agreements with those allies in which 
jobs held by the American people are not sac-
rificed. 

In addition, the Oman FTA may include a 
dangerous loophole that jeopardizes our Na-
tion’s port security. In its present form, this 
agreement allows a foreign company with op-
erations in Oman to operate U.S. port facili-
ties. The Cardin amendment would provide 
that the U.S.-Oman Free Trade Agreement 
cannot take effect until the U.S. withdraws its 
commitment to allow companies with oper-
ations in Oman to operate ‘‘landside aspects 
of U.S. port activities.’’ 

Furthermore, the OFTA would expand the 
failed model of the Central American Free 
Trade Agreement. This model has been dev-
astating to the U.S. industrial base, accel-
erating job loss and lowering living standards 
in the United States while exacerbating pov-
erty and social disparities in the developing 
nations with which we trade. 

Current Omani law does not come close to 
meeting core International Labor Organization 
standards. Despite some improvements made 
to Oman’s legal framework, Oman’s labor laws 
today do not provide for the exercise of the 
most important and fundamental workers’ 
rights: freedom of association and the right to 
organize and bargain collectively. 

In order to ensure progress, we must estab-
lish a system of improved standards in edu-
cation, labor, and environment, among others. 
In this regard, the OFTA falls short of estab-
lished standards. The OFTA has neither suffi-
cient nor enforceable labor provisions. This 
omission of labor standards will result in the 
continuation of severe labor conditions for 

both adults and children. This agreement 
could permit businesses to profit by exploiting 
the impoverished. I cannot accept an agree-
ment that allows businesses to increase their 
profit margins at the expense of the under-
privileged. 

It seems clear to me that under the current 
refrain of ‘‘free trade to fight poverty,’’ suffi-
cient resources are not being used to help the 
poor. Businesses are often more interested in 
the bottom line than the bottom of society. 
Foreign governments are often far too eager 
to invite these companies into their nations. 
This is not the best manner to help fight pov-
erty in the Third World. In order to fight pov-
erty, we must insist on the utilization of re-
sources to protect the poor, not to exploit 
them. We must insist on better labor and envi-
ronmental standards in order to ensure that 
the poor also benefit from free trade agree-
ments. 

Over 400 American organizations have an-
nounced strong opposition to the Oman FTA. 
These organizations represent a large number 
of Americans who oppose the OFTA. Of the 
400 groups that oppose the OFTA, there are 
at least six prominent organizations from the 
city that I have the privilege of representing, 
Houston. These organizations include the: 

Harris County Central Labor Council; 
Houston Globalization Forum; 
Houston Globalization Working Group; 
Houston Peace and Justice Center; 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Work-

ers Local 716; and 
The Sheet Metal Workers Local 54. 
More than three million manufacturing jobs 

have been lost in the US since 1998. Increas-
ingly, offshore outsourcing is impacting even 
highly educated and highly skilled workers. 
Protecting American jobs generally and espe-
cially those jobs belonging to my constituents 
in the 18th district of Texas is of the utmost 
priority to me. Thus, I can not stand by and let 
Americans continue to lose their jobs. 

Therefore, we must insist that our trade 
agreements contain more than an expansion 
of business interests; they must also contain 
provisions that expand social and political in-
terests. We must ensure that trade agree-
ments benefit the wealthy and the poor, men 
and women, young and old. This agreement 
fails to meet these standards, and I urge my 
colleagues to oppose it. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, today we are consid-
ering yet another fundamentally flawed free 
trade agreement—the U.S.-Oman FTA. 

How many times will it take to learn that the 
current model just isn’t cutting it? Given the 
failures of NAFTA and CAFTA, you would 
think that the U.S.-Oman FTA would be an im-
provement. Sadly, the same misguided for-
mula is being applied again. 

Just look at the facts; you simply cannot 
camouflage a race to the bottom. So please 
don’t be fooled by the word games that pro-
ponents of this deal will play. 

FTAs should promote democracy and offer 
new opportunities for all parties involved. They 
should not benefit a select few by making the 
rich wealthier and bankrupting the poor. 

We should be protecting labor standards, 
human rights, the environment, access to 
medicines, and national sovereignty—not sac-
rificing them under the guise of promoting 
business and economic growth. When will we 
learn that these are not contradictory goals? 

But again, these critical issues are shoved 
to the margins in empty promises and side-let-

ters. There is no excuse for why this trade 
deal is not fair and balanced. 

I urge all of my colleagues to vote against 
another ludicrous trade deal. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, today the 
House of Representatives has an opportunity 
to support the U.S. intellectual property indus-
tries by approving the U.S.-Oman Free Trade 
Agreement. 

The agreement is supported by both the 
International Intellectual Property Association, 
which is comprised of seven copyright-based 
trade associations representing over 1,900 dif-
ferent companies, and the Information Tech-
nology Industry Council, representing 35 lead-
ing high-tech industries, because it will raise 
the level of intellectual property protection in 
Oman in a number of ways. 

The agreement implements the WIPO Inter-
net Treaties, which provide standards for dig-
ital copyrighted material; it protects copy-
righted works for extended terms, including 95 
years for sound recordings and performances; 
and it ensures that copyright owners will have 
the exclusive right to make their works avail-
able online. 

The agreement will also strengthen the en-
forcement of intellectual property rights in 
Oman by including agreed upon criminal 
standards for copyright infringement with 
stronger remedies and penalties and by crim-
inalizing end user piracy. These provisions will 
provide a strong deterrence against piracy and 
counterfeiting. 

Finally, Oman has committed to zero tariffs 
on all software, movies, music, consumer 
products, books and magazines exported into 
the country and to zero tariffs on technology 
products used to access the Internet. 

I urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant sector of the U.S. economy and vote in 
favor of the Oman Free Trade Agreement. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, the issue of 
trade has remained contentious over the 
years. 

I believe in the ideals of free trade but it 
must also be fair trade. 

We have to take a close look at each agree-
ment and weigh them on their individual mer-
its. 

If the President wants to receive over-
whelming support on these agreements he 
has the power to do it. President Bush has the 
power to make trade an issue that is strongly 
supported by all of my colleagues, but he re-
fuses to add what Democrats have been de-
manding on labor and the environment. 

When I look at an agreement various factors 
go into making my decision process, are we 
opening new markets for our goods and serv-
ices, will labor standards be protected, what is 
our relationship with our potential free trade 
partner. 

As a member of the Middle East sub-
committee on the International Relations Com-
mittee, I view Oman not as just a trade bill but 
also as a foreign policy tool. 

Oman has been a strong friend and ally of 
the United States and is providing critical as-
sistance in the global war against terrorism 
and this agreement will continue to strengthen 
our relationship. 

The 9/11 Commission has recommended 
that the United States build stronger relation-
ship with moderate Muslim nations such as 
Oman to build an economic and political part-
nership. 

Besides the economic benefits the United 
States will enjoy from the implementation of 
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this free trade agreement it also has spurred 
our friends in Oman to move beyond their cur-
rent labor laws. While I would like to see a 
more progressive stance on labor, I believe 
these new reforms are genuine. 

Oman has shown they are a stable nation in 
a sea of conflicts in the Middle East and my 
hope is that this agreement will help move 
them further down the path of moderation. 

I think it is worth noting that during Israel’s 
recent conflict with Hezbollah and Hamas, 
Oman has been noticeably restrained in criti-
cizing the Jewish State for protecting her citi-
zens. 

Oman is a valued member of the Middle 
East community and this agreement will make 
them even more so. 

At the core of this trade initiative is the be-
lief that through economic opportunity and 
partnership, with the United States and Israel, 
that the goal of peace in the region can be 
furthered. 

I understand that perfection can be an unat-
tainable goal but sometimes you must weigh 
all the pros and cons and on Oman the pros 
tipped the scale. I also want to address the 
point of the Dubai port sale raised by the op-
ponents and the ability of an Omani company 
or another company to base themselves in 
Oman to try to purchase American port facili-
ties or other infrastructure. 

While there are many theoreticals as to 
what could or could not happen, any purchase 
of an American asset by an Omani company 
would be subject to review by the Committee 
on Foreign Investment in the United States, 
CFIUS. As the lead sponsor along with Rep-
resentatives ROY BLUNT, CAROLYN MALONEY, 
and DEBORAH PRYCE of a bipartisan CFIUS re-
form, I understand the purchase of American 
assets by foreign companies or governments 
well. 

This agreement with Oman does not change 
one bit the CFIUS process and doesn’t make 
it any less secure. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to express my views regarding the Oman Free 
Trade Agreement. 

I have supported certain trade agreements 
in the past because I believe they can be an 
important step toward opening markets for 
U.S. businesses. I also believe that the eco-
nomic interdependence that flows from trade 
agreements can help create a more coopera-
tive and peaceful world by solidifying ties be-
tween nations. That is why I supported agree-
ments with Australia, Chile, Morocco, Bahrain 
and Singapore. 

This outlook informs my approach to trade 
agreements and as I carefully considered the 
provisions of the Oman Free Trade agree-
ment, I recognized its potential for opening 
Oman’s market to U.S. agriculture, manufac-
turing and the services industry. But a trade 
agreement is about more than trade; it is also 
about the fair treatment of workers and other 
considerations. 

With respect to worker’s rights, the Oman 
FTA is seriously flawed. Like CAFTA, the 
Oman FTA only requires the Omani Govern-
ment to enforce its own labor laws. And when 
violations occur, the Omani Government is 
only required to pay a financial penalty to 
itself. This provision is a source of concern to 
me in light of reports by the international labor 
community that Oman’s labor laws fall far 
short of meeting the International Labor Orga-
nization’s core labor standards and do not pro-

vide Omani workers with the fundamental pro-
tections needed to prevent workplace exploi-
tation. 

Oman has a massive guest worker popu-
lation, comprising over 75 percent of Oman’s 
total work force. According to reports, in 
Oman, guest workers are prevented from ex-
ercising their international labor rights and 
have reportedly been jailed for complaining 
about the working conditions and violation of 
labor rights. 

My concerns about the Oman FTA were re-
inforced by news reports coming out of Jordan 
about violations of Jordanian workers rights. 
Before these incidents, the Jordan Free Trade 
Agreement was considered the gold standard 
for labor provisions in trade agreements. Jor-
dan’s labor laws are strong and it has long ex-
perience administrating them. That is why, 
when I read the May 3, 2006, New York 
Times article describing the abusive conditions 
in Jordan’s apparel industry, I also grew con-
cerned about the lack of protections for work-
ers in Oman. 

Reports are emerging from Jordan of an en-
vironment where workers put in 20-hour days 
with little or no pay and where physical abuse 
is rampant. If workers rights are not enforced 
in Jordan, there is little hope that workers in 
Oman—where independent unions are out-
lawed—will have their rights protected. 

Trade agreements must at least hold open 
the reasonable prospect that workers will be 
treated fairly. This agreement fails that test. 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 5684, the Oman Free Trade 
Agreement, because I think it is the right thing 
to do. I am going to vote for this agreement 
because I believe that free trade can be a way 
to promote our national security through inter-
national cooperation and economic growth. 

The country of Oman is an important ally of 
the United States in a part of the world where 
we need more friends. It is also a country that 
is growing, one that will provide economic op-
portunities and jobs to our Nation through in-
creased exports. Upon passage of this agree-
ment, Oman will provide immediate duty-free 
access to 87 percent of U.S. agricultural ex-
ports and 100 percent duty-free trade in indus-
trial and consumer products. 

Mr. Speaker, Oman is a friend to the United 
States and a leader in the Middle East region. 
Oman has demonstrated this by passing tough 
new labor laws, normalizing relations with 
Israel, and supporting the U.S. efforts in Iraq. 
Passage of this agreement will demonstrate 
that we can do more to enhance our Nation’s 
national security through cooperation and eco-
nomic development. 

Although this legislation is not perfect, ap-
proving the Oman Free Trade Agreement is in 
America’s national interest, and I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on this bill. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TERRY). All time for debate on the bill 
has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 925, 
the bill is considered read and the pre-
vious question is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

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

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

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15- 
minute vote on passage of H.R. 5684 
will be followed by a 5-minute vote on 
suspending the rules on H. Con. Res. 
448. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 221, nays 
205, not voting 7, as follows 

[Roll No. 392] 

YEAS—221 

Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Tom 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Etheridge 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 

Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matheson 
McCaul (TX) 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Meeks (NY) 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 

Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Osborne 
Oxley 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
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NAYS—205 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gerlach 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 

Hayes 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (WI) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Ney 
Norwood 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 

Otter 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rogers (AL) 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Simmons 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—7 

Bishop (UT) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis, Jo Ann 

Evans 
McKinney 
Northup 

Nussle 

b 1452 

Mr. NORWOOD and Mr. POMEROY 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
f 

COMMENDING NASA ON COMPLE-
TION OF THE SPACE SHUTTLE’S 
SECOND RETURN-TO-FLIGHT MIS-
SION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the 
concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 448. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
CALVERT) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 448, on which the 
yeas and nays are ordered. 

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

vice, and there were—yeas 415, nays 0, 
not voting 17, as follows: 

[Roll No. 393] 

YEAS—415 

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 

Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 

Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 

Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 

Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 

Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—17 

Ackerman 
Bishop (UT) 
Brown (SC) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 

Evans 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Northup 
Nussle 

Payne 
Slaughter 
Stark 
Tancredo 
Weiner 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised there 
are 2 minutes left in the vote. 

b 1500 

So (two-thirds of those voting having 
responded in the affirmative) the rules 
were suspended and the concurrent res-
olution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may 
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have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise their remarks and include extra-
neous material on the subject of the 
bill. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise for 
the purpose of inquiring of the major-
ity leader the schedule for the week to 
come; and at this time, I yield to my 
friend, the majority leader, Mr. 
BOEHNER of Ohio. 

Mr. BOEHNER. I appreciate my col-
league from Maryland for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the House will convene 
next Monday at 12:30 for morning hour 
and 2 p.m. for legislative business. We 
will consider a number of measures 
under suspension of the rules. A final 
list of those bills will be sent to Mem-
bers’ offices by tomorrow afternoon. 

For the balance of the week, the 
House will consider on Tuesday H.R. 
1956, the business activity tax bill from 
the Judiciary Committee. 

On Wednesday morning at 11 there 
will be a joint meeting of Congress to 
receive His Excellency Mr. Maliki, 
Prime Minister of the Republic of Iraq. 
Also on Wednesday we will consider 
H.R. 5682, the United States and India 
Nuclear Cooperation Promotion Act 
from the International Relations Com-
mittee. 

On Thursday, we will consider H.R. 
5766, the Government Efficiency Act, 
and possibly H.R. 3282, the Abolishment 
of Obsolete Agencies and Federal Sun-
set Act from the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

At this point, Friday is still up in the 
air. Our goal is to finish on Thursday. 
It is not a commitment but it is my 
goal, and I am hopeful that we will be 
able to meet it. It really will depend on 
the number of conference reports that 
may or may not be completed and 
whether we can fit those in during the 
week, if they come inside, like the gen-
tleman understands. 

I am hopeful that the Voc Ed con-
ference report can be brought up. As 
the gentleman knows, we have been 
working on the pension conference. 
There is no agreement as yet, but I 
think we are moving toward one, and I 
am hopeful. But we will see. 

I also have an announcement about 
September votes, which is a change in 
the calendar. There will be no votes on 
Tuesday, September 5. I anticipate 
that we will consider H.R. 503, to 
amend the Horse Protection Act to 
prohibit the shipping, transporting, 
moving, delivering, receiving, pos-
sessing, purchasing, selling or donation 
of horses and other equines to be 
slaughtered for human consumption. 
We expect that to be considered that 
first week we are back, and I just want-
ed Members to be aware of it. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, I 
was very pleased to hear that we are 
going to be dealing with the Horse Pro-
tection Act. I am sure that all of us are 
concerned about that. I say that seri-
ously. 

But can you tell me when we might 
be doing the Worker Protection Act, 
particularly those that are working at 
the lower end of the scale, the min-
imum wage act? 

Mr. BOEHNER. If the gentleman 
would yield. 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to my friend. 
Mr. BOEHNER. We are continuing to 

have conversations about that issue, 
but no decisions as of yet. If there is, I 
will make sure that everyone is noti-
fied. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman, 
and I meant that seriously on the 
Horse Protection Act. I am sure it is an 
important piece of legislation, but we 
are very concerned and continue to be 
concerned, many, many Members on 
your side of the aisle continue to be 
concerned, about the 9 years that have 
transpired since we adjusted the min-
imum wage, no cost of living attached 
to it, and we are very hopeful that the 
majority leader and your side of the 
aisle will see fit to bring that forward. 

We hope that you will bring it for-
ward in a fashion that will not dilute 
the attention and focus on the workers, 
and by that I say attaching it to a tax 
bill or some other piece of legislation. 
We would hope that that would be a 
clean vote on the floor, and we think 
the majority of this House are for it. 
We think it is a very, very important 
piece of legislation, and we ask you to 
very seriously consider bringing it up 
next week if possible, but as early in 
September as possible. 

September 29 has been put in the 
press as the target date at least. You 
mentioned one of the pieces of legisla-
tion that might be on in September. 
Can you tell me how definitive or defi-
nite a date that September 29 may be 
for the possible adjournment prior to 
the election? 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. BOEHNER. It is very definite. 
Mr. HOYER. That is going to be the 

date? 
Mr. BOEHNER. We are gone Sep-

tember 29. We will be back on Novem-
ber 13. 

Mr. HOYER. November 13. There are 
all sorts of things I could say about 
post-election. 

Mr. BOEHNER. I am sure you could. 
Mr. HOYER. We will be happy when 

we get back here on the 13th. 
Mr. BOEHNER. And we will be happy, 

too. 
Mr. HOYER. To proceed with what-

ever legislation we decide ought to be 
considered, realizing we won’t be sworn 
in until January as the majority party. 

Mr. BOEHNER. What we call the 
lame duck session. 

Mr. HOYER. Yes, it will undoubtedly 
be a lame duck session, I tell the ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. BOEHNER. The only question is 
who will be lame. 

Mr. HOYER. We could go on a long 
time on this. We probably ought to 
move along with the schedule because 
you and I have a different view as to 
who is going to be lame and who is 
going to be the duck and other issues 
of great importance to the American 
people. 

On the issues, the Labor-Health bill, 
obviously the minimum wage is one of 
the issues on that bill, but there are a 
lot of other issues on that bill as well. 
Do you have any expectation the 
Labor-Health bill will move either next 
week, I know it is not on the calendar, 
or in September? 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. BOEHNER. I appreciate my col-

league for yielding. There are a number 
of issues related to that bill. I think it 
is doubtful that it will be up next 
week. I am hopeful that we will be able 
to consider it in September. 

Mr. HOYER. Moving on to the pen-
sion conference report, there have been 
some reports that there may have been 
some progress in the pension con-
ference, but I want to tell the leader 
again, very seriously, I read in one of 
the journals that the conference, or a 
group, had been meeting. There had 
been five Republicans and two Demo-
crats. 

I want to tell my friend, in all seri-
ousness, and I have asked you to en-
gage on this, not one Democrat from 
the House of Representatives has been 
engaged in these meetings. The two 
Democrats that are mentioned in that 
story are both Democratic United 
States Senators. They may be very fine 
United States Senators. This is a two- 
House, bicameral Congress. 

The gentleman made a representa-
tion to me, and I take him at his word, 
I believe he means it, that a conference 
is better or a discussion on where we 
are going on this pension bill, a criti-
cally important bill that has been 
pending now for almost half a year or 
longer, I suppose, the gentleman knows 
the exact date of that, and has not 
moved, and during that period of time, 
Democrats from the House of Rep-
resentatives have not been included in 
the pension conference. I have been, I 
think, pretty polite on my request to 
you, Mr. Leader, but this is not the 
process that we ought to be following. 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. BOEHNER. I appreciate the gen-

tleman’s concerns, but I think the gen-
tleman from Maryland understands 
that I am not the chairman of the con-
ference. I don’t decide when we meet, 
who meets or what room we meet in. I 
have expressed the gentleman’s con-
cerns, and hopefully we will have all of 
the Members together very soon. 

Mr. HOYER. I hope that is the case, 
Mr. Leader, and again, I take you at 
your word. While you are not the chair-
man of the conference, you are the ma-
jority leader of the majority party in 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. BOEHNER. If the gentleman 
would yield, the other body is chairing 
this conference, and the gentleman has 
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been on a number of conferences over 
the years and understands this process, 
that the body who chairs the the con-
ference makes those decisions. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, 
one option, of course, is the Republican 
Members from the House of Represent-
atives that are participating in these 
meetings indicate to our Senate col-
leagues that they are not prepared to 
proceed unless there are Members of 
the minority party present in those 
meetings to discuss issues of critical 
importance to literally millions of peo-
ple in this country. 

Mr. BOEHNER. If the gentleman 
would yield, I will be happy to make 
that suggestion to Mr. MCKEON and Mr. 
THOMAS. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
f 

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO 
DECLARE A RECESS ON WEDNES-
DAY, JULY 26, 2006, FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF RECEIVING IN 
JOINT MEETING HIS EXCEL-
LENCY NOURI AL-MALIKI, PRIME 
MINISTER OF THE REPUBLIC OF 
IRAQ 
Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it may in 
order at any time on Wednesday, July 
26, 2006, for the Speaker to declare a re-
cess, subject to the call of the Chair, 
for the purpose of receiving in joint 
meeting His Excellency Nouri Al- 
Maliki, Prime Minister of the Republic 
of Iraq. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TERRY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JULY 
24, 2006 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 12:30 p.m. on Monday next for 
morning hour debate. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

AMENDMENT PROCESS FOR CON-
SIDERATION OF H.R. 5682, 
UNITED STATES AND INDIA NU-
CLEAR COOPERATION PRO-
MOTION ACT OF 2006 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
the Committee on Rules may meet the 

week of July 24 to grant a rule which 
could limit the amendment process for 
floor consideration of H.R. 5682, the 
United States and India Nuclear Co-
operation Promotion Act of 2006. 

Any Member wishing to offer an 
amendment should submit 55 copies of 
the amendment and one copy of a brief 
explanation of the amendment to the 
Rules Committee in room H–312 of the 
Capitol by 10 a.m. on Tuesday, July 25. 
Members should draft their amend-
ments to the bill as ordered reported 
by the Committee on International Re-
lations, which was ordered reported on 
June 27, 2006, and is expected to be filed 
tomorrow, Friday, July 21. 

Members should use the Office of 
Legislative Counsel to ensure that 
their amendments are drafted in the 
most appropriate format and should 
check with the Office of the Parliamen-
tarian to be certain their amendments 
comply with the rules of the House. 

f 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS TO 
HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT, JULY 21, 
2006, TO FILE REPORT ON H.R. 
5682, UNITED STATES AND INDIA 
NUCLEAR COOPERATION PRO-
MOTION ACT OF 2006 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent the Committee on 
International Relations may have until 
midnight, July 21 to file a report on 
H.R. 5682, the United States and India 
Nuclear Cooperation Promotion Act of 
2006. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 2830, PENSION PROTEC-
TION ACT OF 2005 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to in-
struct. 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. George Miller of California moves that 

the managers on the part of the House at the 
conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the Senate amendment to the 
bill H.R. 2830 be instructed— 

(1) to agree to the provisions contained in 
subsections (a) through (d) of section 601 of 
the Senate amendment (relating to prospec-
tive application of age discrimination, con-
version, and present value assumption rules 
with respect to cash balance and other hy-
brid defined benefit plans) and not to agree 
with the provisions contained in title VII of 
the bill as passed the House (relating to ben-
efit accrual standards); and 

(2) to agree to the provisions contained in 
section 413 of the Senate amendment (relat-
ing to computation of guaranteed benefits of 
airline pilots required to separate from serv-
ice prior to attaining age 65), but only with 
respect to plan terminations occurring on or 
after September 11, 2001. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
(during the reading). Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the mo-

tion to instruct be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 7 of rule XXII, 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. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, as we just heard in the 
colloquy between the majority leader 
and the minority whip, there is expec-
tation that a conference committee 
may conclude on the pension reform 
bill, and that is why I rise today be-
cause that bill may, in fact, be coming 
to the floor of the House of Representa-
tives and to the Senate within the next 
week. 

b 1515 

I rise to urge my colleagues to vote 
again to send a message to the con-
ferees that they should not conclude 
this report until they provide for the 
protection of older workers who are 
facing the conversions to cash balance 
plans. That means older workers who 
the companies are now putting on no-
tice that they will change their bene-
fits, they will no longer realize what 
they had long anticipated, the benefits 
of a defined benefit plan, that they will 
now get a substitute plan for their cur-
rent pension plan, what is called a cash 
balance plan. 

Despite overwhelming votes in sup-
port of protecting older workers’ pen-
sions in the House and in the Senate, 
the Republican leadership plans to 
thumb its nose at older workers and 
exclude the vital transition protection. 
That means that many workers will 
lose hundreds of dollars a month in ex-
pected retirement benefits. Many of 
these workers will be in excess of 50 
years of age, and it is highly unlikely 
they will be able to recover the loss of 
their retirement benefits, retirement 
benefits they have been counting on for 
many years, retirement benefits they 
have been counting on in exchange for 
their labor, that they signed a contract 
in exchange for their labor with their 
employers; and today, the Congress is 
getting ready to tell them we are 
sorry, we are not going to make the 
employers live up to their agreements, 
and we are not even going to provide a 
transition to you to soften the eco-
nomic blow. 

If this is permitted to happen, it is 
shameful and it is an abuse of power by 
the Republican leadership, arrogantly 
defying the clear wishes of Members of 
both the House and the Senate on be-
half of very special interests that do 
not happen to be the workers of this 
country. 
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The conference language draft by the 

Republican conferees is a pension Tro-
jan horse and allows companies to le-
gally renege on their promises to work-
ers who played by the rules, who were 
told that they could accrue benefits to 
retire, especially those who spent dec-
ades at the company. 

Here is what AARP CEO William 
Novelli says about this backroom Re-
publican deal for older workers. 
‘‘AARP is deeply troubled that mem-
bers of the pension conference com-
mittee may be considering adopting 
language from the House bill that 
would severely undercut pension pro-
tections against age discrimination 
currently provided older workers under 
the Age Discrimination in Employment 
Act. We cannot support legislation 
that would undermine the age discrimi-
nation laws and permit the reduction 
of pension benefits for older workers, 
thus discouraging older workers from 
continuing to participate in the work-
force. Our members, and older workers 
in general, care a great deal about 
these issues, and we will be informing 
them of the outcome of this action.’’ 

The Senate passed its pension bill 
with these protections 97–2. And the 
House voted on these measures over-
whelmingly in a motion to instruct 
earlier. 

It also not only cuts cash balance, 
but it cuts the protections to the pi-
lots. Pilots who are required under 
Federal law to retire at age 60 now 
take a double hit with their pensions 
going into the PBGC. Because they re-
tired early, not that they wanted to re-
tire, they are required under Federal 
law to retire early, but because they 
retired early, they take an additional 
hit on their pension, and this affects 
many, many airline pilots and is an un-
fair treatment to these individuals. 

Again, the House and the Senate 
have voted twice to protect older work-
ers in cash balance conversions. The 
House voted twice to protect airline pi-
lots from unfair pension cuts at the 
PBGC. 

This motion to instruct is about fun-
damental fairness to older workers, 
specifically for those older workers 
suddenly faced with cash balance con-
versions and for those airline pilots 
faced with federally mandated early re-
tirement. 

During the 1990s, hundreds of large 
employers switched to these cash bal-
ance plans, including IBM, CSX, 
Verizon, and the Federal Government. 
When we changed our pension plan 
back in the 1990s, we did this. Motor-
ola, Dow Chemical, Federal Express, 
Wells Fargo Bank and Honeywell, they 
all made the decision to provide a tran-
sition and a protection for older work-
ers, realizing that those older workers 
had an expectation of retirement ben-
efit. That was not going to happen, but 
they would provide them some protec-
tion so they didn’t take the full brunt 
of those changes. 

It is the decent thing to do. It is what 
Secretary Snow did when he was at 

CSX. It is what he voted to do at 
Verizon. This is the decent thing to do 
for workers. The benefits to the compa-
nies are immense, even if they protect 
these older workers in this situation. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this motion to instruct for two rea-
sons, because of process and because of 
substance. 

First, on process. As the pension con-
ference draws to a close, the matter be-
fore us today is little more than a last 
desperate attempt by some to distract 
from the fact that we are on the verge 
of the most fundamental reforms to the 
private pension system in a generation. 
In fact, this is more of a motion to ob-
struct than it is a motion to instruct. 

This kind of obstruction shouldn’t 
surprise us, however. It has been going 
on for quite awhile. Let’s not forget 
that those offering this motion were 
the same Members who could not even 
bring themselves to vote ‘‘yes’’ or ‘‘no’’ 
on the House pension bill when it was 
being considered by the House Edu-
cation and Workforce Committee last 
summer. Rather, they voted ‘‘present,’’ 
acknowledging that they were, in fact, 
in the room. 

While they attempted to politicize 
this issue, did they ever offer a com-
prehensive pension reform plan of their 
own? No. They just stood on the side-
lines trying to obstruct our progress, 
just like they are today. 

I also oppose this motion because of 
its substance. This pension reform de-
bate is and always has been about the 
massive underfunding in worker pen-
sions, about the need to change the 
status quo. This obstructionist motion 
to instruct does just the opposite: It es-
sentially preserves the status quo and 
even makes the situation worse. 

First, on hybrid plans. This motion 
to instruct essentially codifies benefit 
expectations in hybrid plans, tying the 
hands of those who voluntarily offer 
them. To require a guarantee of min-
imum benefits before participants have 
actually earned them sets a very bad 
precedent. Let’s not forget that hybrid 
plans are the sole bright spot in the de-
fined benefit world. If not for these 
plans, the defined benefit system would 
be withering on the vine. To place re-
strictions on a system that actually 
provides more generous benefits for the 
majority workers than do traditional 
plans would be neither reasonable nor 
responsible. 

And on the airline pilots provision, 
again, this would make matters worse 
for the pension system and the Amer-
ican taxpayer. The motion to instruct 
would actually increase the deficit of 
the PBGC even though this pension re-
form process is designed to save the 
agency from insolvency and taxpayers 
footing the bill for a massive bailout. 
It is estimated that if this provision 
were applied, the cost to the PBGC for 
all pilots’ plans would probably exceed 

$2.5 billion over the next 10 years. That 
additional debt would be borne by all 
the other companies that sponsor and 
fund defined benefit pension plans. 
Again, this is neither reasonable nor 
responsible. 

Mr. Speaker, our ultimate goal is to 
ensure our defined benefit system re-
mains viable for generations to come. 
This motion to instruct would under-
mine that effort. It is as simple as 
that. I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ 
on the motion to instruct and reject 
this attempt to obscure progress on 
pension reform. 

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

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 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, I rise in 
support of the motion to instruct; and 
I hear my friend’s comments about 
process and responsibility. This has 
been the most irresponsible pension 
conference process one could imagine. 

Mr. Speaker, I was sent here, as were 
my colleagues, duly elected by my con-
stituents to speak for them. I was ap-
pointed by the leadership of my party 
to participate in this conference to 
speak for all of our constituents. There 
have been many meetings; we have 
been invited to none. There have been 
many discussions; we have participated 
in none. 

So if you want to talk about a re-
sponsible process, let’s talk about one 
where every person duly elected to rep-
resent his or her constituents has a 
chance to do so. This process is a trav-
esty. 

Now, on to the substance. 
The words ‘‘cash balance plans’’ are a 

little hard to understand. They are the-
oretical, they are abstract; but they 
are very easy to understand if you are 
50 years old and you have been working 
somewhere for 25 years and you are 
planning your retirement assuming 
you are going to get a certain amount 
every month in the mail as a check 
that you have earned. 

And then, one, the HR department 
comes in and says we have changed our 
mind. Instead of getting a check for a 
certain amount every month that you 
have earned, we are going to give you 
a lump sum instead, and assume that 
when you invest it, you will get about 
the same amount. 

Mr. MILLER’s motion says two things: 
It says that the version of this idea 
that passed the Senate 97–2 should be 
the version that applies; that maybe 
we should give some workers the 
chance to choose whether to go into 
this system or not, to put more power 
into the hands of the worker and the 
retiree to choose what happens to 
them, rather than have the employer 
make that decision. That sounds rea-
sonable to me. 

And the second thing that Mr. MIL-
LER does is to say let’s take the as-
sumptions that are most protective to 
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the retiree. Let’s err on the side of giv-
ing the retiree too much, not too little. 
I don’t think that is too much to ask. 

I think the House should join with 97 
Senators from both parties and adopt 
the version of this idea that is in the 
Senate bill. Vote ‘‘yes’’ on Mr. MIL-
LER’s motion to instruct. 

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

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
WOOLSEY). 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank Mr. MILLER for this motion to 
instruct the pension conferees because 
a defined pension plan is a promise. It 
is a promise that workers count on 
when they come to the end of their em-
ployment. It is a promise that they 
plan their future around. 

Many workers have been promised 
benefits at the end of their work serv-
ice. In fact, many have accepted retire-
ment benefits instead of pay increases. 
Now remember that. Many people 
choose to forgive a pay increase and 
get an increase in their pension in-
stead. 

Now, unless we have reform that al-
lows companies to convert to cash bal-
ance programs, programs that don’t 
consider the older worker, a worker 
who has planned for years and years 
how they are going to live the rest of 
their lives in dignity, we have broken a 
great promise to these wonderful work-
ers. 

Not protecting their retirement 
would result in many, many times re-
ducing their benefits by at least half. 
Imagine trying to live, through no 
fault of your own, on half of what you 
had planned on. We would not expect 
people to live on half of the amount of 
food or half the amount of medicine 
they would need; how can we expect 
them to live on half of a pension? 

These pension benefits have been 
earned. They must be honored. Mr. 
Speaker, these workers were promised 
defined retirement benefits. They have 
earned those benefits. The Congress 
cannot allow companies to go back on 
their word. We, as a Congress, must 
support them. We must ensure these 
hardworking Americans that they will 
get the pension benefits they have been 
promised so they can plan, they don’t 
have to look over their shoulders or go 
live with their kids or have half of 
their medications. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the Miller motion to instruct. 

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

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES). 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague for his leadership 
on this motion to instruct. 

I agree we need to protect the pen-
sion benefits of airline pilots, as well 
as ensure that when an employer con-
verts from a traditional defined benefit 
plan to a cash balance plan, that their 
workers receive their full benefits. 

We also need to draft rules that pro-
tect older workers because they can be 
vulnerable during such conversions. 
But we must also address the issue of 
providing retroactive legal certainty to 
1,100 employers whose cash balance and 
hybrid pension plans are unfairly 
caught in limbo. 

Addressing retroactivity is impor-
tant to the retirement security of 
thousands of American workers that 
gain from these hybrid pensions which 
are defined benefit plans. It has been 
for 7 years that employers of sponsored 
cash balance and other hybrid plans 
have been caught in a web of legal un-
certainty. 

b 1530 
Beginning in 1999, the Internal Rev-

enue Service felt it necessary to tem-
porarily stop issuing determination 
letters for converted hybrid plans, and 
litigation through our court system 
has left the legality of all cash balance 
plans up in the air. 

In my congressional district I have 
four major employers that offer pen-
sion benefits to their employees 
through either a cash balance or other 
hybrid pension plan. Some of these 
plans were acquired through merger 
and acquisition, while some were 
adopted through conversion. 

These employers treated their em-
ployees fairly, giving them the choice 
as to whether or not to convert their 
plans and ensuring that workers’ bene-
fits were not diluted. And these four 
employers are not alone. There are a 
lot of good actors out there. 

According to a recent AARP-funded 
study, 23 of the 25 largest cash balance 
plans, in other words, 92 percent, pro-
vided transition protections for their 
older employees when converting from 
defined traditional plans to cash bal-
ance plans. 

Nonetheless, four employers in my 
district, as well as 1,100 others, are 
caught in a web of legal uncertainty. 
And we are in an era where companies 
are eliminating pension plans, includ-
ing hybrid plans. 

Failing to fix this problem will only 
perpetuate that trend. A cash balance 
plan is a defined benefit plan, and it is 
the future of our defined benefit sys-
tem. 

It is not correct that others have not 
offered alternatives. I specifically in-
troduced H.R. 4274 to address this spe-
cific issue. 

I ask all of my colleagues to pay at-
tention to the issue. Cash balance 
plans are the future plans. They are 
portable. It is a way a worker can go 
from one place to another. 

We need to protect older workers, 
and we need to make sure that this mo-
tion to instruct is passed. 

I thank Mr. MILLER for his leadership 
on this issue. 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I continue 
to reserve. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 9 minutes to the 
gentleman from Vermont (Mr. SAND-
ERS). 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of the Miller 
motion to instruct, and I commend the 
gentleman from California for his lead-
ership on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, the middle class in 
America today is under assault. Over 
the past 5 years, 5 million more Ameri-
cans have slipped into poverty, 6 mil-
lion have lost their health insurance, 
and nearly 3 million manufacturing 
workers have lost their jobs. The Re-
publican leadership has refused to in-
crease the minimum wage, $5.15 an 
hour, which hasn’t been raised in near-
ly a decade, and is now at a 50-year low 
in terms of purchasing power. 

And adding insult to injury, it is ex-
pected that next week we will be vot-
ing on a conference report that will 
allow large corporations to discrimi-
nate against their older employees by 
slashing their pensions up to half 
through cash balance pension schemes. 

Mr. Speaker, this motion is our only 
attempt to say no. Age discriminatory 
cash balance pension schemes are 
wrong. We must protect millions of em-
ployees who have seen their pensions 
slashed by as much as 50 percent 
through age-discriminatory cash bal-
ance pension schemes. That is what 
this motion is all about. 

Mr. Speaker, pension anxiety is 
sweeping the country. Millions of 
American workers who have worked at 
a company for 20 or 30 years, where 
promises have been made to them in 
terms of what their retirement would 
be, are now waking up to the fact that 
those promises are being reneged upon. 

Unfortunately, over the past two dec-
ades, large corporation after large cor-
poration have been breaking the retire-
ment promises they made to their em-
ployees, and that is wrong. Some com-
panies are declaring bankruptcy so 
that they can break their retirement 
commitments. Other companies are 
freezing pension plans in order to slash 
the retirement benefits of older work-
ers. 

And over 300 companies throughout 
this country have slashed the pensions 
of their employees through cash bal-
ance pension schemes, sometimes up to 
50 percent. 

Congress must tell corporate Amer-
ica in no uncertain terms that when 
they make a promise to workers about 
their pensions, they must keep that 
promise. 

Mr. Speaker, last December, the 
House passed a so-called pension re-
form bill that was hundreds of pages 
long. Included in that bill was an ob-
scure provision to legalize age dis-
crimination in cash balance plans pro-
spectively. No floor amendments were 
allowed to strike this provision or offer 
any alternatives to it. Members were 
forced to vote up or down on the entire 
bill. 

But the Senate did the right thing. In 
its bill, they provided important pro-
tections for older workers who would 
be negatively impacted by cash balance 
schemes. 
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The Senate language is supported by 

the AARP, the AFL–CIO, the National 
Committee to Preserve Social Security 
and Medicare, the National Legislative 
Retirees Network, and the Pension 
Rights Center. 

Today, just like we did in April, we 
have an opportunity to do the right 
thing for American workers. We can 
and should instruct the conference 
committee to adopt the Senate lan-
guage on cash balance plans. 

Mr. Speaker, there are some who sup-
port cash balance schemes. They argue 
that these plans benefit employees. 

Well, a couple of years ago I asked 
the Congressional Research Service a 
simple question: What would happen to 
Members of Congress if their pensions 
were converted to a cash balance 
scheme? If it is so good for millions of 
American workers, clearly it must be 
good for the Members of Congress. 

Well, shock of all shocks. Our Repub-
lican friends decided not to debate that 
issue on the floor of the House. And un-
less I am mistaken, they still do not 
want to convert Members’ pensions to 
cash balance schemes, for good reason. 
Because if they did it, every Member 
would see a huge reduction in the pen-
sions that they are looking forward to. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SANDERS. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
I think that is an important point. 
When the Federal Government made 
the decision to change to the TSP sys-
tem, which is turning out to be a very 
successful system, we provided this 
kind of transition. What the conference 
committee is about to impose on the 
American working public no Member of 
Congress would impose on themselves. 
They would be asking for some kind of 
transition, some kind of hold-harmless 
so that people would be protected who 
are older, who have more years into 
the system, because they don’t have 
the ability to gather other income. 

And I think the gentleman makes a 
very important point that, once again, 
life is different inside of the Beltway 
than it is outside of the Beltway. And 
the people outside of the Beltway have 
a lot less ability to try to make up for 
that lost savings to manage their re-
tirement. 

I thank the gentleman for making 
the point. I continue to yield. 

Mr. SANDERS. Let me just pick up 
and agree with the gentleman. 

The CRS did a study on this issue: 
What would happen to congressional 
pensions if we went the direction of 
cash balance? Well, among other 
things, the Speaker of the House would 
not be too happy about this. His pen-
sion went down by 70 percent. 

So, today, I would ask the opponents 
of the Miller motion this question: If 
cash balance plans are so good for 
American workers, why don’t we go 
first and adopt them here? 

Well, obviously, that is not going to 
happen. If it is not good for Members of 

Congress, it is not a good idea for mil-
lions of American workers. Let’s sup-
port the Miller motion and stand for 
the rights of millions of American 
workers today. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SANDERS. I would yield. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

I just want to again thank him for the 
point that this pension bill cannot be 
considered in a vacuum. The very same 
people who are going to be punished as 
a result of companies that convert to 
cash balance that will not provide this 
kind of protection, they can do it vol-
untarily, but they will not, and many 
of them won’t, and the gentleman has 
struggled with companies who thought 
that they didn’t have to. 

These are the same people that are 
getting their retirement health care 
benefits cut back, that are having trou-
ble with or are going to have trouble 
with paying for prescription drugs. 
Today, people are continuing to work 
and people say to people, you know, 
just save more money. 

Well, as we know, most people, the 
average American working person has 
a great deal of difficulty saving. And to 
now tell them to save, if you are 50 
years old, according to the GAO, you 
will lose about $238 a month. If you are 
40 years old, you will lose about $188 a 
month. If you are 50 years old, this has 
to be net savings that you are going to 
have to try to save. You’d have to save, 
before your retirement, a net $40,000, 
outside of your rent, outside of your 
house payment, outside of your kids, 
outside of everything else, if you could 
get 5 percent return on your money. 

Where does the American family go 
to get that kind of money that Con-
gress is about to take away from them? 
Where do they go? 

Most families, both people are work-
ing. And if you are 50 years old, it is 
highly unlikely that you are going to 
go out and find a job that is going to 
replace this loss of savings. 

So when people say, well, we can’t 
guarantee the expectations of these 
workers. No, what we are guaranteeing 
is a contract that this worker made 
with the company and the company 
made with the worker. We understand 
the benefits and the changes for young-
er workers, and this isn’t about being 
against cash balance plans. It is about 
fairness. 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. SANDERS. Let me reiterate the 

point Ms. WOOLSEY made a few mo-
ments ago. We have people who have 
worked for a company for 20 or 30 
years. During their careers, in many 
instances, they had offers to move else-
where, but they said, no, I am going to 
stay here because I have a good retire-
ment plan. And suddenly, for no fault 
of their own, that retirement plan is 
being pulled out from underneath 
them. They had dreamed of what their 
retirement would be. It is no longer. 
And they are 50 years of age. They are 
52 years of age. Where do they go? 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
The idea, again, the suggestion is 
somehow, when the Senate passed this, 
97–3, and when we voted overwhelm-
ingly in a motion to instruct to do 
this, that somehow you are trying to 
reserve the status quo. The fact is that 
CSX, a very successful railroad com-
pany, Verizon Telecom, the Federal 
Government, Motorola, Dow Chemical, 
Federal Express, Wells Fargo, these are 
not slacking companies. These are 
leaders in their industry. They all real-
ized billions of dollars in savings. They 
also took care of their older workers. 
And that is what we are asking that 
this conference committee do. 

You do not have to throw these older 
workers onto the wood pile. They can 
be protected. The company can realize 
billions of dollars over the life of the 
pension plans in savings that they can 
reinvest in their company, and they 
can change their pension plans. We just 
ask that you don’t decimate older 
workers. 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. SANDERS. What was the vote in 

the Senate on this issue? 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

The vote was 97–3. 
Mr. SANDERS. So overwhelmingly a 

bipartisan vote. Let’s stand with the 
Senate. Let’s protect American work-
ers. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
It was 97–2. 

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

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I find it ab-
solutely fascinating to listen to the 
speakers, one extolling the virtues of 
cash balance plans, and the other con-
demning them. 

I believe that the gentleman from 
California has the right to close, so at 
this time I would like to yield the bal-
ance of our time to the chairman of the 
Education and Workforce Committee, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCKEON). 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding and thank 
him for running this debate for us. 

It is interesting. You know, I don’t 
know what thrill there is in coming to 
the floor and trying to scare people 
that the Federal Government is trying 
to take away their pensions and trying 
to destroy their lives. 

We have been working hard to try to 
finish up this pension conference. It is 
a very complicated, very complex 
issue. It hasn’t been done at this level 
by the Congress for decades. And we 
are working hard on this. 

And this week we have made tremen-
dous progress. The fact is that what we 
have done this week, we are very, very 
close, and we should be able to wrap 
this up next week. And that is what we 
should be spending our time on, trying 
to finalize this bill, trying to get the 
help that is needed for these people and 
their pensions. 

A few years ago, we had over 100,000 
defined benefit plans. We are down now 
to about 30,000. And the whole purpose 
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of this bill is to protect the American 
people, to protect the worker. 

Promises have been made. Promises 
should be kept. And so the fine line 
that we have been working on through-
out this conference is to be able to 
strengthen the law that is currently in 
place, keep companies from going 
bankrupt, and keep companies from 
dropping their defined benefit plans. 
That is the goal; that is where we are. 

We are, you know, if this were a mar-
athon, we are down to the last few 
yards; and hopefully we will bring this 
to the floor next week for a final vote. 
And that is what we should be spending 
our time on, instead of this political 
charade. 

I would encourage my colleagues to 
vote against this motion to instruct. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Let me inquire how much time I have 
left. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 81⁄2 minutes left. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker and Members of the 
House, I would hope that when this 
vote comes on Monday, that the House 
would, once again, reaffirm its obliga-
tion and its commitment to older 
workers in this country. 

This is a defining moment for these 
workers. This is a defining moment 
about what kind of retirement many 
workers in this country who have been 
working for 20 or 30 years in a com-
pany, what kind of retirement they 
will have. 

b 1545 

Will they have the retirement that 
was promised to them and that they 
have expected and that they have built 
their financial planning around, that 
they have built the decisions today 
about tomorrow around their families, 
their children, and others? That is real-
ly what this is about. 

The gentleman is quite correct. They 
are quite close. They have been work-
ing very hard. It has been a one-party 
bill, but they have been working very 
hard, the Members of the House in this 
conference committee, and they are 
very close. They are just also very 
wrong. They are very wrong in how 
they treat the older workers of this 
country because, as we see from the 
GAO report, under the GAO report, 
under the plan that the Republicans 
want to bring to the floor, if the con-
version plan is done the way it is al-
lowed under the conference report, 
which will be Federal law, the average 
50-year-old worker will lose about $238 
in income each and every month of 
their retirement plan. 

The question that most Members of 
Congress will not ask is, Where does 
that worker, where does that family, 
go to make up that income? Where do 
you go to earn the 40, the 60, the $80,000 
you have to have over your retirement 
life to get that yield back? Most people 
cannot accumulate that kind of money 
in a 5- or 10-year period of time. So 
these workers who are under assault in 

terms of the retirement health care 
benefits, their retirement benefits, 
where do they go? 

We know what the savings rate is. We 
keep telling America to save more. 
And the fact of the matter is most 
American families at the end of the 
month have very little left to save. It 
is simply not there. Can Congress be 
that insensitive to how most of Amer-
ica lives? Most of America is 
bombarded with advice from Money 
Magazine, from CNN, from Lou Dobbs, 
from all these people about how to save 
for your retirement. And they try. 
Some could do better. But for many 
families they are doing the best they 
can. But one of the bedrocks for many 
people in their fifties is knowing that 
they have a retirement plan that they 
thought they could count on. But the 
fact of the matter is when they pick up 
and read the business section of the 
newspaper, they read the headlines of 
the newspaper, they see that some of 
the biggest, most reliable corporations 
in the country are changing their pen-
sion plans. United Airlines just went 
into bankruptcy. Without any showing 
of desperate need, they just got rid of 
the plan for their employees. Talk to 
those fight attendants when you fly 
home tonight or you fly home tomor-
row. Talk to those pilots and realize 
the extent to which their retirements 
have been devastated, absolutely dev-
astated. But it has happened to people 
in all of the industries around the 
country. 

And all that we are saying is follow 
the model by companies that have done 
it the right way, companies like 
Verizon, companies like Federal Ex-
press, companies like Wells Fargo 
Bank, Honeywell. There is a way you 
can do this and you can realize billions 
of dollars of savings, which are nec-
essary. These plans are going to be 
changed, but they ought to be changed 
in a way that protects the older work-
ers. 

That is why the AARP, the American 
Association of Retired People, is so 
dead set against this provision. It rec-
ognizes the impact this is going to 
have on future retirees. It recognizes 
the impact it is going to have on cur-
rent workers and on their ability to 
plan for their retirement. 

They want to act like this is a care-
fully crafted pension plan and anybody 
who wants to suggest another alter-
native is only for the status quo and 
does not care about pensions. 

The Senate voted 97–2 to treat these 
older workers right. It is the Repub-
lican leadership that has stepped in 
and twisted that away. We didn’t get a 
chance to vote on that in the House. 
When I finally did get a vote after the 
bill passed, the House voted over-
whelmingly to protect older workers. 

Another class of workers who are at 
risk in this pension plan are the tax-
payers. We now see that PBGC is tell-
ing us that current law is a better deal 
for the taxpayers than the plan they 
are coming up with to the tune of 
about $2 billion over the next decade. 

Don’t shake your head. It is right 
here. You guys had this information 
for months. We just had to get it under 
a FOIA agreement under your wonder-
ful bipartisan arrangements. 

So there is a lot to be concerned 
about with this pension plan. It is 
going to have a lot of bells and whis-
tles, a lot of tax breaks. It is going to 
have more things than a monkey going 
to the circus. And a lot of people are 
going to vote for it. But what it is not 
going to have, it is not going to have 
protection for older workers. And 
Members of Congress ought to under-
stand that when those older workers 
start to come to you, as their pension 
plans are dramatically changed by 
companies with no obligation to pro-
tect workers 50 and over, they are 
going to want to know where you were, 
and this is a vote which will tell them 
where you stand on this. And, hope-
fully, you will influence the pension 
conference, because this can be done. 
As we said, the Senate, after long de-
liberations on the pension bill, they 
voted 97–2 to do it the right way. 

So I would hope that people would 
support this motion to instruct. I 
would hope they understand what this 
truly means to working people in this 
country and to their families and to 
their retirement. 

It is a devastating picture when you 
meet your constituents who have lost 
their retirement, who have lost big 
chunks of their retirement, and they 
come up and they talk to you at the 
shopping center, they talk to you at 
the grocery store, they talk to you at 
a town hall, and they tell you what it 
means to their plans. 

We were all stunned as a nation when 
pensioners got their plans wiped out 
and devastated by Enron. We called 
those people criminals. Here we call 
them legislators, because people are 
going to get a devastating hit on their 
pensions and we are going to say it is 
the law. There we said it was a crime. 
We said it was a crime. 

Mr. MCKEON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
You have plenty of time on your side. 

You say it is a crime. 
Mr. MCKEON. But I hadn’t been 

called a criminal. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

What are you doing to people? What 
are you doing to people? 

You have controlled the conference. 
You control the White House. You con-
trol the House. You control the Senate. 
Control your time. 

The fact of the matter is this is the 
same thing. We are making a conscious 
decision, a conscious decision, to rip 
away these pension benefits from these 
workers. And the most devastating 
thing about this decision is it is not 
necessary. You can have massive pen-
sion reform to the benefit of the em-
ployees, to the benefit of the employ-
ers, to the benefit of the shareholders, 
without devastating the older workers. 

So why don’t we do it right? Why 
don’t we do it in a humane way? Why 
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don’t we do it right, recognizing the 
situation that America’s older workers 
find themselves in, people 50, 55, 60 
years old? What are they going to do? 
Take a second job for their retirement? 
Maybe their spouse can go out and 
take a third job for their retirement? 

That is not the way we should treat 
American citizens. That is not the way 
we should treat taxpayers. And that is 
not the way we should treat hard-
working American families who simply 
do not have enough money to make up 
for this kind of devastating cut in their 
retirement. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the 
motion to instruct. It will be up some-
time, I believe, Monday; and I would 
strongly encourage you to vote ‘‘aye’’ 
on this motion to instruct. 

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

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to ask that the gentleman’s words 
be taken down. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TERRY). Could the gentleman describe 
the words he is referring to? 

Mr. MCKEON. I would like to know 
for sure if he was calling us criminals. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
No. Well, read the words back. Maybe 
we can clarify it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
words complained of were spoken too 
far back in the debate for the gentle-
man’s request to be timely. Other de-
bate has ensued. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to reclaim my 
time. 

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

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
I object, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There is 
an objection to reclaiming the gen-
tleman from California’s (Mr. MCKEON) 
time. 

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the motion to in-
struct. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to instruct 
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER). 

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

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
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 

SPECIAL ORDERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, 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 California (Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

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

f 

THE OCCUPATION OF IRAQ AND 
CONTINUED VIOLENCE 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak out of 
order. 

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

There was no objection. 
Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, today is 

the 161st time that I have come to the 
floor to deliver a 5-minute Special 
Order about the United States occupa-
tion of Iraq. 

Mr. Speaker, this effort would not 
have been possible, it would have been 
totally impossible, without the excel-
lent words and guidance and general 
assistance of a member of my staff, 
Eric Powers. 

Mr. Speaker, Eric will be leaving my 
office tomorrow, after 3 years of serv-
ice and 161 5-minute speeches, to at-
tend Washington University in St. 
Louis, law school, where he will have 
the opportunity to further his work in 
the international law department. Mr. 
Speaker, believe me, Eric Powers will 
be missed and, believe me, Eric Powers 
is appreciated. 

Mr. Speaker, Iraq is burning. It is be-
coming hard even to read the news ac-
counts. The last few days have been 
marked by two of the deadliest attacks 
on civilians in months. 

A new U.N. report concludes that 
roughly 6,000 Iraqi civilians have been 
killed just in the last 2 months. Ran-
dom violence, fear, and lawlessness are 
ruling the day. People cannot leave 
their homes. Vicious thugs and vigi-
lantes control the streets where people 
are pulled from cars, where they are 
tortured and executed. 

Do not bother calling the police. 
They have been infiltrated by militias 
and are brutally corrupt themselves. 
One Sunni sheikh laughed as he said 
this about the police to the New York 
Republic: ‘‘The good ones just take 
bribes . . . the bad ones rip off your 
head.’’ 

Monday’s New York Times cited an 
Iraqi Army official who notes that in a 
recent attack some of the gunmen wore 
the uniform of the Iraqi Security 
Forces. As he put it, ‘‘You cannot rec-
ognize your friend from your enemy.’’ 

To those who insist that all hell will 
break loose if our troops leave, I say 
hell has already broken loose. How 
much worse can it possibly get, and 
how many American lives must we en-
danger for a civil war that we are vir-
tually powerless to stop? 

I am not saying that democracy will 
be busting out all over once the last 
American soldier takes her last step on 
Iraqi soil. But we cannot begin the 
process of putting Iraq back together 

again until our troops come home. 
Every day that the occupation con-
tinues will make it that much harder 
for the United States to play a con-
structive nonmilitary role in Iraq as a 
construction partner rather than a 
military occupier. 

b 1600 

If you will recall, the architects of 
the earlier Iraqi war and the resulting 
occupation did not just promise us de-
mocracy in Iraq. According to their 
fairy tale, an invasion was going to 
have this glorious ripple effect, spread-
ing peace and freedom across the Mid-
dle East. These were Vice President 
CHENEY’s words in 2002. 

Regime change in Iraq would bring 
about a number of benefits to the re-
gion. Extremists in the region would 
have to rethink their strategy of jihad. 
Moderates throughout the region 
would take heart, and our ability to 
advance the Israeli-Palestinian peace 
process would be enhanced. 

Of course, this week’s open hos-
tilities between Israel and Lebanon 
have proven that statement tragically 
wrong. The Iraq war hasn’t spread free-
dom anywhere. It has made all of us, 
Iraq, its neighbors, the United States 
and the world, less safe. 

There is no question, we have 
reached a point of diminishing returns 
in Iraq. In fact, the bloodbath in Bagh-
dad has only gotten worse in the month 
since we moved more troops into the 
capital as part of a security crackdown 
that we called Operation Forward To-
gether. 

You know how the definition of in-
sanity is doing the same thing over and 
over and expecting different results? 
Well, last week, General Casey said 
that we might need still more troops to 
contain the violence in Baghdad. This 
is madness, Mr. Speaker. Our soldiers 
were not trained for this. They are 
largely powerless to control hostility 
that is rooted in a religious conflict 
that dates back centuries. It is time to 
bring them home 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CONAWAY). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. BILIRAKIS) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

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

f 

HONORING THE EXTRAORDINARY 
LIFE OF STAFF SERGEANT 
DUANE DREASKY 

Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the 
House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Michi-
gan is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, today 

I rise to honor the extraordinary life of 
Staff Sergeant Duane Dreasky of Novi, 
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Michigan, and mourn his passing. Staff 
Sergeant Dreasky proudly served in 
the 1st Battalion, 119th Field Artillery 
Regiment, of the Army National Guard 
in Lansing, Michigan, and he devoted 
his life to serving our country. 

As a student at Walled Lake Western 
High School, he enjoyed studying mili-
tary history and playing football, but 
dreamed of serving his country as a 
soldier. Despite being a versatile ath-
lete who wrestled, ran track, sky dived 
and taught martial arts, Staff Sergeant 
Dreasky suffered a knee injury, which 
threatened to prevent him from serving 
in the military. 

In March of 2000, Staff Sergeant 
Dreasky married his best friend, 
Mandy, who served in the United 
States Army. When Mandy was de-
ployed to Iraq in 2003, Staff Sergeant 
Dreasky transported members of her 
unit to Wisconsin for training and 
helped loved ones communicate with 
soldiers overseas. Finally, after writing 
to elected officials about his desire to 
enlist, he was able to join the National 
Guard in June of 2003. 

After basic training, Staff Sergeant 
Dreasky served in Cuba before volun-
tarily deploying to Iraq for Operation 
Iraqi Freedom. On November 21, 2005, 
an improvised explosive device deto-
nated near his military vehicle near 
Habbaniyah, Iraq. He sustained severe 
injuries and was transported to the 
burn center at Brooke Army Medical 
Center in Fort Sam Houston, Texas, for 
treatment. 

Wrapped in medical bandages and un-
able to stand, he struggled to salute 
President George W. Bush, who visited 
him in the hospital. With his father, 
Roger; mother, Cheryl; sister, Dawn; 
and Mandy by his side, Staff Sergeant 
Dreasky never lost his patriotism. 

For 8 months, Staff Sergeant 
Dreasky fought courageously for his 
life, but ultimately passed away on 
July 10, 2006. His legendary commit-
ment to his family, community, and 
country is a testament to his enduring 
and selfless love. Staff Sergeant 
Dreasky is remembered as an inspira-
tion to the citizens of Michigan, a sol-
dier of unyielding dedication and a 
hero. He will be sorely missed. 

Mr. Speaker, during his 31 years, 
Staff Sergeant Dreasky enriched the 
lives of everyone around him. Today, I 
ask my colleagues to join me in mourn-
ing his passing and honoring his con-
tributions to our community and our 
country 

f 

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

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

f 

ENERGY INDEPENDENCE 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim Mr. EMAN-
UEL’s time. 

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

There was no objection. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I wanted 

to point out that last Friday, the New 
York Times had an ad on the editorial 
page, the title of which was ‘‘True En-
ergy Security,’’ and it says as a sub-
headline, ‘‘Interdependence is the Sur-
est Means of Protecting Against En-
ergy Shocks.’’ This ad was paid for by 
the largest energy company in the 
world, ExxonMobil. 

I called the New York Times to fig-
ure out how much money ExxonMobil 
had to pay for an ad in that newspaper 
to tell us how wonderful it is that they 
are charging us such high prices and 
that America is truly dependent on im-
ported fuel. Believe it or not, that ad 
cost $44,037. 

I started to calculate if I gave several 
people in my district $20 gas coupons 
based on the $44,037 that they spent 
just on that ad in that one newspaper 
to try to get into our minds and turn 
around in our heads what is actually 
happening and make us think they are 
doing us a favor, I could have over 2,000 
families in my district be able to save 
money through those coupons. 

This company made so much money 
last year, it blew the lid off Wall 
Street. They made the largest profits 
in the history of the New York stock 
market, billions and billions and bil-
lions of dollars. And are they lowering 
gas prices for our people? Never. They 
are raising them. And then they are 
telling us we should feel good about it. 

In fact, the ad says that the answer 
to energy security is interdependence. I 
wonder how much they had to pay a 
firm on Madison Avenue to invent that 
word? Because our country was not 
founded on interdependence on oil re-
gimes. Our country was founded on 
independence. Independence, not inter-
dependence. 

If you look at what is happening with 
our imports of petroleum, they now 
consume the largest share of our trade 
deficit with the world. Two-thirds to 
three-quarters of the gasoline you buy 
comes from petroleum that was refined 
from imports. That means your money, 
your hardearned money, is going some-
where, in the case of ExxonMobil we 
are talking about Saudi Arabia. And if 
we really look here at the last 20 years, 
every single year the amount of im-
ported petroleum has gone up, to the 
point where now, in 2006, it is about 
three-quarters. 

America has lost her independence. 
Independence. 

I am giving this Special Order to-
night because I want the American 
people to think about what it will take 
to become independent again; what it 
will take on the part of the leadership 
of the President of our country, this 
Congress, to help move us to a new en-
ergy age. 

In rural America, we know there are 
new biofuels on the horizon. Why isn’t 
our government helping our butanol, 

our ethanol, our biodiesel producers, to 
guarantee their investment for 30 
years, as we did when we set up rural 
electric and rural telephone across this 
country, so that small farmers can 
band together and have some sense 
that some big company like Exxon 
isn’t going to come in and squash them 
if they try to put a gas pump in a town 
and then ExxonMobil, who is so much 
bigger, can come in and put a gas pump 
right next to them, cut the price in 
half, because there is no competition 
by these oil cartels? 

We need this government to help the 
American people transition to a new 
energy age. So many farmers across 
this country can’t raise the security, 
they can’t raise the investment dollars 
in and of themselves. The hurdle is too 
high. We need to have the kind of lead-
ership Franklin Roosevelt gave us 
when we set up rural telephone and 
rural electric across this country and 
have a new rural energy initiative that 
would help America just in that sector 
modernize quickly, in the area of hy-
drogen fuels, in the area of new types 
of turbines. 

My goodness, we invest so much 
money in research across this govern-
ment, that ought to be at the top of ev-
eryone’s priority list. Yet the Sec-
retary of Defense said before our com-
mittee, well, Congresswoman, energy 
independence isn’t my job. 

What a wrong answer that was. The 
Department of Defense buys more pe-
troleum and more imported fuel than 
any other organization in this country, 
public or private. The Department of 
Defense ought to be leading America 
into energy independence again and 
unhook us from our dependence on oil 
regimes 

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 of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

IS AMERICA BECOMING ANOTHER 
ROME? 

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take the time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Texas is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, this Hall that 

we work in every day is lined with 23 
marble busts of great lawgivers that 
influenced American law. We have 
Hammurabi, Gaius, Justinian, Napo-
leon and, of course, Moses over here in 
the very center. But one of those peo-
ple you won’t see up there is Caesar 
Flavius Valens. 

Let me take you back 1,642 years, Mr. 
Speaker, and let’s talk about a little 
bit of history. Caesar Valens controlled 
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the Roman Empire. The Roman Empire 
at this time in the year 364 wasn’t just 
Italy. It controlled all the area to the 
Balkans, the Mediterranean coastline, 
including North Africa, France, and 
even Spain and part of what is now 
England; and the Caesar of the Roman 
Empire at this time was Flavius 
Valens. He controlled basically the 
eastern part of the empire. 

And while he is Caesar, the barbarian 
nation of the Goths to his northeast 
started coming toward the Roman Em-
pire. The reason was because the Huns, 
another barbarian group, had taken 
over the Goths’ land and moved them 
toward the Roman Empire. So they mi-
grated toward the Roman Empire, and 
at the time that this occurred, they 
came on the border. 

They were led by a person that was 
supposedly a friend of Rome, his name 
was Fritigern, King of the Goths, and 
he asked permission to come into 
Rome with some the Goths. 

Normally the Roman Government 
would not allow this, to have a state 
within a state; but, you see, Valens 
needed more people to be in his army 
and he needed more workers in the Em-
pire of Rome. So he granted permission 
for some of the Goths to come in le-
gally. But when the crossing started, 
the Roman Government didn’t have 
enough border guards to control entry, 
and so massive waves of Goths came 
into the Roman Empire. 

What started out as a controlled 
entry mushroomed into a massive in-
flux. Several hundreds of thousands 
came across the Roman Empire. 

But the Goths did not take the oath 
to support the emperor. They did not 
assimilate. They did not become 
Roman. And a few years later, this 
state within a state revolted and inter-
nal war started. 

It culminated at the Battle of 
Adrianople. Most Americans don’t 
know where that is, but that is a place 
over in that area. It was the Waterloo 
for Valens. And the Goths and other 
barbarian groups assembled and took 
to the field. Of course, one of the Goth 
leaders was a person by the name of 
Fritigern, this supposed friend of 
Rome. 

The battle ensued and the Goths, 
with their large confederation, engaged 
the Roman cavalry. The Roman cav-
alry left. The Roman infantry was an-
nihilated. Over two-thirds of these 
thousands of legionnaires were mur-
dered, and Valens, of course was killed. 

I have a coin of Valens, it is about 
1,600 years old. He is not on our wall. I 
just have this coin of him, and just his 
head, because that was all that re-
mained of him after the Goths executed 
him, cut his head off, put it on a stake 
and marched around the Goth camp. 

Rome negotiated with all Goths and 
allowed them permanent status on 
Roman soil, and historians say this is 
one reason for the eventual fall of 
Rome, to allow a state to come into 
their state and refuse to make them as-
similate. And in 410, the Goths sacked 
the City of Rome. 

History speaks for itself, Mr. Speak-
er. Failure to control illegal entry into 
a country causes some problems, and 
we are not talking about legal entry. 
We are talking about illegal entry. And 
it encourages a state within a state. 
And when people come illegally to a 
nation and refuse to take allegiance to 
that country, start sending money to 
another nation and they don’t even 
learn the language, is America asking 
for trouble? Is America becoming just 
another Rome? 

Mr. Speaker, there are many reasons 
for the fall of Rome, but one of those 
reasons is simply the failure to control 
who came into their nation. I think the 
analogy is obvious. 

And that’s just the way it is. 

f 

b 1615 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CONAWAY). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. MCHENRY) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MCHENRY 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 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 gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio 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 Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. SOUDER 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 Virginia (Mr. MORAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MORAN of Virginia 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 gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PALLONE 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 gentle-

woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mrs. MALONEY 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 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 

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

(Ms. LEE 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 Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. GUTKNECHT 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 Georgia (Mr. LEWIS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia 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 Texas (Mr. BURGESS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

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

f 

REAL SECURITY PLAN FOR 
AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SCHIFF) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, tonight 
Representative VAN HOLLEN and I will 
be discussing one of the core issues of 
national security, and that is energy 
independence. 

National security is the core function 
of our government. For most of our 
history as a Nation, bipartisanship 
governed American national security 
policymaking. In the words of Senator 
Arthur Vandenberg, a Republican, 
‘‘Politics must end at the water’s 
edge.’’ 

A succession of American Presidents 
from Woodrow Wilson to Harry Tru-
man to Dwight Eisenhower to Ronald 
Reagan guided this Nation through two 
world wars and the tense decades of the 
Cold War. Their leadership was based 
on asserting America’s power in a way 
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that advanced the ideals of our found-
ers, and which made America a beacon 
to millions of people who were suf-
fering under fascism and communism. 

Most importantly, these men knew 
the limits of any one Nation’s ability, 
and they saw the wisdom of marshaling 
our strength with that of other free-
dom-loving people. They listened to 
the counsel of our allies and members 
of both parties here at home. 

The current administration has too 
often believed that it has the answers 
and does not need to pay attention to 
the ideas of others. This refusal to lis-
ten to other voices and an excessively 
partisan and ideological approach has 
resulted in an America that is more 
isolated than at any time in the post-
war era. 

Around the world, among nations 
that should be our strong allies, we are 
less often seen as a force for good in 
the world, and this has jeopardized the 
cooperation we must have to win the 
war on terror. This has been most 
clearly seen in Iraq, where insistence 
on invading the country without the 
broad international coalition we as-
sembled in the Gulf War, and then our 
brushing aside offers of help from the 
international community, have seri-
ously undermined the war effort and 
increased the burden that our troops 
and our country must bear. 

But Iraq is not the only challenge 
facing our Nation. The ongoing crisis 
involving Israel, and Hamas and 
Hezbollah terrorists, Iran’s standoff 
with the international community over 
its nuclear program, and a similar 
faceoff with North Korea are all com-
peting for the attention of American 
policymakers. 

In each of those crises, America’s 
ability to marshal international sup-
port and use the full range of our power 
to effect a positive outcome has been 
undermined by the administration’s in-
effective stewardship of our national 
security. Democrats have developed a 
comprehensive blueprint to better pro-
tect America and to restore our Na-
tion’s position of international leader-
ship. 

Our plan, Real Security, was devised 
with the assistance of a broad range of 
experts, former military officers, re-
tired diplomats, law enforcement per-
sonnel, homeland security experts and 
others, who helped identify key areas 
where current policies have failed and 
where new ones were needed. 

In a series of six Special Orders, my 
colleagues and I have been sharing 
with the American people our vision 
for a more secure America. The plan 
has five pillars, and each of our Special 
Order hours have been addressing each 
of them in turn: Building a military for 
the 21st century, winning the war on 
terrorism, securing our homeland, a 
way forward in Iraq, and achieving en-
ergy independence for America, the 
subject of Ms. KAPTUR’s recent 5- 
minute speech. 

During our first Special Order we dis-
cussed the first pillar of our plan, 

building a military for the 21st cen-
tury. To briefly summarize what we 
discussed 2 weeks ago, here are the ele-
ments of that pillar: Rebuild a state-of- 
the-art military; develop the world’s 
best equipment and training, and main-
tain that equipment and training; ac-
curate intelligence and a strategy for 
success; a GI bill of Rights for the 21st 
century; and strengthening the Na-
tional Guard. 

We next discussed a comprehensive 
plan to win the war on terror, which fo-
cused on a wide-ranging series of strat-
egies to destroy the threat posed by Is-
lamic radicalism. This involves de-
stroying al Qaeda and finishing the job 
in Afghanistan; doubling special forces 
and improving intelligence; elimi-
nating terrorist breeding grounds; pre-
ventative diplomacy and new inter-
national leadership; securing loose nu-
clear materials by 2010; stopping nu-
clear weapons development in Iran and 
North Korea. 

The job of securing our homeland re-
mains unfinished. In the wake of 9/11, 
there have been numerous commissions 
and investigations at the Federal, 
State and local level as well as a mul-
titude of private studies. All of them, 
all of them, have pointed to a broad 
systemic and other flaws in our home-
land security program. 

Almost 2 years ago, the independent 
9/11 Commission published its report, 
but most of its recommendations have 
yet to be implemented. Our homeland 
security plan requires the implementa-
tion of all of the 9/11 Commission rec-
ommendations. It provides for the 
screening of all containers and cargo. 

It safeguards our nuclear and chem-
ical plants. It prohibits outsourcing of 
ports, airports and mass transit to for-
eign interests. Trains and equips our 
first responders and invests in public 
health to safeguard Americans. 

In early June we discussed our plan 
for Iraq, a new course to make 2006 a 
year of significant transition to full 
Iraqi sovereignty, with Iraqis assuming 
primary responsibility for securing and 
governing their country with a respon-
sible redeployment of U.S. forces. 
Democrats will insist that Iraqis make 
the political compromises necessary to 
unite their country and defeat the in-
surgency, promote regional diplomacy, 
and strongly encourage allies and other 
nations to play a constructive role. 

For the remainder of today’s hour, 
we will discuss the fifth pillar of Real 
Security: Stable, reliable, affordable 
sources of energy are crucial to the 
U.S. economy and to the global econ-
omy. 

To ensure such a supply, I believe de-
veloping cleaner sources of energy and 
encouraging energy efficiency and con-
servation must be among the Nation’s 
top priorities. Members of both parties 
in Congress and the administration 
must work together toward a prag-
matic and comprehensive strategy to 
secure American prosperity in the 21st 
century. 

Democrats have long advocated in-
creased investment in the search for al-

ternative fuels and the development of 
energy-efficient technology. Today Eu-
ropean and Asian competitors are al-
ready developing technologies that will 
reduce fuel consumption and lower the 
emission of green house gases. 

Rather than American entrepreneurs, 
it is our competitors who are pros-
pering from these developments. By 
marshaling America’s great strengths, 
our innovativeness, our technological 
prowess, our entrepreneurial spirit, we 
can better secure our Nation, save our 
environment, and become the world 
leader in this cutting-edge industry. 

In pursuing energy security, we must 
use the Nation’s resources effectively. 
The Real Security Plan directs the na-
tional investment to areas that mini-
mize economic risk while maximizing 
the potential benefits. It also aligns in-
centives for American consumers with 
the goals of our Nation. 

It makes transparent the true costs 
of energy and ensures that the easy 
choice for Americans is also the right 
choice for the Nation. Finally, it em-
phasizes the importance of energy as a 
national security issue. 

To achieve this vision, the Real Secu-
rity Plan offers fresh policy ideas. 
These ideas are drawn from a broad 
range of stakeholders, academic ex-
perts, government administrators, en-
ergy industry executives, environ-
mentalists, and a vibrant grass-roots 
community. 

The Real Security Plan pushes the 
Federal bureaucracy to overcome its 
business-as-usual approach and it en-
courages American entrepreneurs to 
innovate. While many of the ideas are 
new, some have been around for years. 
For example, experts have for many 
years recommended updating the Cor-
porate Average Fuel Efficiency or 
CAFE standards. This year even the 
majority on the Government Reform 
Committee stated in a report that the 
fuel economy standards have stagnated 
for years. 

Unfortunately, while the President 
has talked about the Nation’s addic-
tion to oil, he has failed to take the 
simple action of updating the CAFE 
standards. The President may believe 
that fuel efficiency standards are a 
burden on American manufacturers, or 
a constraint on the American con-
sumer, but, sadly, he has underesti-
mated American ingenuity and the 
willingness of Americas to sacrifice in 
the war on terror. 

In contrast, in 1961 President Ken-
nedy announced his vision for the Apol-
lo project to put a man on the Moon in 
one decade, by saying, ‘‘I believe that 
this Nation should commit itself to 
achieving the goal before this decade is 
out. 

‘‘But I think every citizen of this 
country as well as the Members of Con-
gress should consider the matter care-
fully in making their judgment, to 
which we have given attention over 
many weeks and months, because it is 
a very heavy burden. And there is no 
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sense in agreeing unless we are pre-
pared to do the work and bear the bur-
dens to make it successful. If we are 
not, we should decide today and this 
year. 

‘‘This decision demands,’’ he said, ‘‘a 
major national commitment of sci-
entific and technical manpower, mate-
rial and facilities, and the possibility 
of their diversion from other important 
activities where they are already 
spread thin. 

‘‘It means a degree of dedication, or-
ganization and discipline, which have 
not always characterized our research 
and development efforts. It means we 
cannot afford undue work stoppages, 
inflated cost of materials or talent, 
wasteful interagency rivalries or a high 
turnover of key personnel.’’ 

You might recall, in speaking of the 
Apollo project, President Kennedy also 
said, ‘‘We do this not because it is easy, 
but because it is hard.’’ 

This is the sort of leadership we need 
today on energy, and the level of com-
mitment that we must be prepared to 
make, and we must ask of the Amer-
ican people. Unfortunately, this Presi-
dent has not asked the American peo-
ple to sacrifice in the face of war or in 
the face of our tremendous challenges. 

I would now like to turn to my col-
league, Representative VAN HOLLEN of 
Maryland, who has been a very out-
spoken leader on national security, in 
general, on energy independence, in 
particular. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague, Mr. SCHIFF from 
California, for his leadership in bring-
ing us together to discuss these very 
important national security issues. We 
are very pleased to be joined today by 
Congresswoman KAPTUR, as well, who 
is very well versed in the issue of en-
ergy security and energy policy. It is 
wonderful to have her with us on the 
floor today. 

Mr. Speaker, I think America under-
stands that energy security is a very 
important part of our national secu-
rity. But if we are going to address en-
ergy security in a meaningful way 
going forward, we need to do it in a 
new manner. We cannot just be doing 
the same old thing. 

Now, I think many of us were pleased 
back in January when the President 
delivered his State of the Union ad-
dress, and from the podium right be-
hind Mr. SCHIFF, he said to the Con-
gress assembled and to the American 
people that the United States was ad-
dicted to oil. 

In fact, his exact words were: The 
United States is addicted to oil which 
is often imported from unstable parts 
of the world. 

I am pleased that the President fi-
nally acknowledged that. That was 
kind of the headline in the newspapers 
the next day. 

The confusing thing, I thought, was 
that most of America already knew 
that we were overly reliant on oil, es-
pecially on foreign oil. But it was news 

that this administration had begun to 
at least acknowledge that problem. 

The question is, having acknowl-
edged the problem, whether we are se-
rious as a Nation about doing some-
thing about it. Unfortunately, if you 
look at the record to date from the 
Bush administration, despite the rhet-
oric he gave at the time he addressed 
the United States Congress, we have 
not seen the follow-through in terms of 
a new plan. And we need a new direc-
tion in energy policy. 

For example, that night he talked 
about the fact that we need to do more 
in the area of renewable energy, which 
we do; as you, Mr. SCHIFF, have said, 
that many of us have been pushing for 
for many, many years. But I think we 
all remember that it was not long after 
the President gave his State of the 
Union address that he flew off to the 
National Renewable Energy Lab out in 
Colorado, part of NOAA, and discovered 
that in fact the budget that he was sub-
mitting the day after the State of the 
Union address actually cut about 40 
employees who were working on renew-
able energy at that lab. 

And so the difference is really the 
one between actually doing something 
about an issue or just talking about an 
issue. 

b 1630 

Because when you submit a budget 
the day after your State of the Union 
address, in which you say that the 
country is addicted to oil, and we have 
got to do something about it, and you 
submit a budget that cuts individuals’ 
pay at one of the greatest national labs 
on that issue, in fact, the one that the 
President chose for his photo op on this 
issue, you know there is some kind of 
miscommunication between the guys 
who write the speeches and the guys 
that actually are putting the budget 
together which reflect the priorities of 
our Nation. 

Clearly, the priority in that budget 
wasn’t to follow through in a new di-
rection on energy policy. In fact, unfor-
tunately, what we have seen is the 
same old, same old. We have an energy 
policy bill that some people say will 
help wean us off our dependence on oil, 
but a major feature of that bill is to 
provide more taxpayer subsidies to the 
oil and gas industry. 

Now, I have got to believe that the 
American people are scratching their 
heads and saying, what’s wrong with 
this picture? I just went to fill up my 
car with gasoline. We have record 
prices at the pump. The oil and gas in-
dustry is making record profits, and 
yet you, the United States Congress, 
under this Republican leadership, you 
are taking some more of my taxpayer 
money and saying to the oil and gas in-
dustry, gee, even though you are mak-
ing record profits and gas prices are 
through the roof, we are going to give 
you some of our constituents’ taxpayer 
money as additional incentive for you 
to go out and explore and drill for oil 
and gas. 

What happened to the free market? 
What happened to the notion that here 
we want to make sure that the market 
works? In fact, we are taking money 
from our taxpayers to subsidize an in-
dustry that needs absolutely no sub-
sidy. They are making record profits. 
In fact, the President announced that 
we have to break that addiction. If you 
want to break an addiction, the first 
thing you need to do is acknowledge 
you got a problem. Then you got to do 
something about it. 

Providing a greater subsidy or addi-
tional subsidies to the oil and gas in-
dustry, when you have acknowledged, 
as the President said, that we are ad-
dicted to oil, does exactly the opposite. 

Mr. SCHIFF. This sounds a little bit 
about the equivalent, if you are dealing 
with someone with a substance abuse 
addiction, to give them a subsidy to 
buy the contraband that is the subject 
of their addiction. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Well, that is ex-
actly right. Let us say you had an alco-
holic. The last thing you want to do to 
help that person kick the habit is to 
provide a subsidy, for example, to the 
alcohol industry to make more alcohol 
at different prices. So we have got a 
real contradiction here between what 
we now acknowledge should be our na-
tional priority, a national priority, and 
what we are actually doing about it. 

That is why I think it is very impor-
tant that we are here today to talk 
about a new direction, because I do be-
lieve that if we want to really help 
break that addiction and reduce our re-
liance on oil, we need a large national 
effort. That is why many of us have 
joined together to introduce the new 
Apollo Energy Act, which says we need 
to harness the great potential of this 
Nation, the grant entrepreneurial spir-
it, and make sure that we commit our-
selves to this real national effort, in 
addition to the fact that we need to en-
courage, not just more renewable en-
ergy, but in the immediate short-term 
we can also encourage greater energy 
efficiency. 

We waste an awful lot of energy as a 
Nation through inefficient use of en-
ergy. So the Federal Government has 
tried and gave us a push to try to en-
courage States and local jurisdictions, 
the American people, to find ways to 
improve energy efficiency. But if you 
look at the President’s budget with re-
spect to energy efficiency efforts, you 
see dramatic reductions in the budget 
that he submitted for that purpose. 

In fact, Diane Shea, who is the execu-
tive director of the National Associa-
tion of State Energy Officials, has said 
that the assistance that the States re-
ceived from the Department of Energy 
is not going to be available this year as 
it was in the past. This year, the year 
after the President stood at this po-
dium right here in this Chamber and 
said this is a national problem, we have 
got a national addiction, we have got 
to do something about it. 

Yet he reduced the efforts that we 
had put in place and were trying to de-
velop to try to help people with energy 
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efficiency, because we know that if we 
can use energy more efficiently, obvi-
ously, then we need less to produce the 
same output and the same quality of 
life. 

So if you look at all of these different 
areas, you just find a growing gap be-
tween what the Bush administration 
says it wants to do and what it is actu-
ally doing. It is a credibility gap that 
is growing. I think the American peo-
ple recognize that fact, and they are 
looking for an alternative that is real. 

That is why we have developed what 
we call a real security plan, not a fake 
one, not one where you say one thing 
and do another, but a real plan, which 
really makes the national commitment 
to this effort in many, many different 
areas. 

The new Apollo Energy Project is 
part of that. A project to provide great-
er efforts in the area of ethanol is part 
of that. A whole series of concrete 
steps that are in a proposal that is put 
together through a consensus by many 
experts is part of that. We need to act 
on that proposal, and we need to start 
acting today if we really want to re-
duce our dependence on foreign oil, im-
prove our national security situation, 
and improve our environmental situa-
tion and address the issue of global cli-
mate change, which we necessarily 
need to address as well. 

I would be happy to yield to our col-
league, Ms. MARCY KAPTUR, and thank 
her for her leadership on this issue. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank our colleague 
from Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) and 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
SCHIFF) for their own energy and help-
ing America shape a different century 
and different millennium in this 21st, 
and to say that there could be no more 
important dedication for us as public 
officials than to meet America’s chief 
strategic vulnerability in imported pe-
troleum with real answers. To do so, as 
Congressman SCHIFF reminded us, 
when President Kennedy helped to do 
what was hard and lead America to 
land a man on the Moon, it was done 
within 10 years. 

At that time, I remember as a child, 
it seemed so impossible to land a man 
on the Moon. Yet now we see space 
shuttles. When you stand outside and 
look at the sky, and you watch the 
shuttle come before the Moon and then 
go back around again, you may see 
what this Nation has achieved since 
the 1960s. 

But, indeed, we did land a man on the 
Moon in 10 years. I am troubled by the 
long-time horizon on new forms of en-
ergy, because if the government of the 
United States were serious, within 10 
years it could use its own power to help 
convert this Nation. 

I will just discuss two of the commit-
tees on which I serve that have major 
roles to play in this conversion. Both 
Congressman SCHIFF and Congressman 
VAN HOLLEN have talked about the De-
partment of Agriculture. 

What Congressman VAN HOLLEN has 
said is true, that although the Presi-

dent, in his State of the Union, talked 
about energy addiction and the impor-
tance of transitioning America to be 
energy independent, the cost-cutting 
budget of the Department of Agri-
culture, under his administration every 
single year, has cut funds for renew-
ables. 

Farmers struggle in the rural com-
munities across this country to try to 
piece together the investment dollars 
and have the confidence that what they 
are doing will weather the kind of beat-
ing that they will take from the oil 
cartels, who command the marketplace 
and control the price in this country. 
Please don’t try to convince me it is a 
free market. Oh, no, it is only a free 
market for those who control the spig-
ots. 

It isn’t a free market for the con-
sumer at all. Because in the commu-
nity I represent, even if I want to buy 
a car that runs on ethanol, there is 
only one pump, and that was only put 
in after considerable pressure. Who has 
time to go way over to another part of 
the State or another part of the city to 
go fill up, with families having the 
pressures that they have on them in 
the workplace today? 

No, the Department of agriculture, 
although I authored the first title to a 
farm bill in American history, title 9, 
that has the ability to invest some dol-
lars in renewable energy through the 
farm community, it is such a pittance. 
It is almost laughable, except it is all 
we have. There isn’t any major division 
over at the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, even until today, that deals 
with energy independence and bringing 
up the full array of renewables. 

We know about ethanol, because eth-
anol is derived from corn, and corn is 
heavily subsidized. So, of course, we 
are going to get more alcohol from 
corn. But you know the truth is, in 
terms of science, that isn’t the crop 
with the most oil, with the most abil-
ity to be refined. There are other seed 
crops that have much higher oil con-
tent. We have just never developed 
them. 

So the Federal Government isn’t in 
the lead on this in agriculture. It is ac-
tually following in the wake of real 
progressive States like Minnesota, 
which I call the Thomas Alva Edison 
Center of the 21st century. What they 
are doing, they are viewing new energy 
production and new renewables and 
new investment there as economic de-
velopment for the State of Minnesota. 

We have a lot to learn from them. 
The Federal Government ought to just 
copy what the State of Minnesota has 
done and make it available across the 
country. But it is a tragedy now be-
cause even though Detroit makes doz-
ens and dozens of vehicles that will run 
on these new renewable fuels, there are 
no gas pumps around the country. 

There were a few incentives in one of 
the bills that we passed here in terms 
of tax credits and incentives for com-
panies to put in tanks in the ground, 
but it is not serious. It is just sort of 

limping along. It isn’t the kind of great 
challenge President Kennedy gave to 
us and the challenge that the Nation 
met. 

If I could just say a word about the 
Department of Defense, it is incredible 
that the Secretary of Defense of this 
Nation would come before the Defense 
Appropriations Committee, when asked 
the question, what role did he see for 
his Department, the largest purchaser 
of petroleum in the United States of 
America, and petroleum-based prod-
ucts, to help erase this strategic vul-
nerability that we had due to the fact 
that we import three-quarters of our 
petroleum, he said, That is not my job. 
That’s the Department of Energy’s job. 

I couldn’t believe it. I went up to him 
afterwards, and I said, well, if it isn’t 
our job, why do we have our Fifth Fleet 
porting in Bahrain holding up that gov-
ernment? You start looking around 
where we have put our defense forces to 
protect the oil lanes. We had a vote 
here today on Oman. It is pretty clear 
the Strait of Hormuz is very strategi-
cally important to us, because we are 
totally dependent on that oil lifeline. 

To me, that is America’s chief de-
fense vulnerability. So why doesn’t 
Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld know 
about it? He doesn’t want to know 
about it. Know what, the generals 
know about it. The generals at the Air 
Force know it, the generals at the 
Navy Department know it. The gen-
erals over at Army know about it, and 
they know about the soldiers in the 
field. 

We have research projects going on 
at DOD to try to have solar tents 
where the sun’s rays are used if we 
have to move battalions around and 
try to provide alternative ways of 
powering these different defense sys-
tems that we have in theater. People 
on the ground know. The Guard and 
Reserve know. America has to change. 

I hope the Secretary or somebody in 
his office will give him some of my re-
marks, because the Department of De-
fense ought to be in the lead. Then 
many of the other Federal agencies 
will follow. 

The Federal agency that deserves the 
biggest star for doing what is right is 
the postal service. The postal service, 
with its vehicles, and some of them 
only get 12 miles a gallon, we ought to 
convert those, has done more than any 
other Federal agency to use its power 
to try to use vehicles that run on new 
fuels, batteries, new technology, hy-
brids, which Congressman SCHIFF and 
Congressman VAN HOLLEN have ref-
erenced in their remarks. 

The Federal Government itself, as 
major a share of the U.S. economy as it 
is, could do wonders. Would it not be 
great if the President had hybrids as 
part of the White House lineup? 
Wouldn’t it be great if the Secretary of 
Defense could see his way to thinking 
about this and integrating the energy 
mandate into what the Department of 
Defense does? 

Wouldn’t it be great if the Secretary 
of Agriculture actually helped the 
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farmers of this country become owners 
in the new energy industries that are 
being created across the fields of Min-
nesota, Iowa, Ohio, Indiana and so 
many other places, rather than making 
these farmers struggle and be threat-
ened with bankruptcy because they 
can’t, they don’t have all the connec-
tions on Wall Street, and they can’t 
get up to the $40 million level for in-
vestment? 

So I thank the gentleman for giving 
me a chance to say a few words here 
this evening. I share your absolute 
commitment to energy independence 
by 2020 or even sooner than that. 

b 1645 

Mr. SCHIFF. I thank the gentle-
woman for all her leadership on this 
issue, and you alluded to the free mar-
ket and the operation of market forces. 
That is not always as free as it might 
appear, particularly in the price at the 
pump. But there have been several ob-
stacles to our energy independence, 
what has been a lack of vision in terms 
of where we need to go as a country in 
the administration and in the Defense 
Department, as you point out, but 
there have also obviously been within 
the oil industry efforts to stop this 
from happening. 

I have to imagine the best and 
quickest way to bring oil prices down 
is to make other sources of energy 
competitive. If we can incentivize the 
development of these biofuels and 
make them more readily available, the 
oil companies are going to drop their 
prices in a hurry in order to undercut 
this new industry, if nothing more. 

But what really kind of gnaws at me 
is when we look around the world at 
what China is doing with solar power 
and solar cities now, at what South 
American countries are doing at mak-
ing themselves energy independent 
with biofuels, and what Japan is doing 
in terms of development of hybrid 
technology and how they are passing 
us by, that really grieves me because it 
hurts our national security interests. 
It hurts our economy. 

Let me do a reality check with Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN’s district which is 3,000 
miles from mine. If I ask my constitu-
ents, would you be willing to make a 
sacrifice so that you could tell the oil 
producing Nations of the world, many 
of which are not our friends, we do not 
want your oil, we do not need your oil, 
you can take your oil and whatever, 
my constituents would leap at that. 
How would your constituents feel? 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I think despite 
the fact there are 3,000 miles between 
the area you represent and the area I 
represent, that is certainly one of the 
things that brings our constituents to-
gether. I think what they are all look-
ing for, regardless of where they live in 
this great country of ours, is some real 
leadership on this very important 
issue. 

This House just a few weeks ago had 
another opportunity to send a state-
ment on the fact that we wanted a for-

ward-looking energy plan with a new 
direction or whether we just wanted to 
go the same old, same old. 

Our colleague, Congressman MARKEY 
of Massachusetts, offered an amend-
ment. It said let us put an end to an-
other subsidy to provide for deepwater 
drilling for oil and gas. In other words, 
and I just want to make this clear, in 
other words, taking funds from our 
constituents and providing it to the oil 
and gas companies effectively in the 
form of a subsidy so that they can drill 
for oil and gas. 

Now, even this administration said 
they were against this particular sub-
sidy, but not the leadership in this 
House, not the Republican leadership 
in this House. It went right out of this 
House because, unfortunately, the Re-
publican leadership is still in the old 
frame of mind that we can just keep 
doing what we used to be doing rather 
than moving in a very new direction. 

I would like to pick up briefly on our 
point that our colleague here, Ms. KAP-
TUR, made with respect to the issue of 
the Federal Government leading by ex-
ample. 

It is hard for all of us to ask people 
around this country to do things in the 
area of energy efficiency when the Fed-
eral Government itself has been such a 
deadbeat on this. The Federal Govern-
ment, after all, is the largest single 
consumer of energy in the United 
States and yet, again, after the Presi-
dent gave his State of the Union ad-
dress, he submitted the fiscal year 2007 
budget, and that was the lowest re-
quest ever for Federal Government en-
ergy efficiency efforts. In fact, that 
was lower, despite the fact in 2004 the 
Federal Government consumed more 
energy than at any other time in the 
last 10 years. 

So, again, I get back to the point, 
you got to say what you mean and you 
got to follow through. 

Here was another example. This is 
the day of the State of the Union ad-
dress, the budget came down, and yet 
the budget came down, the President, 
head of the executive branch, sub-
mitted a budget that reduced funds for 
energy efficiency programs in the Fed-
eral Government. That is not leading 
by example. 

Part of our new directions program is 
we say we will ensure that the Federal 
Government will be part of the solu-
tion, not part of the problem. 

Mr. SCHIFF. I wanted to make one 
comment and I have a question for Ms. 
KAPTUR. 

When we talk about sacrifice during 
the War on Terror, really the only peo-
ple in America who have been asked to 
sacrifice are the men and women in 
uniform and their families, and they 
are sacrificing big time; multiple de-
ployments to Iraq, to Afghanistan, 
families left behind, wondering if their 
loved one is going to come back at all, 
come back in one piece, how to make 
ends meet while they are gone. 

I met when I was in Iraq a young man 
serving there who was on his way back 

home. His wife was also in the service. 
She was on her way to Iraq. They were 
going to be like two ships passing in 
the night. The level of sacrifice of the 
men and women in uniform is nothing 
short of outstanding. 

Outside of that group, though, Amer-
icans have not been asked to sacrifice 
for the greater good, but we are sacri-
ficing in an unexpected way, and that 
is when we go to the pump. We are pay-
ing a heavy price. The problem is that 
the price we are paying is not going for 
any productive gain. 

Yes, we are paying a lot more at the 
pump. But where is that money going? 
It is going in two places. It is going 
into the record profits that Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN mentioned, which it is not just 
record profits for the oil industry. The 
oil companies have had the largest 
profits of any corporation in American 
corporate history, and these are the 
same companies that are enjoying the 
tax subsidies that we keep passing. And 
yes, the market is allowing them to 
take these profits. It is not compelling 
them to. It is not compelling them to 
charge that price at the pump, but it is 
giving them the opportunity to, and 
they are taking it. So part of the 
money is going there. 

Where else is the money going? Well, 
a lot of the money is going to the Mid-
dle East. A lot of it is going to coun-
tries that, either openly or covertly, 
are funding people who are trying to 
kill us. That is not a worthwhile sac-
rifice for Americans to make. And the 
terrible tragedy of this is. And I think 
probably the biggest missed oppor-
tunity of this administration is if we 
had started 5 years ago, or even after 9/ 
11, and we said we are going to make 
the sacrifice now to wean ourselves off 
of oil, we might have had to pay a lit-
tle bit more in terms of our conserva-
tion measures, but that money would 
be an investment in our security. Now 
we are paying 10 times as much, and it 
is going to some of the people trying to 
kill us. 

What I wanted to ask Ms. KAPTUR, I 
know other countries in South Amer-
ica, for example, have gone a long way 
in terms of using biofuel, have made 
themselves energy independent, have 
done what we have not been able to do. 
If we did have the right package of in-
centives, if the government was a lead-
er and worked with the agriculture in-
dustry, how much of our domestic con-
sumption of energy could be supplied 
by biofuels? 

Ms. KAPTUR. I think the honest an-
swer to that is initially about 15 per-
cent. If one looks at the current type of 
production where we have field crops, if 
we compare ourselves to Brazil where 
they have many fewer cars than we do 
but they are really heavily biofueled 
right now, they have got well over half 
of their vehicles that are running on 
alcohol-based fuels. Under current 
technologies and current types of 
plants that we use, and current refin-
ing capacity, I think we could get up to 
about 15 percent. 
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I do believe that with biotechnology 

and the introduction of more oil-rich 
seed crops we could push that number 
up, and that is part of the horizon of 
cracking the carbohydrate molecule, as 
we in the 20th century cracked the car-
bon molecule to produce gasoline and 
refine it off of petroleum. 

We are really neophytes in terms of 
really using oil seeds in order to 
produce the maximum number of Btus 
per acre and per ton. So I think if one 
looks at the period of a decade, we 
could do an enormous amount surely in 
the areas where we have field crops al-
ready in production. 

I would say that for the future, the 
Midwest would have a larger share of 
its vehicles that run on alcohol-based 
fuels than perhaps California. Cali-
fornia might have more of a mix of hy-
brid battery technology, maybe hydro-
gen-infused systems. I do not think 
that there is just one answer here. 

But right now, because the oil com-
panies really lock out the biofuels at 
the pump, we cannot move the vehicles 
that are already being made and sell 
them. Most Americans who are driving 
these flex-fuel vehicles do not even 
know it. So I would say that biofuels is 
at least a fifth of the answer, and then 
we have to look to fuel cells. We have 
to look to hydrogen-infused systems. 

I think that in the future, we are 
working on one project in the Midwest, 
we are taking the rays of the sun and 
converting them to hydrogen. Then we 
will have the plug-in vehicles, the ex-
perimental plug-in vehicles. 

So there is a series of technologies 
being used and developed. But imagine 
if the Federal Government were a part-
ner rather than just sort of a bystander 
in this effort. We could ratchet up the 
usage so much more quickly. 

Mr. SCHIFF. I thank you very much 
for your leadership on this, and it 
seems to me there is maybe no other 
issue that is as cost-cutting, as energy 
independent and has such a positive 
synergy, since that to the degree we 
could wean ourselves off of foreign oil, 
that helps us with our national secu-
rity and our foreign policy. 

To the degree we can develop these 
new technologies, that helps us eco-
nomically. There has been tremendous 
demand in China, India, and elsewhere 
that are energy-starved countries with 
strong GDPs. So it is an economic win-
ner. 

In terms of our environment, not 
sending all of those ozone-depleting 
gases and the greenhouse effect and the 
global warming, it is an environmental 
imperative. 

In terms of rescuing the family farm 
and helping our agriculture industry, it 
could be a vital part of the answer. 

Almost every challenge we face as a 
Nation intersects at the intersection of 
energy independence. Now, some people 
point at other solutions, and I want to 
ask the gentleman about this. 

Probably the most prominent debate 
we have on energy kind of tells you 
where we are here is on drilling in 

Alaska. From my point of view, that 
does not make much sense, both in 
terms of how long it would take to ex-
tract the oil, the environmental costs, 
but I wanted to ask your thoughts on 
that. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Well, the gen-
tleman is right, and I think the statis-
tics on this are clear, that even if you 
took all the oil you could possibly drill 
out of Alaska, with all the costs and 
the environmental damage, it would 
deal with only a very short period of 1 
year, less than 1 year, a couple weeks 
to months in terms of our total energy 
use. 

So if you are trying to break an ad-
diction, you do not keep feeding that 
addiction. What you need to do is have 
a different approach in general. 

b 1700 

As Ms. KAPTUR has said, it is not just 
one different thing, it is many different 
technologies and different ideas that 
you need to work on. But what you 
don’t do if you want to kick a habit is 
keep encouraging that habit to remain. 
And yet that is what we have been 
using so much of our natural resources 
to do. We should not be using taxpayer 
money to do the oil and gas subsidies. 
Rather, we should be using our efforts 
to encourage these other ideas that are 
in our national interest. 

The President has said we have a 
problem. That is not the issue, appar-
ently. But the issue is what are we 
doing about it. That is why I think this 
discussion is important. 

I really do believe it is a terrible 
thing when so many of the others 
around the world are ahead of us in so 
many areas where we should be leading 
the way. We have a great entrepre-
neurial spirit. We have the resources 
and talents to do this. There is no rea-
son why other countries should be 
beating us in the area of renewable en-
ergy development and energy effi-
ciency technologies. And yet they are. 
I think that is because of a lack of na-
tional leadership. Other countries have 
made this a priority. In this country 
we have made it a priority for sound 
bites, but we have not made it a pri-
ority for policy. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Coming from the in-
dustrial Midwest, I think I have more 
automotive plants in my district than 
the entire State of California has, so I 
come from an area where the auto-
motive industry was born and hope-
fully is being reborn. But it is amazing 
to me the way in which the U.S. auto-
motive industry chose to meet foreign 
competition. It was not to try to pry 
open Japan’s market which remains 
closed to the goods of all countries. 
Even when the old Yugoslavia made 
Yugos, you couldn’t get them into 
Japan. So less than 3 percent of the 
cars on their street are from anywhere 
else in the world, the second largest 
auto producer in the world. 

They did not really choose a strategy 
of opening up closed markets or of con-
verting here at home the largest auto-

motive market in the world through 
the intervention of more fuel-efficient 
vehicles. They were forced to do that 
by CAFE standards and so forth here. 
But they fought that every step of the 
way and forced on the American people 
choices that were very, very oil-con-
sumptive choices. So SUVs came on 
the market, and yet you could look 
over to Europe and see a Mercedes die-
sel run on biodiesel operating over in 
Europe. 

Yet here we had something like the 
Hummer comes out, and it gets 9 miles 
to a gallon at a time when we know 
that we have to have more fuel-effi-
cient vehicles. 

I had an interesting experience a cou-
ple of years ago. I went up to the De-
troit auto show, and I said I would like 
you to show me the floor with the new 
flex fuel or the biofuel vehicles, and 
the salesman just looked at me. 

We really don’t have the industry 
well focused yet in terms of, look, 
Americans want to change the country. 
These are the vehicles that are avail-
able to you. This is how we are going to 
make it easy for you to convert. They 
are still not there yet. They have glob-
ally forced on the American market 
the big gas guzzlers. But if you go any-
where else in the world, whether it is 
Brazil or Germany, anywhere you go, 
you see the more fuel-efficient vehicles 
being employed. 

Think about your church parking lot 
or think about the supermarket park-
ing lot that you shop in, and just go 
and look and see what is in the lot and 
what people are buying and what the 
miles per gallon is, and then do the 
same thing in Italy and do the same 
thing in Japan and do the same thing 
in Brazil and say to yoursel, What is 
wrong with this picture? Why aren’t 
Americans being given the very same 
choices as consumers in other coun-
tries? Why have they been able to be 
more fuel efficient than we are? 

And if I can say just one thing on 
solar energy, since I represent the solar 
energy research center of the Nation, 
we make solar panels at a third of the 
cost of the Japanese, and they are just 
as efficient. In fact, they are more effi-
cient, but they are bigger. Because 
they are bigger, they are one-third the 
cost. All of the companies in my dis-
trict that are making these solar pan-
els, they are being exported to Europe 
because Europe has the special incen-
tives for renewable applications. And 
the majority of the technology on solar 
roofing and solar panels is being 
shipped to other countries because we 
don’t have those same incentives here. 

So our government, those in the lead-
ership here, can’t see their way forward 
to help America convert when she 
wants to. The American people are 
with us on that. They know we have to 
change. Why don’t we make it easy? 

Mr. SCHIFF. That is one of the 
things that drives me crazy. One of my 
staff just got a Toyota Prius. She had 
to wait 6 months to get that Prius. 
There is a 6-month waiting time to get 
a hybrid made in Japan. 
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We don’t have a nonSUV hybrid yet 

that I am aware of, an American car 
out on the road that competes with the 
Prius or with the Honda Civic hybrid. 
Why is it that some of the foreign 
automakers seem to know the Amer-
ican market better than we know our-
selves? 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. If the gentleman 
would yield, I understand your confu-
sion, and I share that. I think it has 
been so shortsighted that we as a Na-
tion didn’t take the steps that we need-
ed to take many years ago in this re-
gard in terms of updating in a signifi-
cant way the CAFE standard, the cor-
porate average fuel economy standards 
in this country. 

When gas prices started going up 
over the last many months, all of a 
sudden you saw people running around 
with their heads cut off, trying to 
think of quick-fix solutions. 

You had the majority leader of the 
Senate, Senator FRIST, he floated this 
idea of a $100 rebate to every American, 
as if that was somehow going to solve 
the problem. Quick fixes are not going 
to solve the problem. We need serious 
solutions. 

One of the things that should have 
been done years and years ago was up-
dating the CAFE standardS. It is inter-
esting to hear Members of Congress 
who have been here for a long time, I 
listened to Senator LOTT and others on 
the other side talking about this. They 
said, Gee, you know, if we had known 
what we were going to see today in 
terms of gas prices, we would have sup-
ported an increase in the CAFE stand-
ards back then. Well, you know, we 
don’t all have crystal balls, but we 
have to exercise our best judgment. 

And the fact of the matter is that is 
a long overdue measure. And it is not a 
quick fix because it takes time for the 
fleet of cars to turn over. You can’t 
just change the corporate average fuel 
economy standards today and, presto, 
have a result. It requires some forward 
thinking. 

The fact that we didn’t do it before 
was a big mistake, and I think people 
should hold people accountable for 
their mistakes. On the other hand, it is 
better late than never. We need to get 
moving on that, and we need to get 
moving on the whole menu of other op-
tions that we have been discussing 
today. There is no silver bullet to this. 
You need an array of options. You need 
a number of efforts going on at the 
same time. 

But in order to get all of those things 
going, you need one essential ingre-
dient, and that is some leadership and 
a commitment to this issue and a com-
mitment to have a new direction and 
not just rely on the failed policies of 
the past that continue to get us into 
the mess we are in. 

Mr. SCHIFF. The gentleman is ex-
actly right. We have this choice. We 
have had this choice for several years. 
We can have more of the same, more of 
the same $3.50-a-gallon gas, maybe $4- 
a-gallon gas at the pump, more warm-

ing of the global environment, more 
production of greenhouse gases, more 
pain economically in terms of higher 
energy costs for businesses. 

Or we can have a new direction. I 
think we have talked about several of 
the ingredients of that new direction 
tonight. The investment of biofuels: 
That helps our farms and it helps our 
economy, it helps our energy independ-
ence, and it helps our energy independ-
ence and our national security. 

Investment in other alternative en-
ergy sources like solar power where the 
profit points are almost there, almost 
there for a great expansion of solar 
power. They just need a little 
incentivization before they can be 
broadly employed. 

The development of windpower, geo-
thermal, and the whole host of renew-
able energy sources. This is the new di-
rection we need to take this country 
in. Otherwise, every time we have a 
flare-up in the Middle East, as right 
now we are having this tragic situa-
tion, Hezbollah has attacked Israel, 
kidnapped soldiers and prompted this 
conflagration of the region, gas prices 
are going through the roof. 

Iran thumbs its nose at the inter-
national community and says we are 
going forward with our nuclear pro-
gram, gas prices go through the roof. 

Hurricanes in the gulf take out refin-
ing capacity. We can’t predict, as you 
say. We don’t have a crystal ball. We 
don’t know next year if it is going to 
be a hurricane, or next year it is going 
to be the Middle East, or the Ven-
ezuelan head of state who is anathema 
of the United States, but we do know it 
will be something. And if we don’t take 
action to change the direction of our 
country to a new direction, we are 
going to be continuing to be funding a 
lot of the people that are bent on our 
destruction. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I just wanted to add 
that if one looks at the automotive in-
dustry, and I have all major companies 
in my district and in my State, and 
talking about their focus along with 
our focus, we have to continue to open 
closed markets of the world. That’s 
where markets expand. You have to 
put some energy there. You can’t just 
kind of put it on the back shelf. 

Many years ago President George 
Bush the first went to Tokyo. I still re-
member he got very sick at a dinner, 
and he was there for auto parts talks, 
market opening talks. And ever since 
that day, there has never been an ag-
gressive effort by any administration 
to open up the second-largest market 
in the world. So we have failed on the 
trade front significantly. 

And the major automotive firms have 
chosen a low-wage strategy rather than 
an innovation strategy. So they have 
been moving plants around the globe 
seeking cheap labor, whether it is 
China, Mexico, wherever it is, rather 
than focusing on the innovation that is 
inherent in the American people that 
was responsible for the dawn of the 
automotive age in this country in the 
first place. 

Those kind of minds are still out 
there, but we are kind of wed to old 
technology and the fact that if you sell 
a very large vehicle in this country, 
you make a little more profit than if 
you sell a smaller vehicle. The larger 
vehicles use more gas and petroleum- 
based products. We were stuck in that 
mold for a very, very long time. 

And if you go out and ask the aver-
age consumer what they are looking 
for, and the lines are showing it, they 
are looking for the new technology, 
and it just was not brought on. 

So the strategy that was chosen in 
the 1980s and 1990s has not led our Na-
tion toward energy independence in ve-
hicles. Now we see ads on television by 
the big companies saying we are trying 
to catch up. Well, we really need to 
catch up very, very quickly or they are 
going to become another segment of 
our wealth that are purchased by for-
eign interests and no longer belongs to 
us. We are seeing a lot of that as we 
pawn off pieces of America to try to 
cover our long-term debts and what we 
owe to the future, which I am very 
upset about, but alone can’t solve. 

Nonetheless, I think our automotive 
companies really need to focus on inno-
vation, listen to what the consumer is 
saying, give them what they want, and 
open up the closed markets of the 
world. That would go a long way to 
helping this industry revive. And then 
we have the legacy costs of the compa-
nies that have been in existence for a 
very long period of time that this Con-
gress could do something about in 
order to make whole the pension and 
health benefits that workers were 
promised. That is a whole other Special 
Order. 

I thank Congressman SCHIFF and 
Congressman VAN HOLLEN for allowing 
us to speak about such an important 
subject and one that is at the top of 
the list in terms of domestic security, 
and that is energy independence. 

Mr. SCHIFF. I thank the gentle-
woman for her leadership on this issue 
and on so many other issues here in the 
Congress. 

I want to wrap up by bringing this 
back to where we started, and that is 
the integral nexus between energy 
independence and national security. 
You can imagine what a positive to our 
national security policy it would be if 
in our dealings in the Middle East, our 
dealings with Russia and China and our 
dealings with South America, if energy 
was not an issue in the sense we were 
not dependent on other parts of the 
world, and particularly the Gulf 
States. What a transformative effect 
that could have in a positive way on 
our national security policy. Energy 
independence is really key. 

Our new direction, as outlined by 
real security, is energy independence 
by 2020. This is an achievable goal. It 
would require the kind of commitment 
that President Kennedy talked about 
when he talked about the Apollo 
project, but it can be done. 
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I have great confidence in the Amer-

ican people and the American entre-
preneur. We can do this. It would elimi-
nate our reliance on Middle Eastern 
oil. We would increase production of al-
ternative fuels in America. We would 
promote hybrid and flex-fuel vehicle 
technology in manufacturing, and we 
would enhance energy efficiency and 
conservation incentives. This is the di-
rection Democrats feel we need to 
bring this country in order to make 
sure that our security is in fact very 
real. 

I want to yield to my colleague from 
Maryland for his closing remarks and 
once again thank you for not only this 
evening, but for all of your work on the 
national security plan. 

b 1715 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I thank my col-
league, Mr. SCHIFF from California, 
again, for his leadership. And I think 
we have covered a lot of territory in 
this hour. I think we will have a con-
tinuing conversation here in the Con-
gress, and I am sure we will have a con-
tinuing conversation throughout the 
country about this very important 
issue. 

And, again, it goes to the question 
about whether we take our words seri-
ously in terms of moving the policy of 
this country forward. And you can’t 
have a situation where you have the 
President say this is a national pri-
ority, on the one hand, and then have a 
budget that comes down the next day 
that sends a very, very different mes-
sage because, if you do that, number 
one, you lose credibility with the 
American people; and, number two, you 
obviously can’t achieve your objective 
if you don’t harness some of our na-
tional resources to this very impor-
tant, very important effort. 

So I want to thank my colleague for 
his leadership on this issue. And I hope 
that in the days ahead, this Congress 
will move from a position of rhetoric 
on these issues to actually doing some-
thing meaningful and taking this coun-
try in a new direction when it comes to 
energy policy, which, as we have dis-
cussed tonight, is such an important 
component of our national security 
policy as well. So I thank the gen-
tleman for his leadership on this issue. 

f 

THE ORIGINAL MISSION OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California). 
Under the Speaker’s announced policy 
of January 4, 2005, the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. WAMP) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, before I get 
to the topic that I want to spend at 
least the lion’s share of the next hour 
on, I want to respond somewhat to the 
commentary from my friends on the 
other side over the last hour and really 
agree with them on a whole lot of 
issues. 

As the cochairman of the bipartisan 
Renewable Energy and Energy Effi-
ciency Caucus here in the House, which 
has over 218 members, a majority of 
the House belong to our bipartisan cau-
cus. Congressman MARK UDALL of Colo-
rado is the Democratic cochairman, 
and I am the Republican cochairman; 
and we are working together to ad-
vance many of the initiatives that they 
have talked about as quick as we can. 

I do think that tremendous energy 
now is put behind the goal of becoming 
energy independent as soon as possible 
in this country. 

Last night, Congressman UDALL and 
a bipartisan group that I participated 
in met for about 21⁄2 hours with Vinod 
Khlosa about this issue of cellulosic 
ethanol and what potential it has in 
this country for transportation. 

Earlier today I participated with 
Congressman INGLIS of South Carolina, 
who chairs the Fuel Cell and Hydrogen 
Caucus here in the Fuel Cell event we 
had in Cannon Caucus. 

Just a few days ago we had the Re-
newable Energy Expo here, which Con-
gressman UDALL and I participated in. 
Through all of these efforts, I would 
say that what we are doing is not this 
particular technology or that par-
ticular technology, because in many 
ways our free enterprise system is 
going to sort the winners and losers 
out. 

But, really, our position is we have 
got to do all of the above. Time is of 
the essence. I don’t think we can pick 
and choose right now. We need domes-
tic capacity, so we have to go after new 
oil and gas resources. But we have to 
wean ourselves off foreign oil and move 
towards advanced transportation sys-
tems. 

Clearly, hybrids are a bridge. We 
want to promote that. But we have got 
to move through all these technologies. 

I think fuel cells have great applica-
tions but, frankly, so do the E85-based 
fuels. 

So I just want to say that that is 
something that many Members from 
both sides of the aisle are doing an 
awful lot about. 

Last summer the Congress passed 
EPACT, the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 
This President signed it into law. 
Today we hailed, many people in a bi-
partisan way, the successes that the 
tax incentives give to the renewable 
sector, to the fuel cell sector, to the 
advancement of hydrogen. I would 
argue that we need to go further be-
cause the production tax credits that 
are in that bill need to be extended for 
a longer period of time so that the in-
dustry out there has a definition. They 
know what to expect. It is not a 2-year 
thing that might or might not be re-
newed. So clearly, we need to do more. 

But there is bipartisan resolve to ad-
vance all of our energy sources as rap-
idly as possible. And so I applaud them 
in a sense, but I would also say that 
there is no silver bullet. We need to do 
all of the above, and we can’t just rely 
on particular fuels. We need to increase 
our domestic capacity. 

Now, to lay the groundwork for what 
I am going to talk about, with the help 
of a couple of my colleagues, Mr. 
MCCOTTER from Michigan has joined 
me already, and I think the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX) 
will also join us. 

I want to talk a little bit about world 
events, but then get to the meat of this 
hour, and that is the United Nations 
and whether or not it is living up to its 
original charter, whether or not it is a 
viable organization today, or whether 
or not, frankly, it has been corrupted 
over time, especially in recent years. 

But I want to say, to begin with, that 
I think to define this war that we are 
in as a war on terror misses the point 
in many ways. Terror is a tactic that 
our enemy is using, but it is not really 
a war on terror. We need to be honest 
that we are at war with the Islamic 
jihadists. The jihadists are spreading 
their networks around the world. 

A letter between Zarqawi and 
Zawahiri laid out specifically that they 
wanted to use our involvement in the 
Middle East as an opportunity to re-
move the infidels from Iraq, and then 
expand the califate, according to Mo-
hammed, from Morocco in Northwest 
Africa, all the way into Indonesia. 
Clearly, aggression is part of the plan. 

And the jihadists don’t just surface 
through al Qaeda. The jihadists surface 
through Hezbollah, frankly, a seasoned 
terrorist organization that has now 
taken up a very important place of 
power in Lebanon, supported, without 
question, articulated last night on the 
floor of this House, by Iran and Syria. 

Democrats and Republicans, over and 
over again, last night, as we debated 
the resolution in support of the State 
of Israel, talked about who is backing 
Hezbollah right now. Hamas, also elect-
ed to governmental leadership in Pal-
estine, includes the jihadists, people 
who have declared war on the United 
States of America and its ally, Israel. 
And this really is a war of global pro-
portions. And we need to be realistic 
about this and share with the Amer-
ican people the seriousness of the mo-
ment that we live in and rise to our 
generational call to address this issue 
and not just think that this is about 
Iraq. 

If we pulled out of Iraq tomorrow, Is-
lamic jihadism is on the rise. And they 
continue, as we see in Lebanon, to seek 
to destroy the State of Israel and seek 
to drive America back and bring us to 
our knees. We must stand tall and 
straight. 

Now, the United Nations is an organi-
zation that I believe was founded with 
good intentions. As a matter of fact, a 
prominent Tennessean named Cordell 
Hull was very involved with it. And if 
you call the Congressional Research 
Service or look for the records of all 
this, and we did, you find out the his-
tory of all this, because Cordell Hull 
came out of the State of Tennessee. He 
was elected to Congress in 1907. He 
served here in the House until 1931. He 
was elected United States Senator, but 
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resigned upon his appointment as Sec-
retary of State by President Franklin 
D. Roosevelt in 1933. 

Foreseeing danger to peace in the 
rise of dictators, he advocated rearma-
ment, pled for the implementation of a 
system of collective security, sup-
ported aid short of war to the Western 
democracies, condemned Japanese en-
croachment into Indochina, warned all 
branches of the United States military 
well in advance of the attack on Pearl 
Harbor to prepare to resist simulta-
neous surprise attacks at various 
points. 

Although Hull participated in some 
of the policy-making conferences of the 
allies, his major effort during the lat-
ter stages of World War II was that of 
preparing a blueprint for an inter-
national organization dedicated to the 
maintenance of peace and endowed 
with sufficient legislative, economic, 
and military power to achieve it. 

Shortly after the outbreak of the 
war, Cordell Hull proposed the forma-
tion of a new world organization in 
which the United States would partici-
pate after the war. To accomplish this 
aim, in 1941 he formed an advisory 
committee on postwar foreign policy 
composed of Republicans and Demo-
crats. Mindful of President Wilson’s 
failure with the League of Nations, 
Hull took pains to keep discussion of 
the organization nonpartisan. 

By August of 1943 the State Depart-
ment had drafted a document, entitled 
‘‘Charter of the United Nations,’’ which 
became the basis for proposals sub-
mitted by the United States at the 1944 
Dumbarton Oaks Conference. 

Poor health forced Hull to resign 
from office on November 27, 1944, before 
final ratification of the United Nations 
charter in San Francisco. President 
Roosevelt praised Hull as the one per-
son in all the world who has done his 
most to make this great plan for peace, 
in effect, a fact. 

Following nomination by Roosevelt, 
the Norwegian Nobel committee pre-
sented the 1945 Nobel Prize for peace to 
Cordell Hull in recognition of his work 
in the Western Hemisphere for his 
international trade agreements and for 
his efforts in establishing the United 
Nations. 

Too ill to receive the award in per-
son, Hull sent a brief acceptance speech 
that was delivered by the United 
States Ambassador to Norway, in 
which he wrote: ‘‘Under the ominous 
shadow which the Second World War 
and its attendant circumstances have 
cast on the world, peace has become as 
essential to civilized existence as the 
air we breathe is to life itself. There is 
no greater responsibility resting upon 
peoples and governments everywhere 
than to make sure that enduring peace 
will, this time, at long last, be estab-
lished and maintained. The searing les-
sons of this latest war and the promise 
of the United Nations organization will 
be the cornerstones of a new edifice of 
enduring peace and the guideposts of a 
new era of human progress.’’ 

As a matter of fact, the U.N. charter 
preamble says this: ‘‘We, the peoples of 
the United Nations, determine to save 
succeeding generations from the 
scourge of war which twice in our life-
time has brought untold sorrow to 
mankind, and reaffirm faith and funda-
mental human rights in the dignity 
and worth of the human person, in the 
equal rights of men and women and of 
nations large and small, and establish 
conditions under which justice and re-
spect for the obligations arising from 
treaties and other sources of inter-
national law can be maintained, and 
promote social progress and better 
standards of life in larger freedom. And 
for these ends, to practice tolerance 
and live together in peace with one an-
other as good neighbors and unite our 
strength to maintain international 
peace and security. And ensure by the 
acceptance of principles and the insti-
tution of methods that armed force 
shall not be used save in the common 
interest, and employ international ma-
chinery for the promotion of the eco-
nomic and social advancement of all 
peoples.’’ 

Now, that is a bold plan for an orga-
nization, to secure international peace 
and guarantee international security. 
And I just want to say, fundamentally, 
a fair assessment of the United Nations 
in 2006 on its original mission is a low 
grade. If not an F, it has got to be a 
low D, because the United Nations 
today, as was written yesterday in a 
column by Norm Ornstein in Roll Call, 
is effectively impotent in certain areas 
of the world today. 

Clearly, as we look at the observers 
in southern Lebanon and the U.N.’s 
role with peace keeping, we are facing 
the most difficult challenges of our 
generation with respect to war and 
peace, and the United Nations is not ef-
fective anymore. That is the sad truth 
today, and we are trying to change 
that. 

Here in the House of Representatives, 
we passed the Henry Hyde United Na-
tions Reform Act and sent that bill to 
the United States Senate, where we 
can’t even get agreement on a con-
ference report. As a matter of fact, 
that bill said that there were 38 rec-
ommendations for reforming the 
United Nations to clean up the graft 
and corruption, make it more efficient 
and accountable, have it live up to its 
original charter; and unless 31 of those 
38 reforms were implemented, we were 
going to, the United States of America, 
withhold up to 50 percent of our dues to 
that organization. And we are, and will 
show later in this hour, by far and 
away the number one contributor to 
the United Nations in the world. 

b 1730 
We were trying to bring some ac-

countability to the United Nations, 
and I have to tell you that the resist-
ance to that accountability not only 
comes out of the heart of the United 
Nations, but there is resistance even in 
this country for reforming the United 
Nations. 

I have to say this Member of Con-
gress from the State of Tennessee, 
much like the Member of Congress 
from Tennessee who received the Nobel 
Peace Prize for starting the United Na-
tions, looks back on the legacy of 
Cordell Hull and, sadly, says that we 
need to reevaluate our participation in 
the United Nations as long as it is 
going in the direction that it is going 
in. 

Before I yield to the gentleman from 
Michigan, I want to point to a book 
that has been written, called The U.N. 
Exposed, by Eric Shawn. 

Eric Shawn is not an author trying 
to make money writing a book. Eric 
Shawn is a very legitimate journalist 
who has been incredibly effective over 
the years at reporting on the United 
Nations. It is very similar to a reporter 
covering city hall that sees so many 
things going on in city hall that, after 
a long period of time, they just kind of 
look themselves in the mirror and say, 
this stinks and somebody needs to 
write about it. And this book docu-
ments all of the graft, corruption, 
deals, inefficiencies, arrogance that 
exist at the United Nations. The U.N. 
Exposed. And I want to just read a page 
out of it in the introduction to set the 
stage and then yield the floor to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

In the introduction it says: ‘‘Ter-
rorism is not a United Nations pri-
ority. The majority of its members are 
focused on ‘development,’ ’’ which is 
‘‘diplomat-speak’’ for increasing the 
amount of money coming into their 
own nations. Terrorism, even though it 
should be the most pressing inter-
national issue of the 21st century, is 
simply not on most U.N. agendas. 

‘‘The United States is compromised. 
The United States funds a whopping 22 
percent of the U.N.’s $3.6 billion budg-
et, pays 27 percent of an additional $3.6 
billion in peacekeeping operation 
costs, and provides billions more for 
the U.N. agencies and related oper-
ations each year. And yet the United 
Nations has become the coliseum for 
confronting and opposing the United 
States. With the end of the Cold War 
and the rise of one lone superpower, 
the United States’ veto-wielding rivals 
press their agendas at our expense and 
maneuver for their own advantages, 
not ours. 

‘‘The United Nations Security Coun-
cil guaranteed security for the Iraqis 
and an unstable and untenable environ-
ment for American and British forces 
attempting to enforce the Council’s 
mandates from 1991, when Saddam sur-
rendered in the Gulf War, to the 2003 
invasion made necessary by the U.N.’s 
malfeasance. Had the Council and the 
United Nations held to moral prin-
ciples and enforced their resolutions 
and requirements, the war could have 
been prevented. There would have been 
clarity, not confusion, regarding 
Saddam’s possessions of weapons of 
mass destruction. His corruption and 
bribery of the Council created condi-
tions of uncertainty that empowered 
his regime. 
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‘‘The same mistakes are now being 

repeated elsewhere. The U.N. is incapa-
ble of effectively resolving the nuclear 
threats posed by Iran and North Korea, 
member states that have in some cases 
lied to U.N. officials, including those of 
the International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy, or, in other cases, ignored their re-
quest. 

‘‘While the U.N.’s humanitarian pro-
grams are rightfully praised for pro-
viding food, shelter, and medicine to 
millions of the world’s needy, they 
have now also come under questioning 
and criticism. The U.N.’s own inde-
pendent investigation, headed by 
former U.S. Federal Reserve Chairman 
Paul Volcker found that even the gems 
of the U.N. system, such as the World 
Food Program, the World Health Orga-
nization, and UNICEF, operated in Iraq 
with ‘little transparency and oversight’ 
amid evidence of ‘gross mismanage-
ment.’ ’’ 

A fair assessment says the United 
Nations is not effective at all in inter-
national peace and security and they 
do provide humanitarian assistance, 
but even their provision of humani-
tarian assistance is grossly mis-
managed, and basically everybody in-
volved in the leadership of the United 
Nations is, in one way or another, ben-
efiting financially from the very pro-
grams that come through the United 
Nations. 

We are going to document even more 
of that as we go on. But at this point 
I want to yield to the gentleman from 
Michigan, THADDEUS MCCOTTER. 

Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Tennessee 
for yielding. 

I am here as a Representative from 
Michigan. And as many of you know, 
and I am sure you do, Mr. Speaker, 
Senator Arthur Vandenberg from 
Michigan played a key role in bringing 
the United States into the postwar 
world. He originally started out of 
Grand Rapids as an isolationist. And 
yet as he saw the gathering clouds of 
World War II and the impact of isola-
tionism and appeasement upon the 
course of world events, he quickly be-
came a believer in the United States’ 
role in the world, and not simply being 
in the world itself and going along with 
the tide of history but trying to direct 
that tide of history towards a positive 
outcome for our own citizens and for 
humanity. 

This is why today, as an admirer of 
Senator Vandenberg and, yes, as an ad-
mirer of President Roosevelt, we have 
to admit that today the dream of 
President Roosevelt has been turned 
into a nightmare by the corruption of 
the United Nations. 

The dream which President Roo-
sevelt inherited from President Wilson 
and his League of Nations, a torch that 
President Roosevelt carried through-
out election after election, despite its 
being many times unpopular, has been 
put in the hands of people who operate 
the United Nations not as an entity to 
bring about global peace and prosperity 

and security through mutual diplo-
matic action but rather as a corrupt 
political machine. In fact, the United 
Nations has one advantage over a tra-
ditional municipal political machine. 
It is that the enormity of their crimes 
tends to mask their crime. 

The global scale of the theft, which 
the gentleman from Tennessee will 
soon help to elucidate, has masked the 
simple fact that they are operating in 
their own interests rather than the in-
terests of the citizens of the United 
States and rather than the interests of 
people throughout the world. 

One of the things which is most 
striking, as the gentleman pointed out, 
is the fact that when we look back 
upon the search for weapons of mass 
destruction by the Security Council 
and the resolutions that were passed 
and passed and passed, and ignored and 
ignored and ignored, is the simple, ine-
luctable fact that Saddam Hussein had 
bribed the jury, that Saddam Hussein 
had taken the Oil-for-Food program 
and turned it into an instrument not 
only for his aggrandizement and en-
richment at the expense of starving 
people in his own nation, he also uti-
lized it to buy influence amongst mem-
ber countries at the Security Council 
level. 

When viewed in that light, it is easy 
to see why there was such discord and 
such incomprehensible division 
amongst former allies and erstwhile al-
lies in the buildup to the invasion of 
Iraq by the United States to liberate 
that country from Saddam. It is also 
easy to see why, in so many other in-
stances when dealing with the dictator, 
it was very difficult to get the U.N. to 
take a stand and to commence action 
to enforce its own resolutions. 

As the distinguished ranking member 
of the International Relations Com-
mittee, Mr. LANTOS of California, has 
pointed out, the United Nations is a de-
rivative reality. As he points out, it is 
a derivative reality in the sense it is 
composed of member states. And mem-
ber states can be bad actors on the 
international stage or good actors on 
the international stage, and when they 
come together, the results can often be 
less than productive. 

But in the end, it is not the position 
of myself or many in the United States 
who are encouraging U.N. reform that 
the U.N. do what we ask it to do or 
that it be led by the nose by the United 
States of America and back us in all 
our diplomatic efforts. 

But what we are trying to do, 
through the Henry Hyde bill and 
through other attempts legislatively, 
is to guarantee a fair and impartial 
hearing amongst the Security Council 
and amongst the member states and 
know that when we make our case that 
we will not be greeted by a bribed judge 
and jury, but that we will be greeted by 
other sovereign nations acting objec-
tively in the best interests of world se-
curity and world prosperity. 

It is this chance that we were cheat-
ed of, and it is this chance that we are 

endeavoring to restore because endeav-
oring to restore the integrity to the 
United Nations, we are endeavoring to 
rekindle the spark of the dream of 
Franklin Roosevelt and the entire 
postwar generation that hoped that the 
horrors of the Second World War would 
not be lost upon future generations, 
thus condemning them to a third world 
war. Arguably, that chance has already 
been lost. 

Regardless, we must press ahead be-
cause the United Nations as a concept, 
as an ideal, has a very practical value 
in the world today. And I think it is 
very difficult for us not to confront the 
reality that it is not performing that 
function, largely due to its own corrup-
tion. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his commentary. 

What is the United Nations? To a lot 
of people, they may not have been 
there, they may not realize it, but it is 
an 18-acre compound on the East River 
in Manhattan, in New York City. And 
that 18-acre compound, which is very 
much delineated, detailed in Eric 
Shawn’s book, is basically a safe haven 
for everyone who operates there. They 
are immune from virtually everything. 
They do not even have to pay sales tax 
on the food that they eat in New York 
City. They do not have to pay their 
parking tickets. They operate with 
such impunity that they, frankly, have 
become incredibly arrogant toward our 
country. 

The number two guy at the United 
Nations, Malloch Brown, recently just 
delivered a scathing analysis of the 
United States’ position toward the 
United Nations as if we had no business 
whatsoever meddling in their organiza-
tion, as if we should not in any way 
exert oversight when, again, about a 
fourth of all of their revenues come 
from us and they have this autonomy 
here in our country. 

The Oil-for-Food scandal, which an 
investigation was ordered on here in 
the Congress, it showed such gross 
graft and corruption that it could very 
easily be the largest case of grand lar-
ceny in the history of our country in 
terms of the billions of dollars that 
were siphoned off and used to manipu-
late, to effectively bribe member coun-
tries; even, as one of the chapters in 
the book shows, the media, the press 
that covers the United Nations, setting 
up these organizations where reporters 
could actually draw income from out-
side of their work at the United Na-
tions. Now, if that is not a conflict of 
interest for a journalist, I do not know 
what is. 

But Saddam Hussein methodically 
set out to use the revenues from the 
Oil-for-Food scandal to keep the coun-
tries that could very well force the 
United Nations or hold the United Na-
tions back from going in and enforcing 
their resolutions in Iraq. He used the 
money. It was a scheme. It was a scam, 
a multibillion-dollar scam. That has 
been documented here on the floor, but 
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I do not think the people in this coun-
try ever really got it. I do not think 
that they fully understood it. 

A summary of the time line, after 
Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait in 
1990, the United Nations barred him 
from profiting from sales of his coun-
try’s vast oil supplies. The ban was 
meant to keep him from rebuilding his 
military and pursuing a nuclear weap-
ons program. It also deprived the Iraqi 
economy of its main export, leading to 
hunger and deprivation among his peo-
ple, according to him, a condition that 
Saddam both exacerbated by hoarding 
the wealth his country possessed, and 
then publicized to win international 
sympathy. Eric Shawn’s book points to 
the fact that a lot of it was just propa-
ganda coming out of Iraq by Saddam 
that, indeed, a lot of the children that 
he had claimed were starving to death 
because of the lack of oil revenues were 
not, in fact, starving to death. But he 
won a lot of international sympathy. 

So support for the sanctions gradu-
ally eroded. And in 1996 the United Na-
tions created the Oil-for-Food program 
through which Iraq could resume oil 
sales to pay for humanitarian goods 
such as food and medicine. Saddam ex-
ploited, though, the renewed oil flow in 
three ways: 

First, he simply ignored the sanc-
tions and illegally sold oil to Syria, 
Turkey, Jordan, and other countries 
with no U.N. supervision, which fur-
nished him by far his biggest source of 
illicit income, about $13.6 billion, ac-
cording to a Senate subcommittee in-
vestigation. 

Second, Saddam and his loyalists 
used tricky pricing schemes, sur-
charges, and kickbacks to milk an-
other $7 billion or more from oil buyers 
and sellers of humanitarian supplies as 
a result of Saddam’s successful argu-
ments at the United Nations, that as a 
sovereign nation Iraq should be allowed 
to negotiate contracts directly. 

b 1745 

Legitimate Iraqi oil profits went to a 
U.N.-controlled escrow account, but 
kickbacks were secretly routed by 
complicit companies to hidden regime 
bank accounts. 

And, third, Saddam bribed foreign of-
ficials and others. He oversaw a list of 
people who were given vouchers to buy 
Iraqi oil at below market price, essen-
tially multimillion dollar buyoffs. 
Their apparent purpose was to win Sad-
dam defenders in his fight to lift U.N. 
sanctions. Beneficiaries allegedly in-
cluded oil company executives from 
Russia, China and France and promi-
nent politicians from Russia and 
France. 

There is documented evidence now 
that he systematically sought to use 
this revenue to buy basically the votes 
at the United Nations to keep the 
United Nations from enforcing their 
own resolutions. 

So was the United Nations corrupted 
through the Oil-for-Food scandal? Ab-
solutely it was. Over a period of a dec-

ade, it was corrupted in a gross way, so 
that the United Nations was never 
going to enforce their resolutions be-
cause basically everybody in the deci-
sion-making process had some obliga-
tion to Saddam Hussein because of 
where the money flowed. 

Kofi Annan runs the United Nations. 
Thankfully, his term is going to end at 
the end of this year. His son, Kojo, his 
fingerprints are all over this stuff. 
Money flowed. Investigations have 
been run. People just looked the other 
way. Malik Brown then criticizes us for 
exerting oversight, saying that the 
United States has just become anti- 
U.N. 

Listen, we all believed in the original 
legitimacy of the United Nations, the 
original mission, international peace 
and security. But I will tell you what, 
the United Nations is, if anything, not 
only not helping with international 
peace and security; the United Nations 
is in the way today sometimes of inter-
national peace and security if they are 
unwilling to enforce their own resolu-
tions. 

You might say, well, you know, if it 
is not the United Nations, then what? I 
got to say the coalition of the willing 
needs to reevaluate, in my humble 
opinion. The coalition of the willing 
means countries willing to fight Is-
lamic jihadists, willing to stand strong 
against terror, willing to engage, to 
say we have to drive this threat back. 

Then what do we do? Let’s look at an 
expanded NATO. Let’s look at a coali-
tion of the willing. Or let’s insist that 
the United Nations go back and meet 
its original charter. It is, frankly, not 
an organization worthy of this level of 
support by the American people today. 
That is the bottom line. 

Now, I am prepared to yield to the 
gentlewoman from North Carolina, if 
she is ready. Are you ready? 

Ms. FOXX. I am ready. 
Mr. WAMP. I yield to VIRGINIA FOXX 

from North Carolina. 
Ms. FOXX. Thank you, Mr. WAMP. I 

appreciate your inviting me to be with 
you all today. It is a real treat to lis-
ten to you and Congressman 
MCCOTTER. The things you have said I 
agree with wholeheartedly. I am not 
nearly as eloquent as the two of you. I 
am a much more plain-spoken person, I 
think, a product of having grown up in 
the mountains of North Carolina, and I 
think that in many ways you are being 
very kind about the United Nations. 

I agree with you that the United Na-
tions was born in a spirit of optimism 
and that people had hoped very much 
that the United Nations could provide 
peace and stability in the world. And 
we all want that. We all want that to 
happen. 

But I will tell you, as I talk to my 
constituents and as they talk to me 
about the United Nations, even the av-
erage American, you don’t have to 
serve in Congress, the average Amer-
ican knows that the United Nations 
has failed miserably in its role as a 
peacekeeper in this world. All we have 

to do is look at what is happening right 
now in Lebanon, what is happening in 
Israel, to know that it has failed miser-
ably. We would not be having the prob-
lems that we are having in the Middle 
East if the United Nations were doing 
its job. I think that it is high time for 
the Congress and the administration to 
demand a great deal more from the 
United Nations. 

I think that our Secretary of State is 
doing a fabulous job in her job, and I 
think that it was a sad day when we 
could not get Ambassador Bolton con-
firmed by the Senate to his job, and I 
think that the President was right to 
appoint him on an interim appoint-
ment and that he is speaking for the 
majority of the American people and 
saying the kinds of things that need to 
be said. 

I want to quote HENRY HYDE. Again, 
there are very few people in this House 
who are as eloquent as Chairman HYDE, 
and I think that it is entirely appro-
priate that the bill that he introduced, 
the United Nations Reform Act, was 
named for him. I want to just quote 
one quote from him relating to that 
bill and relating to the United Nations: 

‘‘No observer, be they passionate sup-
porter or dismissive critic, can pretend 
that the current structure and oper-
ations of the U.N. represent an accept-
able standard. Republican and Demo-
crat administrations alike have long 
called for a more focused and account-
able United Nations. Members on both 
sides of the aisle agree that the time 
has come for far-reaching reforms.’’ 

I think that the comments, again, 
that have been made here by my es-
teemed colleagues have set the stage 
for some of the things that we ought to 
be talking about. The United Nations 
charter has laudable goals, but, as I 
said, I am a much more plain-spoken 
person than some others. But when the 
rubber meets the road, the U.N. has 
failed miserably to put these ideals 
into practice, especially in recent 
years. And we have a duty here in the 
Congress and as a permanent member 
of the U.N. Security Council, the 
United States, we have a duty to insist 
on a higher standard. We have a duty 
to ensure accountability of each and 
every American taxpayer dollar that 
goes to the United Nations. 

I know my colleague is going to point 
out some of the problems with the U.N. 
‘‘supervised’’ Oil-for-Food Program. 
But I want to say that from that pro-
gram, to the lack of action with re-
spect to genocide in Darfur, Sudan, to 
the tremendous human rights abuses 
by the U.N. peacekeeping staff during 
their mission to Congo, the U.N. is ab-
solutely rife with fraud and abuse and 
needs reform. 

We could list these things, and there 
is a long list, and I am going to talk a 
little bit about the history of scandals 
in the United Nations: the Oil-for-Food 
Program, we will talk a little bit more 
about; the peacekeeping operations; 
the Center for Human Settlement or 
Habitat; Settlement Rehabilitation 
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Program in Northern Iraq; UNICEF, 
the U.N. Children’s Fund; the Con-
ference on Trade and Development; the 
Development Program; the Edu-
cational, Scientific and Cultural Pro-
gram; we all know UNESCO; the Elec-
toral Assistance Division, meaning 
electing people, not electricity; High 
Commission for Refugees; the Office of 
Drugs and Crime; the Claims Commis-
sion; the Population Fund; and the En-
vironmental Fund. Every one of these 
programs has had a scandal attached to 
it. 

The American people are much more 
familiar with the U.N. Oil-for-Food dol-
lars because, fortunately, the popular 
press and the popular media picked up 
a little bit on that program and have 
talked about it. But all of these pro-
grams have had scandals associated 
with them, and I think that just by 
highlighting this one program, we can 
give an example of what some of the 
others are. 

I would like to come back in a few 
minutes and talk about some other 
issues that have been touched upon by 
Congressman WAMP, but I am going to 
turn it back over to him so that he can 
explain in some detail some of what 
went wrong with the Oil-for-Food dol-
lars. 

Mr. WAMP. I thank the gentle-
woman. 

Put this in perspective: think like 
North Korea today. Kim Jong Il is 
defying the international will in terms 
of developing a nuclear program and 
nuclear weapons capabilities, so the 
world is rightly isolating him. 

So back in 1990, Saddam Hussein in-
vades his neighbor, and the world 
comes and drives him back and basi-
cally begins to isolate him and he can’t 
sell his oil to the world. 

So he comes up with a scheme. Hey, 
this is what we can do: we can claim 
that children are starving and that our 
country is experiencing all these hu-
manitarian crimes, and, as a result, we 
have got to kick the oil revenues back 
in. 

What happens is the $64 billion worth 
of oil revenues which Oil-for-Food was 
supposed to send through a New York 
escrow account and on back for human-
itarian needs, and the administration 
associated with getting the money 
back there. And the way the thing 
ended up getting corrupted, it goes 
through Jordan and Lebanon and other 
countries and other accounts and back 
to Iraq, and this is what happens with 
the money: military equipment, weap-
ons from Belarus, Bulgaria, China, 
France, India, Jordan, Russia, Poland, 
North Korea, South Korea, Syria, 
Ukraine and Yugoslavia. He bought 
with all that the military arsenal to 
put himself back on his feet in the 
nineties. 

And who was co-opted into believing 
all that? The United Nations, very eas-
ily. How were they? Well, kickbacks. 
Bribes. A methodical effort to make 
sure that the very people that could ex-
pose this or stop this were all somehow 
on the payroll. 

That is exactly what happened. It is 
one of the most outrageous stories in 
the history of the world, especially in 
an organization that most people have 
a good impression of. After all, when 
the light-blue flag of the United Na-
tions shows up around the world, peo-
ple think good thoughts. It is like the 
American Red Cross. They say, hey, 
that is nice, they are here. Little do 
they know, though, that there is this 
kind of fraud and abuse and corruption 
at the United Nations. 

This is all documented now. We real-
ly need to evaluate how long this coun-
try is going to participate in a scam 
like this and then be criticized by the 
rest of the world every time we try to 
hold them accountable as being arro-
gant or too bossy, the things that they 
say. 

Eric Shawn has done this country a 
service by putting all this in a docu-
ment, his book, ‘‘The U.N. Exposed.’’ 
He really has. Again, he is just a jour-
nalist. He is just trying to show what 
he learned over the years reporting on 
the United Nations. 

In an interview, they asked him 
about Iran, because we now know what 
a threat Iran is. Iran is backing 
Hezbollah. That is all about this war. 
And, frankly, Ahmadinejad, the Presi-
dent of Iran, has denied that the Jews 
were ever put through the Holocaust. 
He says the Holocaust didn’t exist, and 
he wants to end Israel. He wants to de-
stroy Israel. That is a stated objective 
of the guy running Iran now. 

All right. So they asked Shawn about 
the United Nations and Iran, and he 
says this: ‘‘The United Nations has 
given Iran a 21-year head start in its 
development of nuclear technology, a 
country whose President now vows to 
wipe Israel off the map. It seems incon-
ceivable, but the United Nations’ own 
nuclear watchdog, the IAEA, didn’t 
even know about Iran’s nuclear facili-
ties for 18 years. Then in 2003, after 
Iran’s program was exposed, Iranian 
activists and the IAEA confirmed 
Iran’s violations, it took another 3 
years for the issue to even reach the 
Security Council. Russia and China 
served as Iran’s linebackers on the gov-
erning board of the agency, refusing to 
allow Iran’s infraction to be reported 
to the Security Council until earlier 
this year. The latest IAEA report de-
tails Iran’s many violations, such as 
the existence of uranium metal designs 
that can only be used for nuclear war-
heads. Moreover, it also raises many 
unresolved questions about Iran’s nu-
clear capabilities as a whole. 

‘‘Despite the crisis, Russia and 
China, whose economic interests clear-
ly lie in protecting Iran, have already 
castrated the Security Council by de-
claring they oppose sanction, creating 
the impossibility of full council-backed 
action. Even a legally binding Chapter 
7 resolution would not result in a vote 
for sanctions, a naval blockade or 
other action against Iran. It may re-
quire another coalition of the willing 
to effectively deal with what the Secu-
rity Council is unwilling to achieve.’’ 

He says in his book: ‘‘It was not the 
U.N.’s effort that exposed the extensive 
global black market in nuclear tech-
nology peddled by Pakistan’s Dr. A.Q. 
Khan. No U.N. committee ordered 
Muammar Qaddafi to surrender his 
weapons of mass destruction programs. 
Those successes are among the achieve-
ments of the proliferation security ini-
tiative, the brainchild of Ambassador 
John Bolton under the Bush adminis-
tration. Compare PSI’s actual achieve-
ments with the U.N.’s failure on the 
nuclear weapons front. Iran only has to 
look at Security Council’s crippling by 
Saddam to understand why President 
Ahmadinejad calls the U.N.’s resolu-
tions meaningless.’’ 

That is the bottom line. Their resolu-
tions are now meaningless. They have 
no credibility. Our enemies know that 
they have been co-opted and corrupted 
and bribed and that they are not going 
to enforce their resolutions. Iran now 
knows it. And so they just laugh off 
anything that the United Nations does. 

How dangerous is that? Well, I would 
say the average citizen, not just in this 
country but around the world, they 
have confidence in the United Nations 
that the United Nations is going to 
somehow carry out its original charge 
of international peace and security. 

b 1800 
I have been a Member of the United 

States Congress for 12 years. I am not 
an expert on these things, but I have 
studied them and I learned them. I 
have very little faith in the United Na-
tions to do much of anything on inter-
national peace and security. 

They do feed people that need to be 
fed. They do reach humanitarian needs. 
That is good. But that does not mean 
all of the other things that they do are 
good. 

As a matter of fact, they are AWOL, 
AWOL, absent without leave, on the 
critical issues of terrorism and inter-
national security. They will not stand 
tall. 

On the issue of human rights, what a 
disaster the human rights activities of 
the United Nations are today. They 
have put the fox in charge of the hen 
house. They have let some of the most 
egregious human rights violating coun-
tries play a prominent role in human 
rights decisions by the United Nations. 
How absurd is that? I yield to Mr. 
MCCOTTER. 

Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. I am very happy, 
too, with Mr. Shawn producing this 
book, because I hope it brings light to 
the problems at the United Nations. I 
would also like to thank the gentle-
woman for her kind remarks about it. 
Just because we are loquacious does 
not make us eloquent. And you cer-
tainly know how to make your point. 

Aside from the international rami-
fications of the United Nations corrup-
tion, it would be very simple for Amer-
icans to say, well, what is the problem? 
We know that the world is not perfect. 
We know that an amalgamation of na-
tions is not going to always act with 
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the proper rectitude that is expected or 
the proper perspicacity that is required 
under an international crisis. 

Many people in my district and 
throughout America will say to them-
selves, well, the U.N. is corrupt. That 
is not news to us. We are not surprised 
that champagne-sipping, caviar- 
chomping globalists are making a mess 
of the jobs that we have entrusted to 
them. 

But there are several points that are 
important. Even if we are tempted to 
shut out the ramifications for the 
world of the United Nations corrup-
tion, let us remember that we are pay-
ing for it. The United States taxpayers 
are the largest contributors to the 
United Nations. 

Now, by any objective measurement, 
this is not a sound investment for the 
American taxpayers, given the current 
circumstances occurring at the United 
Nations, anymore than I would say 
that in 1900 Tammany Hall was a wise 
investment for New Yorkers. 

My concern also is that these very 
people, not content with their misfea-
sance and malfeasance internationally, 
now wish to do something about your 
sovereign rights as an American cit-
izen. 

The U.N. continues to like to use 
international treaties, and as many of 
you know, when the United States 
signs a treaty, that treaty has more 
weight than statute, has more weight 
than State laws. They like to engage in 
coming up with conventions and con-
ferences to come up with treaties that 
nations can sign and then be bound by 
and, consequently, their citizens gov-
erned by. 

The United Nations has such incen-
tives to deal with your second amend-
ment constitutional rights. They have 
conventions that they would like you 
to sign to help reduce your ability to 
raise your own children as you see fit, 
to intrude upon every aspect of Amer-
ican life. 

I think that that is insane for us to 
continue to fund an organizations that 
would like to destroy the Republic’s 
consent to be governed through inter-
national convention while they make a 
nice buck off of doing it, and get to 
travel to all of the places that they 
like to frequent and hold these conven-
tions, and, might I point out, not one 
of them is in Darfur or in North Korea. 

The ramifications to the United 
States taxpayer in terms of their pros-
perity and in terms of economy of 
measures by the government, as well as 
in terms of their inherent sovereignty 
itself, is endangered by a corrupt orga-
nization that is bent on its own aggran-
dizement at our expense. 

It is often frustrating to me, as some-
one who came out of Wayne County 
Commission, the Wayne County Gov-
ernment, which is very much like Cook 
County, Illinois, and politics in Chi-
cago, as one of the few Republicans 
who got to watch a machine, a political 
machine at work. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not think it would 
be wise for the United States to con-

tinue to subsidize heavily a corrupt po-
litical machine. I do not think it is 
wise for us to subsidize it at all. I think 
that we should terminate it if it proves 
that the reforms that we are trying to 
achieve are impossible. 

I think it is imperative that we con-
tinue to demand accountability from 
them. But I think it is also important, 
as Mr. WAMP from Tennessee and Ms. 
FOXX from North Carolina and others 
are trying to do, is to make the Amer-
ican public aware that this is not some 
esoteric exercise in international law. 
This is a direct threat to your sov-
ereign, inalienable constitutional 
rights as an American citizen. 

If we do not demand accountability 
from the United Nations, if we con-
tinue to allow the United Nations to 
believe itself, as a self-aggrandized har-
binger and herald of a new world order, 
then we will feel the ramifications not 
only in places like North Korea and 
Iran and Iraq, we will feel those rami-
fications in Iowa and New Hampshire 
and Idaho. 

That is why we are engaged in this 
discussion tonight. It is not only to 
decry and curse the darkness of the 
past, it is try to light a candle upon the 
unsavory activities of the United Na-
tions, to try to engage the American 
public with an awareness of the real-
ties of the consequences to them 
should U.N. reform not occur; again, in 
our own way, to try to start the jour-
ney of the thousand miles that is U.N. 
reform, and put that organization back 
on a track that will serve the people of 
the United States, that will serve the 
citizens of other nations, and will 
again rekindle Franklin Roosevelt’s 
dream for that organization. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his participation and his 
contributions to our country. He is one 
of the most articulate Members of the 
U.S. House of Representatives, very 
bright man. I am grateful for his lead-
ership. He talked about the U.S. paying 
22 percent of the overall dues to the 
United Nations, and 27 percent of the 
peacekeeping operations around the 
world. 

You know, China has the same Secu-
rity Council power at the United Na-
tions as the United States. China pays 
2 percent of the United Nations dues. 
So at the very least, one of the reforms 
should be Security Council reforms on 
the balance of power. 

Because, frankly, again I have been 
to the United Nations several times. 
They do not treat the United States 
well. And I do not understand why. I 
know there are a lot of excuses why. 
But I will tell you this. We are footing 
the bill and many other countries are 
not. And the ones that have the same 
kind of veto power through the Secu-
rity Council need to be carrying more 
of the weight, especially when you con-
sider the gross trade imbalance that 
our country now has with China. 

It is not exactly like China needs a 
lot of help financially, they need to 
pull their weight. So I am prepared to 

yield to the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I thank Mr. 
WAMP. I appreciate that very much. I 
would go even farther than you have 
gone in terms of talking about the 
amount of money that we have put 
into the United Nations. 

I think that we should lower com-
pletely, to a very low amount, what we 
give to the United Nations. And if we 
cannot get other nations to increase 
the amount of money that they give, 
then I think that we should seriously 
think about withdrawing from the 
United Nations altogether. 

It is such a corrupt organization. It 
does so little for what it should be 
doing, that I think that it is something 
that we definitely should give some 
thought to. 

I want to go back. You mentioned 
the Malloch Brown speech. I really 
want to talk just a little bit about 
that, because I think that Malloch 
Brown’s speech and the comments that 
he made are an indication of the fact 
that the members of the United Na-
tions, people at the United Nations, are 
totally out of touch with the world. 

You described the little spot of 
ground that the United Nations sits on. 
I have been there too, went there last 
year for the second time in my life. I 
went there as a young person to visit 
the United Nations, you know, think-
ing again idealistically about what the 
United Nations did. 

I went there and took my grand-
children to show them the United Na-
tions and get them to get a little bit of 
sense of what it is. But those people 
who come here from other countries I 
think really, really are out of touch. I 
want to make a couple more comments 
about what Malloch Brown said. I find 
it so ironic that he would come in and 
criticize the American people. 

We are the only superpower in world. 
We are undoubtedly the most success-
ful country in the world. And yet we 
are criticized by the Malloch Browns of 
the world, by almost everybody in the 
United Nations, for what we do. I find 
it so ironic that we provide so much of 
the money for the United Nations. 

When you look around, you see that 
we are the most successful country in 
the world, and how these people can 
come in and criticize us for what we do. 
I want to say, our Ambassador Bolton 
said, it was a criticism of the American 
people. I think that that is absolutely 
true. 

He criticized our people. I think that 
that is such an affront to us, and I 
think the American people understood 
that as an affront. And he chastised the 
Bush administration because we had 
not constructively engaged the Amer-
ican people in what good things the 
United Nations was doing. He is telling 
us we are too inadequate to explain 
that. 

Well, the American people are very 
smart people. We are the smartest peo-
ple in the world too, I think. They un-
derstand, rightfully, if the United Na-
tions was doing what it was supposed 
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to be doing, its work would stand for 
itself. That is the kind of thing that we 
Americans understand. 

I think that it is, aside from the fact 
that he was injecting himself into the 
political life of this country which he 
has absolutely no business doing, he 
really insulted the American people. 
And he insulted us. 

I want to say that my recommenda-
tion would be on the United Nations, 
they are going to come to us and say 
they need a lot of money to renovate 
that old building up there. My rec-
ommendation is that they take the 
United Nations to the Sudan. They 
build a building in the Sudan, and they 
move the entire United Nations to Af-
rica. 

Then I would like to see how many of 
those people who are currently serving 
in the United Nations would like to 
move there and use their expertise to 
help Africa get out of the poverty that 
it suffers. I do not think you are going 
to see many of those people want to go 
there. They come here and they like to 
live the life that they live in the 
United States, but they do not want to 
respect what we do in the United 
States and how we have gotten to 
where we have gotten. 

I want to thank Congressman WAMP 
for bringing this Special Order here to-
night. I think you are right. We need to 
talk about this. What is going on in the 
Middle East right now is because of the 
failure of the United Nations, not the 
failure of the United States, not the 
failure of the Bush administration, not 
the failure of President Bush. It is the 
failure of the United Nations to keep 
peace in this world. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we need to keep 
the pressure on them to reform the 
way they do things, and if they do not, 
I think we need to get out. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman for all she contributes 
here in the House of Representatives. 
Let me say in closing, this is not now 
a far-out wild kind of a position that 
we are taking. 

You know, I am a very reasonable 
person, with friends all around the 
world. The last 12 years I have, through 
the National Prayer Breakfast and 
other ways, engaged friends all around 
the world. I am very much for us being 
engaged in the world, investing in the 
world. This is not a close-minded kind 
of a position. This is not a paranoid po-
sition. This is looking at the facts, 
really analyzing the bottom line of the 
United Nations. It is not meeting its 
mission. It has become ineffective, in-
efficient. It has lost credibility. The 
very people that are criticizing our 
country are enjoying the multimillion- 
dollar townhomes they live in in Man-
hattan. They enjoy the fruits of our 
free enterprise system, but they do not 
recognize the human rights and the re-
sponsibility. 

The original charge of the United Na-
tions was to ensure international peace 
and security. So I would just say if we 
want to be guaranteed international 

peace and security and sleep com-
fortably at night, we better not put our 
faith and trust in the United Nations. 
Put it in the men and women in the 
uniform of the Armed Forces of the 
United States of America and our allies 
who are willing to stand against tyr-
anny and terror and destruction. That 
is the last best hope for freedom, not 
the United Nations. 

f 

b 1815 

30-SOMETHING WORKING GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MEEK) is recognized for 60 min-
utes. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it 
is an honor to address the House here 
on this Thursday evening. As you 
know, the 30-something Working Group 
comes to the floor daily to not only 
share with Members of the House, but 
also with the American people, issues 
that are facing our Nation and things 
and ideas that we have on this side of 
the aisle that can assist us in moving 
this country to a new direction. 

Here in the House, as you know, we 
have been sharing, not only with the 
Members, but also with the American 
people a plan for a new direction for 
America, and a new direction that will 
be helping a number of Americans in 
their everyday lives, making sure that 
we have affordable health care, as it re-
lates to fixing the issue on prescription 
drugs and as it relates to costs, also 
dealing with issues such as the min-
imum wage, making sure that Amer-
ican workers are able to receive an in-
crease, just like we have received an 
increase here in the House of Rep-
resentatives over a period of a number 
of years, year after year. We will talk 
about that a little further. 

As you know, we have a plan here in 
the House, where we have been not 
only calling for a vote, but asking the 
Republicans to join us here and in-
crease the minimum wage. 

We want to increase it to $7.25 an 
hour. It is now $5.15. There are millions 
of Americans that are still, since 1977, 
not able to see an increase in minimum 
wage. 

Also cracking down on price gouging, 
we have talked about that, we have 
tried to pass legislation on that. The 
Republican majority has blocked us 
from being able to do that. 

The simple fact is, Mr. Speaker, the 
majority actually wins here in this 
House. Right now, that is the Repub-
lican majority, and it is important 
that folks understand that that is the 
case, and that we have the will and the 
desire to lead in that area and making 
sure that American people are able to 
receive an increase in the minimum 
wage. 

Another issue, in putting America in 
a new direction, is making sure that we 
cut costs as it relates to student loans, 
cut interest rates in half and make 

sure that it is affordable for families. 
So many families are going to be send-
ing their children off to college this 
fall. Some will not, because they can’t 
afford it. 

Student loans have gone up. Student 
aid has gone down. It is important that 
we look at that as it relates to building 
the next generation of leaders and 
making sure that we have an educated 
America, to make sure that parents 
and grandparents are able to see their 
children or grandchildren do better 
than what we have done academically, 
because of affordability, and also ac-
cess. 

Also making sure, ensuring that re-
tirees can retire in dignity, protecting 
Social Security, making sure that it is 
not privatized, making sure that it is 
here for future generations is our goal. 
We want to make sure we are able to 
do that and being able to place Amer-
ica in a new direction. 

Also, something that the Republican 
majority has failed to do is pay as we 
go, making sure that whatever we in-
vest in that we show how we are going 
to pay for it. I think it is very, very 
important. 

Mr. RYAN and I here this evening will 
point out a number of these issues that 
are not being addressed. But we have 
already made a commitment to the 
American people in 
housedemocrats.gov, in our commit-
ment of putting America in a new di-
rection, making sure that we meet the 
needs of everyday working Americans. 

So with that, Mr. RYAN, if I can, I 
would be more than happy to yield to 
you, sir. It is once again a pleasure to 
be on the floor with you, to be able to 
hold a flag with the 30-something 
Working Group, to make sure that we 
share with the American people things 
that we are working on, will try to 
work on and will, if given the oppor-
tunity to, do so. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman. I always enjoy our afternoon 
sessions here much better than the late 
night sessions that we normally have. 

But you made a point earlier that I 
think we need to expound upon, that is, 
the issue of debt and balancing the 
budget. You mentioned PAYGO. 

One of the fundamental issues we 
need to get our hands around, as the 
country blesses us with the majority in 
the fall, is that we have got to figure 
out what we are going to do with this 
tremendous debt that we have. 

We have, as a country, borrowed 
more, and you have a great poster up 
there, we have borrowed more from for-
eign interests in the last 5 years than 
every President prior to George W. 
Bush has in the last 224 or 225 years. 
That’s a lot of money that we owe 
Japan, China, OPEC countries. 

We don’t have the money to be giving 
the tax cuts that we have, war spend-
ing, military spending. We don’t have 
that money so we go out and borrow it. 
It is very important that we will do as 
a Congress, and the first few days that 
we are here as a Democratic majority, 
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is reimplement the PAYGO rules that 
were in place. Pay-as-you-go. 

That basically means that as we pass 
a budget that we will not spend any 
money that we have to go and borrow. 
You either find the money from an-
other program, or you go and raise the 
money somewhere else. But you don’t 
just spend money on a program and 
have to go to China in order to ask 
them to loan you money in order to 
fund it. That is a fundamental dif-
ference that the Democratic Party ad-
heres to as opposed to our friends on 
the other side. 

With all due respect, their rhetoric is 
right on, balanced budgets, rein in gov-
ernment, smaller government. The 
rhetoric is all there is. If you look at 
the actions over the past 5 years, when 
you are borrowing so much money 
from China and Japan, you have got to 
pay interest on it just like your car or 
your home. 

So this chart highlights for us the 
difference between the Democratic pri-
orities and making sure you have 
money that you can spend, or not 
spend, as opposed to going out and bor-
rowing it. This is the chart that high-
lights all of this. 

The big red bar on the left is what we 
just pay on interest, on the debt, just 
interest. This isn’t paying down the 
principal at all. This is just for inter-
est, 230 or $235 billion will be spent in 
2007 just paying down the interest on 
the money that we have borrowed. 

It pales in comparison to the Presi-
dent’s budget for 2007 in education, 
homeland security, and veterans. So we 
need to ask ourselves, what do we be-
lieve in as a country? Do we believe 
this is the right way to go? Do we be-
lieve that this is how we want to ad-
minister government, or do we believe 
we need to put back in the PAYGO 
rules, put them in place, make sure 
that this Congress, regardless of who is 
in charge, or who is in the White 
House, cannot go out and spend money 
that we don’t have? 

Now, what is frustrating for those of 
us in the 30-something Working Group 
is that we are going to spend a good 
part of the next decade trying to repair 
some of the major structural damage 
that this administration and this Re-
publican Congress have caused. That is 
the botto line. It is not trying to em-
bellish what the problem is, but this is 
it. 

When President Clinton was in, and 
the Democrats passed our budget in 
1993, without one Republican vote, that 
balanced budget led to surpluses and 
created over 20 million jobs. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. I have a chart 
just like your chart. We have two of 
them. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. See, last night, 
you tried to one-up me with the chart, 
and now tonight you are copying my 
charts. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Well, you 
know, Mr. RYAN, I think the point 
needs to be made in such a way and I 
think the point needs to be made, and 

I asked for another chart to be made, 
so that you can have a chart and I can 
have a chart. We can talk about what 
is happening here. 

In all seriousness, I think it is impor-
tant that when you look at the inter-
est, you can almost, as it relates to the 
blue, invest in education three times 
what we are paying on the debt. 

When you look at homeland security, 
you got folks as well up here on the 
other side of the aisle talking about we 
have got to protect America. You have 
another chart. I wish you could pull 
that other chart out, because folks 
need to understand what we are talk-
ing about, because that is what we do 
here in the 30-something Working 
Group. We have third-party validators. 
That is the chart right there. I don’t 
have one of those. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I will get you one. 
Mr. MEEK of Florida. But you look 

at that, and then when you look at vet-
erans, and this second chart is so that 
we can take it. We can leave that chart 
on the floor. Because when we start 
talking about a Republican majority 
making history in all the wrong ways, 
this chart needs to go with us through-
out this Capitol. 

Do you know what we need to do? We 
need to put this chart and that chart, 
just like this one, outside of our office. 
That is what we are going to do. All 
next week, this chart and your chart 
that looks just like it, we will get an 
easel and put it outside of our office. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Then when we 
come down here, we will just take the 
chart from our office and carry it down 
here. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Bingo. Vet-
erans, I have a lot of veterans in my 
district. I am going to tell you right 
now, Mr. RYAN, they are hurting. They 
are hurting because they are having to 
wait several weeks to see the ophthal-
mologist or podiatrist or whatever the 
case may be, because there is a back-up 
at the veterans administration. In 
rural America, which I don’t represent, 
I represent a very urban area, Dade and 
Broward counties, two of the most pop-
ulated counties in Florida, that vet-
erans clinic is only open two and three 
times a month. 

Veterans have to wait to go in and 
get what we told them we would give 
them, because they put their life on 
the line, some of their friends laid their 
lives down for us to salute one flag 
here today. But better yet, the Repub-
lican majority is still going out, put-
ting it on a credit card, putting this 
country in debt that we have never 
seen before. 

But even better, yesterday, they talk 
about, well, we have done this in home-
land security. I think you have the 
facts there, but because this chart was 
so revealing, I want to make sure, and 
we will make sure that we have this 
out next week, which I think will be 
our last week in session before we 
break for August, have this out so 
Members can see it. We definitely want 
the American people to know what is 
going on. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. What this really 
illustrates is our plan, as we have it 
here before I get into the homeland se-
curity, our plan is, as we begin to rein 
in the spending from the Republican 
Congress, cut out the corporate wel-
fare, with the Medicare part D, all the 
major subsidies that are going to all 
the big pharmaceuticals and health 
care industries, what we want to do is 
we begin to move towards balancing 
the budget, reducing this payment here 
in the red, and then we have money to 
invest in lowering college tuition costs, 
making sure health care is affordable 
for all of our citizens, making sure we 
raise the minimum wage. All of these 
things are going to fit into our long- 
term economic plan that the Demo-
cratic Party has. 

We just need to control the levers of 
government here to make sure that 
happens. This is exactly how we are 
going to go about it. 

One of the other things that we will 
invest in, my good friend, and I think 
it is important to make this point, just 
in the first few days when we get in, 
think about it, raise the minimum 
wage and reduce the loans, the interest 
on the college loans, by half. 

So for the parent loans and the stu-
dent loans, in the first day or two that 
we are here, we will cut the interest 
rates on those loans in half. You will 
save thousands of dollars over the life 
of your loan, about $5,000 for the aver-
age loan. We will raise the minimum 
wage, and that is for a single mom who 
works for minimum wage, who lives in 
poverty right now. That is unaccept-
able in the United States of America. 

Another thing that we will invest in 
that this administration and the Re-
publican-led Congress have failed to 
address is the issue of border security. 
These are facts that we are going to 
show you here. When you compare, be-
cause I think again the rhetoric on the 
other side is right where it needs to be, 
but the reality is something drastically 
different. If you look at here, Clinton, 
and these are all comparing President 
Clinton and what he was doing under 
his term, two terms, and what hap-
pened under President Bush and trying 
to compare, the average number of new 
Border Patrol agents added, per year, 
under the Clinton administration, the 
average was 642 Border Patrol agents 
per year. 

Under the Bush administration, 411 
per year. It is one thing to say you are 
for protecting this country from illegal 
immigration, and it is another thing to 
do it. Under President Clinton, we were 
able do it under his leadership. 

Fines for immigration enforcement, 
through the INS, in 1999, under Presi-
dent Clinton, 417; 2004, three. Three. 
Completed immigration fraud cases, 
1995, under President Clinton, 6,455; in 
2003, 1,389, 78 percent fewer. Democrats 
understand how to administer govern-
ment and what needs to be done. Under 
the leadership of President Clinton, we 
were able to achieve success. 

I wish we could keep going in the 
right direction. 
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b 1830 

But, unfortunately, under the Repub-
lican Congress, under the Republican 
House and Senate, under President 
Bush, this Congress has consistently 
taken the country in the wrong direc-
tion, and I think it is frustrating for a 
lot of people because I think the rhet-
oric is there. 

The numbers for 2004 have come in, 
and a lot of our friends on the other 
side want to tell us how great the econ-
omy is doing. I invite all to come back 
to my district where we have thou-
sands of Delphi workers and thousands 
of General Motors workers and steel-
workers and people who are not doing 
so well, and an increase in the min-
imum wage would affect them. 

But the numbers have come in from 
2004; and in 2004, the top 1 percent, 
their real income grew by 17 percent 
for the top 1 percent. Same people that 
get the corporate welfare, same people 
that get the tax cut, real income grew 
by 17 percent. The bottom 99 grew by 
11⁄2 percent. 

Is there economic growth? Yeah. The 
problem is it is not affecting every-
body. The problem is it is just 1 or 2 
percent of the people. Even upper-in-
come people, upper-middle-class people 
did not benefit from real wage growth 
like they should have. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. It is so lop-
sided and so one-sided. Of course, Mr. 
Speaker, Members of Congress would 
come to the floor and say, oh, the econ-
omy is doing great, what are you talk-
ing about? I do not know what these 
folks are whining about that are mak-
ing $5.15 an hour; I do not know what 
their problem is. Why are they talking 
about an increase in the minimum 
wage? Matter of fact, what is the min-
imum wage? 

Well, let me just say this, they would 
not know because the Republican ma-
jority has not raised the minimum 
wage since 1997. Zero since 1997. The 
cost of whole milk has gone up 24 per-
cent. Bread has gone up 25 percent. A 4- 
year public college education has gone 
up 77 percent. Health care costs have 
gone up 97 percent, and of course, reg-
ular gas, and this is just regular gas, 
has gone up 136 percent. 

We have Republican leaders that are 
here saying in so many words not over 
my dead body am I going to raise the 
minimum wage. Of course, what are 
you talking about? The economy is 
doing great. If you let the Republican 
majority tell you that, you know what? 
In 1998 Members of Congress received 
$3,100 in a raise. In 1998, no minimum 
wage increase. In 2000, $4,600 raise for 
Members of Congress; in 2000, min-
imum-wage workers, zero. 2001, $3,800 
increase, just got one the year before, 
Members of Congress; 2001, zero for 
minimum-wage workers. 2002, $4,900 in-
crease, we just had an increase, but 
you know this is not good enough. 
$4,900 increase; 2002, of course, zero. 
2003, Members of Congress, $4,700, who 
believe it is kind of good when you can 
press the button and give yourself a 

raise, but then you turn around, no in-
crease for minimum-wage workers. 
They need to suck it up. 

We are okay. $3,400 increase, thanks 
to the Republican majority; 2004 min-
imum wage, no increase, thanks to the 
Republican majority. Members of Con-
gress, $4,000, hey, it is a wonderful 
thing; minimum-wage workers wish 
they can go to work and say, hey, guess 
what I want, a $4,000, I know you just 
gave me one last year, I want another 
one this year; 2005, zero for minimum- 
wage workers. 2006, $3,100 proposed for 
Members of Congress, and if it is like 
previous years, this is what it will be; 
2006, zero as we stand here today. 

So as people start talking about, 
well, you know, the economy is doing 
great on the Republican side. Oh, do 
you not know this is great. The indica-
tors of the indicators say it is going to 
be a great year for Members of Con-
gress and for the top 11⁄2 percent or 1 
percent of those individuals that are 
millionaires. For these big-time oil ex-
ecutives that are with the $398 million 
retirement package, it is going to be 
great for them. 

It is going to be great for the oil in-
dustry after they had that meeting 
over in the White House complex 
thanks to the rubber-stamp Congress. 
They made the energy policy there, 
rubber-stamp Congress approved it, and 
look at these profits for big oil compa-
nies: $34 billion profits in 2002; 2003, $59 
billion; in 2004, $84 billion; and in 2005, 
$113 billion. 

Now, I am not on the floor as a 
Democratic Member of Congress com-
plaining about things not going my 
way. Well, guess what. It is not about 
my way. It is about the American way, 
and no one tells you, no one says when 
you pull up to the gas pump, hey, you 
over there, let me see your party affili-
ation. Are you a Democrat or a Repub-
lican or Independent or do you vote at 
all? No, they tell you that gas is $3.24. 

Meanwhile, back at the ranch, these 
oil companies are making hand over 
fist in record profits since the oil in-
dustry has even been established, ever. 
I mean, since it has been around. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Since there has 
been oil. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Since there has 
been oil, since the dinosaurs went down 
and made oil. Okay, this is just where 
it is. 

These guys, they are making more 
money than ever before, but guess 
what, the American people are paying 
for it, and the rubber-stamp Congress, 
on top of them making profits, are giv-
ing the taxpayers’ money away and 
telling the minimum-wage workers to 
suck it up. 

You want a minimum wage? We have 
got leaders in Republican conference 
that are saying minimum wage, please. 
But meanwhile, back at the ranch, 
they have been getting a raise. We have 
all been getting a raise, year after year 
after year after year after year after 
year after year. 

Minimum-wage workers punch in and 
punch out every day. We ask individ-

uals to go to work. They have gone to 
work. They are trying to raise their 
families. No one is coming to them and 
saying, hey, we are going to give you a 
$3,100 raise, we are going to give you a 
$4,700 raise, we are going to give you a 
$4,100 raise, we are going to give you a 
$3,900 raise, we are going to give you a 
$3,100 raise, and we are going to give 
you a $3,600 raise, and next year you 
are going to get another raise and the 
year after that you are going to get an-
other raise. These folks are making 
$5.15 an hour and we are saying suck it 
up. 

Well, on this side of the aisle, we 
have said we are not going to vote for 
an increase in the Members of Congress 
pay until the American people get a 
raise; and in our new direction for 
America, Mr. Speaker, we are calling 
for $7.25 an hour. If we have the oppor-
tunity, this will not be a Special Order 
floor speech talking about what we are 
going to do, like this is some prize 
fight and someone says once the fight 
happens, I am going to win. 

We are making it a promise that one 
of the first actions that we take if we 
are in the majority when it comes after 
the November elections, and we get 
here in January, the minimum wage as 
it relates to this House will be raised 
to $7.25 to help everyday American 
workers and not just help ourselves. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. And the bottom 
line with the minimum wage is that 
the increase in the minimum wage is 
good for the economy. In 1997, when it 
was raised, there were 11 million new 
jobs that were created after the in-
crease in the minimum wage, 11 mil-
lion new jobs. States that have a high-
er minimum wage than the Federal 
minimum wage have an increase in 
business start-ups, an increase in sales, 
retail sales, because it is a different 
philosophy. It puts the money in the 
pockets of the consumers and allows 
them to go out and spend the money, 
and that stimulates the economy. 

We have implemented the neocon-
servative agenda, and it has not bene-
fited 99 percent of the American peo-
ple, whether it is foreign policy, the 
war in Iran, the disengagement in the 
Middle East, what is going on all over 
the world or on the domestic side, with 
Katrina and the prescription drug bill 
and the stagnant wages and the in-
crease in energy costs, all of these 
things. 

We have now witnessed what it looks 
like when the neoconservative agenda 
is implemented, and just look around. 
If you want to know what happens, just 
look around. You see it. 

What we are trying to say is an in-
crease in the minimum wage, cutting 
student loans in half, implementing 
the 9/11 recommendations, shoring up 
our border security, these are things 
that we are going to do; and we have a 
long history in our party of doing it, 
and we will continue to do it when we 
take over. 

But it is important to recognize that 
the statistics are there regarding the 
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minimum wage. We could sit here and 
make moral arguments all night long 
because it is, it is the morally right 
thing to do; but at the same time it is 
good for the economy and it is good for 
people all over the country, and I think 
the more we recognize that, the better 
off we are going to be. 

I want to make one more point. When 
you talk about this 7 million people 
who make minimum wage and the 
underclass and the people all over our 
country who are living in poverty, and 
the minimum wage would keep you in 
poverty if you work 40 hours a week 
and you are a working mom, we only 
have 300 million people in this country. 
We are competing with billions of peo-
ple around the world, 1.3 billion in 
China, 1 billion people in India. We 
only have 300 million. 

So we have got to go to great lengths 
to make sure that all 300 million that 
are physically and mentally and emo-
tionally capable so they can be on the 
field playing for us. 

This is what an increase in the min-
imum wage does. That is what cutting 
interest rates on student loans in half, 
that is what that does. That is when 
you look at the Democratic Party’s In-
novation Agenda, creating incentives 
for venture capital and research and all 
of these things that we are doing, 
broadband access for all Americans in 
the next 5 years, when you look at 
what we want to do with alternative 
energy sources, my God, we cannot just 
reject science outright. 

Let us turn it up. You know, let us 
get America focused on an alternative 
energy plan, and we can do that and 
that is doable; but we need the leader-
ship here in Congress and the re-
sources. Instead of going to the top 1 
percent to give them a tax cut, we 
should be focusing on what is the next 
generation of alternative energy going 
to be. 

Let us implement the recommenda-
tions from the 9/11 Commission. Let us 
secure our ports. We can do all these 
things; and at the same time as we are 
doing this, we have to talk about what 
Mr. TANNER came down here a couple 
of weeks ago to talk about with us, 
DENNIS CARDOZA from California, his 
piece of legislation, that says we are 
going to audit, we are going to audit 
the Federal Government, and we are 
going to make sure that there is no fat, 
no waste, no abuse, no misspent funds, 
no misappropriated funds, no 
misallocated funds, and frankly, like in 
Iraq, there are funds missing, $9 bil-
lion. Nobody knows where it is. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. In Iraq miss-
ing? We are missing money here. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I know. 
Mr. MEEK of Florida. There are 

agencies, Mr. Speaker, in the millions, 
oh, we do not know what happened to 
$24 million. They just write it off like 
it is nothing. I mean, you do not even 
have to go as far as Iraq. Right here in 
Washington, D.C., because the rubber- 
stamp Congress will not call these indi-
viduals in. People are in committee 

talking about, I do not know where it 
went; it came to us. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. You know what 
Mr. TANNER’s bill says, it is our bill, it 
says that if you are the Secretary of 
the Department and you cannot pass 
these audits, then after a couple of 
years, you have got to come back be-
fore the United States Senate and you 
have got to get confirmed again be-
cause you are not doing your job. 

We are trying to run a government 
that is based, it looks like it is 1950, 
but society has moved forward. Society 
has decentralized, and the Republican 
Congress, they are like dinosaurs that 
just do not recognize the changes that 
have come in the world and have not 
done the due diligence necessary to re-
form government. 

I mean, you can say, well, here is the 
Democrats making this up again. We 
do not have to make anything up. Look 
how FEMA worked with Katrina. Look 
at how after the military portion of the 
war in Iraq, look at how we have done 
after that, not only losing money but 
not achieving the objective, not really 
having an objective, to having a big 
problem there, too. 

b 1845 
As Newt Gingrich said last week on 

Meet the Press, with all that is going 
on around the world, our bureaucracies 
do not have the capabilities of handling 
all these situations. State Department, 
Pentagon, Department of Defense, all 
of these. Come on. We need to reform 
this government and we don’t have 
time to wait. 

Because if there is going to be a ter-
rorist attack in the United States of 
America, it is not going to be like 
Katrina where we have 5 days where we 
could watch it on the Weather Channel 
and know it is coming. This govern-
ment needs reformed and it needs re-
formed immediately and that means 
getting to the bottom of things. That 
means getting all the facts necessary. 
That means calling hearings. 

What that also means, Mr. MEEK, is 
that some people are going to get em-
barrassed. Maybe people just need to 
come before Congress and say, ‘‘Mr. 
MEEK, under this system, no one could 
do this job.’’ Maybe that is the case. I 
will give you the benefit of the doubt. 
You appointed equestrian attorneys 
and all this other stuff to key posi-
tions. Yes, there has been a lot of cro-
nyism here, let’s not make any mis-
take about it. And it cost lives and 
money during Katrina, bottom line. 
But at the same time, maybe there are 
good people, hardworking Americans, 
that want to serve their government 
that are trapped in a bureaucracy that 
was designed in the 1930s or 1940s or 
1950s and has stayed there and they 
can’t work within this bureaucracy. 

Have the decency and the guts to try 
to reform it. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Somebody 
needs to be embarrassed? Somebody 
needs to be fired. 

Embarrassed? Oh, please. They are 
just following the lead of the Repub-

lican majority. If I was an agency de-
partment head or secretary or someone 
confirmed by the Senate, I mean, when 
I look at my chart here, when I look at 
$1.05 trillion in borrowing from foreign 
nations, dethroning 42 Presidents, 224 
years of history where they only bor-
rowed $1.01 trillion, how in the world 
could I rein in a department head 
where I have endorsed this, in the tril-
lions of dollars, $1.05 trillion in 4 years 
alone. It is almost like me calling my 
children into the room and to say: 
You’re doing the wrong thing. You’re 
eating at 11 o’clock at night. You’re 
going to get heavy. You’re going to get 
sick. 

They say: Well, Dad, look at you. 
You have eight gallons of ice cream sit-
ting right in front of you. How can you 
talk to me about not eating at 11 
o’clock at night and eating too much 
sugar? 

How in the world can the Republican 
Congress go to these department heads 
who can’t find $24 million that are 
missing in their agency and they have 
borrowed, here in this Congress, $1.05 
trillion, record breaking, from foreign 
nations. 

I am not going to even spend time 
taking the stuff off because I wish I 
had time to deal with it but I don’t. 
The bottom line is these are the coun-
tries that own a part of the American 
apple pie because of the mismanage-
ment of the Republican majority. That 
is the bottom line. You see the coun-
tries. I don’t need to call them out. 
They are buying our debt. If you came 
to me and said, my good friend, can I 
borrow $50 from you? I consider us good 
friends, but if I loaned you $50, our re-
lationship is now changed. Even if you 
pay me back, which I think you will, 
within 5 or 6 days, our relationship has 
changed because you have asked to 
borrow some of the money that I work 
hard for, that I can spend on issues 
dealing with my family. 

These countries have bought our 
debt. The relationship has changed, 
thanks to the Republican majority and 
the White House. $1.01 trillion, 224 
years, Mr. Speaker, of the country’s 
history, 4 years under the Bush admin-
istration and the rubber-stamp Con-
gress. You dethrone 224 years of his-
tory, of borrowing from foreign na-
tions. We borrow a record number and 
these are the nations: Japan, China, 
the U.K., the Caribbean, Taiwan, OPEC 
nations. Who are the OPEC nations? 
Let’s just go down the list because 
there are so many but they own $67.8 
billion of our debt: Iran, Iraq, Libya, 
Saudi Arabia, Venezuela, Nigeria, Ku-
wait, Qatar, the UAE. I can go on. Ec-
uador. I can go on and on and on. 
Meanwhile, folks come to the floor and 
get all swollen and saying, we need to 
watch these foreigners and what 
they’re doing and how they’re doing it. 

The bottom line is the foreigners 
have bought our debt, thanks to you. It 
is upsetting. It is upsetting to the 
point that we have veterans that are 
out there allowing us to salute one 
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flag, laid their life down, watched their 
friends die, and we are sitting here giv-
ing tax cuts to billionaires and mis-
appropriating dollars and not providing 
the oversight. So how in the world a 
Member of Congress can sit up here, es-
pecially on the majority side and talk 
about reining someone in because they 
have misappropriated dollars and they 
don’t know where they are. This rub-
ber-stamp Republican majority has 
given the White House everything they 
want. And what do we have to show for 
it? 

Let’s look at the Middle East. Let’s 
look at something as far as the eye can 
see that folks start talking about an 
exit strategy. How in the world can you 
even come up with a strategy when you 
have done it alone and have given the 
White House everything they wanted? 
The Congress, well-documented, mis-
led. You got the White House saying, 
well, you know, we were misled, too. 
The President has said, well, as it re-
lates to trying to take the training 
wheels off the Iraqi government, saying 
that they have to provide their own se-
curity, that’s for a future President to 
deal with. He has already punted and 
said, That’s for a future President to 
deal with. 

Congress, of course, rubber-stamp Re-
publican Congress, yes, sir, Benny Hill 
salute, yes, sir. Whatever you want. So 
shall it be written, so shall it be done, 
Mr. President. 

That is not the case in a democracy. 
Bill Clinton did not celebrate that rela-
tionship. Even Bush I did not celebrate 
that relationship. It goes to show you 
when democracy breaks down and gov-
ernance breaks down and you have this 
rubber-stamp, rally-rally-rally Con-
gress, that we’re going to support you 
no matter how bad your policies are, 
we’re going to rubber-stamp everything 
that you do, how in the world can they 
rein someone in and have oversight and 
say, oh, so you don’t know where $24 
million that we’ve given you of the 
taxpayers’ dollars are and how they 
were spent? Or wasted? You can’t an-
swer that? You’re fired. 

The bottom line is we are going to 
subpoena you and the rest of the folks 
that work in that agency until we find 
out where the $24 million has gone. The 
real issue is this. The American people, 
Democrat, Republican, Independent, 
someone that is not voting now and is 
now taking interest in what is hap-
pening up here in Washington, D.C. has 
to have a problem of what’s going on. 

I am just going to say that the facts 
are what they are. Some nights I come 
to the floor, I say, it’s not even fair. 
It’s just too much stuff. It’s too much 
to talk about. It’s too much to even 
shed light on. We come to the floor and 
we share the same information many 
times because it is so historical. It is 
historical in a way to where that 
never, never before in the history of 
this country has it ever been this way. 

I know it took me 10 minutes to an-
swer your question that you put out 
there, but I had to put it out there. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I appreciate you 
cutting your answer short. 

I agree with you wholeheartedly. If 
we don’t recognize and understand 
from A to Z what needs to be done in 
reforming the Government to make 
sure that we can respond to the needs 
of our constituents, we are in the serv-
ice industry down here. We administer 
programs and we regulate commerce 
and we take care of foreign policy and 
we build a military, raise a military, 
raise an army. We have that obliga-
tion. I commend you for your passion 
and your support and your ideas which 
do not go unnoticed. But it is so impor-
tant for us to recognize when we get 
down here, the few decisions that we 
will make immediately will have an 
immediate impact on the lives of every 
American. By auditing the Government 
and by going back to make sure that 
we can figure out how Government 
needs to look and run and be adminis-
tered and executed in the 21st century 
based on an economy that is based on 
knowledge and information and 
science, not necessarily industry and 
huge steel companies and huge auto 
companies and big bureaucracies were 
needed to combat and administer and 
lift people up. I think to a certain ex-
tent we need to maintain those prin-
ciples, but at the same time Govern-
ment needs to change. 

There are so many programs that 
have really been frustrating, Mr. 
Speaker, that we have seen funding 
reined in on, the programs that will ul-
timately lead to economic develop-
ment: the manufacturing extension 
program, the Small Business Adminis-
tration 7(a) loan program. These are 
the kind of things that local economic 
development folks can use. We need to 
focus on how we export goods out of 
this country. We have been playing a 
lot of defense and I think the resent-
ment that you feel in places like Ohio 
and Indiana and Pennsylvania and the 
old industrial Midwest is not that 
there is change, but the country has 
the wherewithal to pass free trade 
agreements and begin to compete in a 
global economy; but at the same time, 
we haven’t done anything at home to 
make sure that we have adequate 
skilled workers that will be able to be 
employed or create wealth in this new 
society and which we can export and 
create wealth with business incubators, 
with job retraining. 

Why is it so difficult for us to get 
some of these workers from the auto 
industry or the steel industry or wher-
ever it may be into the health care in-
dustry? We have a nursing shortage on 
one hand. We have job reductions in 
many other industries. What is the 
problem? We need 3 million health care 
workers in the next decade or so. We 
need a million new nurses in the next 
decade or so. Government needs to be 
nimble enough and flexible enough 
where we could make sure that we ad-
dress these issues. Not because we want 
to do it for the sake of the Government 
but because we want to do it because it 

is going to be good for the overall econ-
omy. It is going to be good. The more 
nurses, the more doctors, the healthier 
we are going to be. The more general 
sense we have about wellness and com-
munity health clinics and putting clin-
ics in our schools and wellness pro-
grams and intramural programs and 
after-school programs, these ulti-
mately lead to healthier, more edu-
cated, more productive citizens which 
means increased value, more wealth 
creation and ultimately a strong Amer-
ica so that we can deal with all of these 
complex problems in the world, not 
from a position of weakness. 

I think what you showed with your 
map, with all the different countries 
and the debt that is owed and the net 
interest that we are paying on the 
debt, we are now in a position of weak-
ness. We need help with North Korea 
and we go to our bank, China, and ask 
them for help. You can’t negotiate 
from a position of weakness. That is 
what we are doing right now. So we 
don’t get any help with North Korea. 
We need help with Iran and some of 
these other countries. Everyone who is 
loaning us money says, go take a hike. 
And we hear the utter disrespect that 
Vladimir Putin showed, not our Presi-
dent but our country, because our 
President is representing all of us, all 
300 million, when he goes to the G–8 
summit. And to have Vladimir Putin 
basically say, no thanks, we don’t want 
the kind of democracy that you’re try-
ing to push in Iraq, that is dis-
respecting the United States of Amer-
ica. When you look at how people are 
viewing us around the world, it be-
comes very, very difficult to try to pro-
mote the kind of values that we all be-
lieve in and try to maintain our 
strength here at home. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. In closing, we 
really have to look at what is hap-
pening right now. I know we are doing 
all that we can do. We have filed legis-
lation. We were able to stop the privat-
ization of Social Security by having 
over 500 town hall meetings throughout 
the country. The President burned all 
kinds of Federal jet fuel flying around 
the country trying to convince people 
that they need to privatize their Social 
Security. That was very, very unfortu-
nate. Taxpayers’ money was spent. 
Still the plan was abandoned. 

We also pushed very hard to make 
sure that we pay as we go here on the 
floor. We are still fighting on that as it 
relates to our Federal spending. You 
talk about the tax and spend and what-
ever the case may be. I can tell you 
that Republicans can’t look in the mir-
ror here in the House, the majority 
can’t look in the mirror and say that 
they are the example of fiscal responsi-
bility because I think the history of 
this country will show and this 109th 
Congress, and even the Congress before 
that, that there has been more spend-
ing now than any other time in the his-
tory of this country, especially when 
you look at what happened during the 
Lyndon Johnson years versus the Bush 
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years. Because right now you are see-
ing with the rubber-stamp Congress 
and President Bush that the Lyndon 
Johnson administration and the Con-
gress at that time has been dethroned 
as it relates to spending. 

b 1900 

So I think it is very important that 
we look at that. I think it is also im-
portant to look at our plan, America 
going in a new direction, going into a 
new direction, making sure that they 
have representation here in this House. 
And this is for every American, not 
just Democrats, not just Republicans, 
not just Independent, not just individ-
uals that have decided to participate in 
the political process, making sure that 
we help working families every day and 
the individuals that are retired and our 
veterans and all of the folks that we 
should be fighting for in a very fierce 
way. 

I think it is important that if you 
folks really want to look at making 
sure these oil companies no longer 
price gouge Americans, making sure 
that we have affordable health care and 
prescription drug care, making sure 
that working families are able to make 
a livable wage, that is something that 
we are working very hard on. 

We are going to start with the min-
imum wage, moving that to $7.25 from 
$5.15, making sure that the Congress 
doesn’t give themselves another raise. 
And the Democratic leader and the 
Democratic whip and myself and a 
number of members of our caucus have 
said, no increase for Members of Con-
gress until the American people get an 
increase. 

And also, what Mr. RYAN talked 
about a little earlier, Mr. Speaker, cut-
ting the student loan interest rate in 
half so that it can be affordable for 
folks to go to college to be able to 
make a stronger workforce for us. Also, 
as it relates to tax breaks for those 
that are paying for college. 

I already hit the issue on preventing 
the administration and those here in 
Congress from privatizing Social Secu-
rity. And I think it is also important 
for us to note that all of this is on our 
Web site with our energy plan, our real 
security plan as it relates to protecting 
America, and our plan on investing in 
the Midwest versus in the Middle East, 
of E85 and other alternative fuels. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I will give the 
Web site. In closing, I would just like 
to say that when you look at the his-
tory of the country, being an American 
really is an adventure. We have seen, 
from the inception of this country, 
that there have been tremendous chal-
lenges. But tremendous leaders and he-
roes abound in the country, all over, in 
the public sector, in the private sector, 
in education, in science, in medicine. 
We have seen and produced some of the 
greatest individuals in the history of 
the world, and being an American is an 
adventure. 

The most frustrating part, I believe, 
in the last several years, and we have 

said this before on this floor, is that 
after 9/11, with all of the political cap-
ital that the President had, with the 
whole country watching him, the best, 
greatest most demanding challenge he 
could come up with was for the Amer-
ican people to go out and go shopping. 
You know, that, I think, illustrates the 
kind of leadership we do not need in all 
of these changing times. 

And so our leadership that we pro-
vide from Article I, section 1 of the 
United States Constitution, which cre-
ates this House of Representatives, I 
am excited about the possibilities, 
come January, that we will have, when 
we are running this government, at 
least from the House side and hopefully 
from the Senate side too. 

But like you said, we want to use all 
of the talents, all the creativity, all of 
the ability and intellect that this coun-
try can muster to make sure we are 
pushing it forward. As you said, with 
alternative energies and investments 
in education and getting creative with 
how we are going to create wealth in 
the 21st century, through business in-
cubators and some of these small busi-
ness programs that we have that can go 
and help and retool small businesses 
that don’t have the wherewithal to pay 
$1 million for consultants to come in. 

We have a public program that allows 
businesses to retool themselves for 80 
or $90,000. And I have had people in my 
office who have experienced this pro-
gram. It led to tremendous job growth 
here in the United States. 

So there are things that we can do. 
And I think it is an exciting time for 
all of us. And I very much look forward 
to us doing this in January. 
www.housedemocrats.gov/30something. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. RYAN, it 
was a pleasure being on the floor with 
you this evening. As you know, we 
want to thank the Democratic leader 
for allowing us to have this time. 

We also would say that it was a 
pleasure addressing the House 

f 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
THE JUDICIARY TO HAVE UNTIL 
MIDNIGHT, JULY 21, 2006, TO FILE 
REPORT ON H.R. 2965, FEDERAL 
PRISON INDUSTRIES COMPETI-
TION IN CONTRACTING ACT OF 
2005 

Mr. KING of Iowa (during Special 
Order of Mr. MEEK of Florida). Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Judiciary Committee be permitted 
to file a committee report to accom-
pany the bill, H.R. 2965, no later than 
midnight on July 21, 2006. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Ms. Curtis, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed 

with an amendment in which the con-
currence of the House is requested, a 
bill of the House of the following title: 

H.R. 2864. An act to provide for the con-
servation and development of water and re-
lated resources, to authorize the Secretary 
of the Army to construct various projects for 
improvements to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

f 

VACATING 5-MINUTE SPECIAL 
ORDER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the 5-minute Special Order 
for the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
GUTKNECHT) is vacated. 

There was no objection. 
f 

HONORING OUR TROOPS IN IRAQ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCHENRY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my pleasure to be here on the House 
floor tonight to report to my col-
leagues and those who may be watch-
ing what I learned over the last long 
weekend. I was privileged to go with 
Chairman PETE HOEKSTRA of the House 
Intelligence Committee to Iraq. It was 
my first trip to Iraq. It was a very eye- 
opening experience, Mr. Speaker and 
Members, one that I won’t soon forget. 

Before I get started talking about 
that trip and some of the lessons that 
I learned while we were there, I would 
like to start with a quote. And I will 
come back to this later. The quote is: 
‘‘Do not try to do too much with your 
own hands. It is their war, and you are 
here to help them win it, not win it for 
them.’’ I am going to come back to 
that quote later, Mr. Speaker, because 
I think it says so much about some of 
the things that we learned while we 
were in Iraq. Most importantly, I will 
come back and tell you who it was that 
originally said that. 

The first thing I want to say tonight, 
though, is an enormous thank you and 
congratulations to the brave Ameri-
cans who serve the United States in 
uniform. 

When you get off the plane in Bagh-
dad, you realize what they have to put 
up with, particularly during the sum-
mer. When the door opens on that 
plane, it is like opening the door of an 
oven. And there to greet you are bright 
young Americans, and they are in full 
uniform, helmets, heavy flak jackets. 
And I don’t know what the tempera-
ture was, but it was the hottest I have 
ever experienced in my life. And those 
are the conditions under which our 
brave Americans do their business 
every day. And it is not just that they 
do it for 8 hours a day with long 
lunches and coffee breaks. The folks 
over there are working 12 hours a day 
and, in many cases, 7 days a week. And 
I don’t think there is anything that we 
could say here in this Congress which 
would ever adequately express the 
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thanks that we have for the sacrifices 
that they make for serving this coun-
try. 

I should also say a very special thank 
you to their families. The ones that I 
met and the ones that I was able to 
talk to probably had more to say about 
their families and wanted to make sure 
that they knew that they were okay 
and that they were doing their jobs and 
that they missed home. But more im-
portantly, many of them said that they 
really felt that they were doing some-
thing that was important there. 

So I want to, first of all, just recog-
nize the professionalism that we saw 
every step of the way. When we left Ku-
wait, we were flying on a C–130, and I 
was lucky enough to get the long 
straw, so I got to sit up in the cockpit. 
And the young people who were flying 
that plane, and I almost called them 
kids, because I don’t think even the 
pilot was 30 years old, but they were 
among the most professional pilots and 
crew that I have ever had the privilege 
to fly with. 

As we got closer to Baghdad, all of a 
sudden this young pilot and all the 
crew became very animated and they 
were paying a lot of attention to what 
was happening on the ground. And I 
quickly figured out what they were 
doing. They were looking for any puffs 
of smoke or anything that might be 
fired at the C–130 we were flying in. 

Finally, as we got closer to Baghdad, 
the pilot literally turned that big, fat 
C–130 into a dive bomber. And they 
make a special approach when they 
landed at the Baghdad airport. And in 
spite of that almost dive-bomb ap-
proach, he made an incredibly smooth 
and soft landing. And I want to thank 
him for that. 

But as I say, we had an opportunity 
to meet with a number of the folks who 
were serving over there. I am going to 
talk just a little bit tonight about one 
of those units, a National Guard unit 
from the State of North Dakota. 

What they do every day, Mr. Speak-
er, Members, is they go out on the 
roads, mostly at night, and they look 
for these IEDs, these improvised explo-
sive devices. And they told us that 
since they have been there, and they 
have been there 10 months, they have 
found 562 of those devices that they 
were ultimately able to have disposed 
of so that they caused no damage to 
people or to property along the roads of 
Iraq. 

Forty-two of those explosives de-
vices, however, went off while they 
were trying to work with them. Forty- 
two. In fact, I talked to one young 
man, I believe his name was Lynch, 
from North Dakota, and he had been 
involved in four incidents where the 
IED went off. And I really can’t say 
enough about the people who do that 
kind of thing every day. 

As I say, there is no way that we in 
Congress, there are no words that we 
could offer here in Congress which 
could repay the debt of gratitude that 
I think we and the people of Iraq have 

to the brave Americans like that unit 
from North Dakota. 

We also had a chance to visit a field 
hospital there, and it was kind of iron-
ic because one of the people that we 
met there was someone that I already 
knew. He was one of the top surgeons 
at the Mayo Clinic, and I am privileged 
to represent Rochester, Minnesota and 
the Mayo Clinic. Dr. Mike Yaszemski. 
And Dr. Yaszemski was there and had 
been in Iraq since about the Fourth of 
July, and he and some of the other sur-
geons told me that they had been up 
since 2:00 that morning, performing 
surgery on five folks who were involved 
with an IED that night. 

And later we got to go in and visit in 
the hospital there with some of the sol-
diers who had been treated. And one of 
them was more than happy to tell his 
entire story. And while they were pin-
ning the Purple Heart on the sheet on 
his bed, he told his entire story and 
what it was like to go through one of 
these IED explosions. Perhaps the most 
moving moment, though, was, as he 
was telling his story, how the Humvee 
that he had been in had essentially 
been blown about 150 feet off the 
ground, and I can’t remember whether 
it was he came down upside down or 
the Humvee came down on its side, but 
the vehicle was on fire, and one of his 
buddies, a private, said get out. You 
have got to get out. You have got to 
get out. And he said, well, I am para-
lyzed from the waist down. And he 
couldn’t get out of the Humvee him-
self. 

Now, this was a fairly large guy. I 
would guess he probably weighed 230 
pounds. And he said that the private 
was a pretty small little guy. And here 
this private, when he realized that his 
buddy was caught in the Humvee and it 
was on fire and he hollered out that he 
was paralyzed from the waist down, he 
couldn’t get out, this young private got 
in there and got him out. I don’t know 
exactly how he pulled him out, but it 
was an amazing story. And this young 
individual wanted to make sure that 
before they loaded him on to one of the 
big transport planes, the C–17 to fly 
him to the hospital in Germany at 
Landstuhl, he wanted to make sure 
that he got a chance to say thank you 
to that private, because he said he 
saved his life. 

And as he told his story, we were 
standing around, and I know what I 
was thinking. I was thinking, gee, is he 
going to be paralyzed for the rest of his 
life? 

Well, thanks to the good work of sur-
geons like Dr. Mike Yaszemski, I am 
happy to report that that soldier is 
going to be able, as he laid there, he 
smiled and he says, ‘‘I can wiggle my 
toes.’’ And what a happy story it was 
for all of us in that room. 

And we owe such a debt of gratitude 
to the staff, including people like Dr. 
Michael Yaszemski from Mayo Clinic 
for the magic that they do and the 
hard work that they do and the dedica-
tion that they have every single day. 

You know, the U.S. military, I think, 
is unmatched in the world and perhaps 
in the history of the world in terms of 
the execution of conventional war. 
There is little doubt that we have no 
adversaries in the rest of the world who 
can match the firepower, the training, 
the technology and, most importantly, 
the professionalism of the Americans 
who serve us in uniform. No one can 
really challenge the United States in a 
conventional war. 

b 1915 
But as we toured around Iraq and 

went to several of the bases and, more 
importantly, as we spent time in Bagh-
dad, it became obvious to me that the 
security situation was not what I had 
expected. As a matter of fact, we had 
to fly in helicopters, Black Hawk heli-
copters, to fly from the airport into the 
Green Zone. And it had been my under-
standing that one time people who 
were coming to visit, like myself and 
the rest of our delegation, could actu-
ally drive into the Green Zone. But 
somebody told us that it is now the 
most dangerous highway in the world. 
And somehow after 3 years and over 
$332 billion, I guess I was somewhat 
surprised that the security situation in 
Baghdad was as bad as it is. And, again, 
I kept coming back to this notion that, 
indeed, our military is unmatched and 
unchallenged, I think, in the world in 
terms of conventional warfare. But I 
think we have to be honest with our-
selves that our military is not well 
suited to be an occupation force, and 
probably even less suited to be involved 
in the nation-building business. And I 
think that is something that I felt and 
I believe other members of our delega-
tion felt, that we are really asking our 
military to do some things which they 
are not particularly well suited to do. 

And I just wanted to offer some of 
those observations because as we were 
returning from Iraq, and it is a long 
flight, one of my colleagues who was on 
the trip with us had a copy of an arti-
cle, and I am going to submit it for the 
RECORD if it is possible, Mr. Speaker, 
but I would like to talk a little bit 
about the article, and I will enter this 
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at the 
end of my remarks. 

What it is is a column that was writ-
ten by former Secretary of Defense 
Melvin Laird, who served as Secretary 
of Defense from 1969 to 1973. He was 
also a counselor to the President for 
domestic affairs in the Nixon White 
House. And the article that I am talk-
ing about appeared in Foreign Affairs 
back in the November/December of 2005 
edition. The title of the article is 
‘‘Iraq: The Learning Lessons of Viet-
nam.’’ 

And in many respects, Melvin Laird 
is in a very unique position to talk 
about both the history of that but, 
more importantly, what we should 
learn from those years and how we 
could apply them to the situation the 
the United States finds itself in today. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to read 
from the article because I think it says 
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a lot in a few sentences right here that 
really illustrate what I think is a con-
clusion and the takeaway that I had 
from this particular visit to Iraq. 

He says: Another great tragedy of 
Vietnam was the Americanization of 
the war. This threatens to be the trag-
edy of Iraq also. The war needed to be 
turned back to the people who cared 
about it, the Vietnamese. They needed 
U.S. money and training but not more 
American blood. I called our program 
Vietnamization, and in spite of the 
naysayers, I have not ceased to believe 
that it worked.’’ 

And he goes on to say in another 
paragraph: ‘‘We need to put our re-
sources and unwavering public support 
behind a program of Iraqization so that 
we can get out of Iraq and leave the 
Iraqis in a position to protect them-
selves. The Iraq War should have been 
focused on Iraqization even before the 
first shot was fired.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I read this column on 
the way home, and I want to tell about 
where we went after we left that hos-
pital, because we flew up and we were 
only the second congressional delega-
tion since 1991 to actually go up and 
visit Kurdistan. And we landed there at 
their airport, and I was surprised. I was 
shocked because I, frankly, expected to 
be greeted by bearded warriors with 
AK–47s over their shoulders, and what 
we were greeted by were businessmen 
wearing business suits who were very 
friendly, very hospitable, and the first 
thing you see when you get off the 
plane are new buildings going up, high- 
rise buildings around the airport there. 

And as we drove into town, and I 
want to emphasize as we drove into 
town with minimum security, I asked 
about those buildings. They said, These 
are new condominiums going up. They 
are luxury condominiums. They will 
sell for anywhere from $250,000 to 
$400,000. This is in Irbil, Iraq. This is in 
the Kurdish zone. 

And we went into town, and we got to 
meet with some of the political leaders 
including their Parliament. It was in-
teresting to learn that the Parliament 
that they have there in the Kurdish 
area is very representative. Over 16 
percent of the members of the Kurdish 
Parliament are women. We even met a 
Christian who is a member of the Kurd-
ish Parliament. It is very open and 
very pragmatic. And we met with the 
Prime Minister. And he is coming to 
Washington here in the next month or 
so. I hope all Members will get a 
chance to meet him. In fact, I think he 
is coming in September. He is one of 
the most charismatic, articulate lead-
ers that I ever met. He was very candid 
with us. 

First of all, he thanked us. He 
thanked us for all that America has 
done for the Kurdish people. Now, ad-
mittedly, the Kurds from a cultural 
standpoint are different than many of 
the other Iraqis, but they are Muslim. 
And he told us that they faced all the 
same problems in 1991 that the south-
ern part of Iraq is facing today. They 

had factionalization. They had terror-
ists. But they adopted what I would de-
scribe as a zero-tolerance policy. In 
fact, they described one particular in-
cident where someone had committed 
an act of terrorism and then fled to 
Baghdad. They went after them, and 
they brought them to justice. 

You see, they have the advantage 
that they speak the language, they un-
derstand the culture, but, most impor-
tantly, they know who the bad guys 
are. And as I sort of distilled this 
story, and I was surprised by the 
wealth of the Kurdish region, one of 
our colleagues said, Well, but you have 
oil. 

And the Prime Minister smiled, and 
he said, The whole country has oil. He 
said, The difference is we have decided 
to work together to develop our re-
sources so that we can have an eco-
nomic future of prosperity for all of 
our people, whether they happen to be 
Christians or whether they happen to 
be Shiia or whether they happen to be 
Sunnis, whatever. And the only thing 
they have said is that they will not tol-
erate terrorism in their territories. 

And there are two things that they 
demand from the national government: 
One is they will not tolerate a religious 
state. Even though they are Muslims, 
they tolerate other religions, and it 
makes an enormous difference in the 
way people are living and working to-
gether in the northern portion of Iraq. 

The second thing that they said they 
demanded is an equitable distribution 
of oil royalties. And when you see what 
they have accomplished up there, you 
can understand why now that they 
have done all the work, they do not 
want to share all of their revenues with 
the people of the rest of Iraq. 

But, most importantly, we asked 
him, Don’t the Kurds really want to be 
independent? 

And again he smiled and he said, 
Well, if you polled my constituents, I 
suspect that almost universally they 
would be in favor of independence. But, 
he said, that is not practical. In fact, 
he said, we Kurds have decided that we 
have our best opportunity to work with 
the rest of the people of Iraq and be 
part of a strong and united and eco-
nomically prosperous Iraq. 

We all sat there and listened to this, 
and we met with the members of the 
Parliament. They threw an enormous 
feast for us of some of the finest food I 
have ever had in my life. And as we sat 
and listened and visited and learned 
from them, I said to myself, and it is 
one of my favorite expressions, I said, 
Success leaves clues, and if you really 
want to know what Iraq can look like, 
you would have to visit the Kurds. 

And it is unfortunate that too many 
of our colleagues have not had the 
chance or taken the chance when they 
visited Iraq to go up and visit the 
Kurds. But it is an enormous success 
story, and I think it is the model that 
if we can somehow imprint on the rest 
of the country and if the new Prime 
Minister, Mr. Maliki, will take that as 

the model, adopt it for the rest of Iraq, 
then I think that Iraq can have a very 
bright future. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I mentioned ear-
lier that the leader of our delegation, 
PETE HOEKSTRA, the chairman of the 
House Intelligence Committee, was 
good enough to invite me along and, 
more importantly, get me into some of 
the most interesting meetings I have 
ever been at. So I would like to yield to 
the leader of our congressional delega-
tion, the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. HOEKSTRA). 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I thank my col-
league for yielding. And maybe we can 
have a little bit of a dialogue about the 
trip that we had. 

It is kind of interesting. It was your 
first opportunity to be in country. It 
was my eighth trip into the theater, 
and I probably spent close to 20 days on 
the ground now in Iraq. And you are 
flying in from Kuwait, and I think you 
and I both had an opportunity to be up 
in the cockpit with the pilots. And I 
think the pilot, he had been on assign-
ment a number of times, and I believe 
this might have been his eighth tour. It 
was something like that. So he spent a 
good part of the last 3 years flying C– 
130s back and forth between Kuwait, 
Baghdad, around the theater inside 
Baghdad to Jordan, probably to UAE 
and various places. 

But what really struck me was the 
first two soldiers that I met, the con-
viction and the enthusiasm that they 
still felt for the mission. I mean, each 
time I go, the litmus test to me is kind 
of what are our soldiers saying? This 
C–130 pilot, he is flying our troops back 
and forth, and he says, We are here. I 
keep wanting to come back. We need to 
win this mission. We need to stay until 
it is done, and we are doing the right 
thing and we are making progress. 

And I think for a couple of reasons, 
these folks interact with the pilot 
maybe not as much, but they hear the 
stories of our troops on the ground as 
to the interaction that they are having 
with the Iraqi people and the apprecia-
tion from the Iraqi people. And I hope 
this is one of the things that Prime 
Minister Maliki talks about next week, 
about the genuine appreciation of the 
Iraqi people for the progress and the 
support that they have received. They 
see that appreciation. 

The other thing that I think they see 
is they see the horror of the other side. 
These are terrorists who attack civil-
ians. Our troops understand their vi-
ciousness, and they understand the na-
ture of these people, that they are not 
just attacking in Iraq, but I mean 
there is all this talk now about what is 
going on in Lebanon. 1983 is when our 
barracks were blown up, 23 years ago, 
Hezbollah. Even before that, terrorist 
groups have been attacking U.S. inter-
ests, Western interests around the 
globe. And I think our troops see the 
need to confront this and to defeat it 
and that they genuinely believe that if 
we step away and do not confront it, it 
will move back to the homeland. 
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We go on the ground to Baghdad, get 

met at the airport by someone who in-
terned in my office about a couple of 
years ago, interned in my office, went 
to Hope College in my district, got to 
be a good friend with a number of the 
people in the church that we go to, so 
he went to our church. He is now em-
bedded not in the international zone 
where you and I were, he is embedded 
with Iraqi troops that have been 
trained. So there are like eight to ten 
U.S. troops with a large group of Iraqi 
troops, and he says, Man, am I glad I 
am here. He hadn’t been there long, but 
he said, You know, this is where I 
wanted to be. This is where I want to 
be right now. I am working with Iraqi 
troops. I have been to their homes. I 
have been to their families. We need to 
do this, and we need to see the mission 
through. 

And like I said, he had just been 
there a couple of months. And like I 
said, this is a kid that I know. If he did 
not feel that way, he would have told 
me. But he had just gotten there, and 
they also see the sacrifices that the 
Iraqi people are making. 

b 1930 

There have been a lot more Iraqi 
troops, police and citizens that have 
been killed over the last number of 
months than U.S. troops. They are 
willing to go to the front lines. They 
are willing to pay the price and make 
the difference. 

You and I both saw, there is lots of 
work to be done. It is not a pretty pic-
ture on certain occasions. The day we 
were there, the folks went in and got 
the chairman of the National Olympic 
Committee. 

Maybe you have talked a little bit 
about some of the other things we ob-
served. We can talk about the training 
of the troops, the need to secure Bagh-
dad. I heard you talk about Kurdistan. 
But there is lots of work to do. It is 
two steps forward, one step back. But 
it is clearly a war against radical Islam 
that is moving forward, that needs to 
be completed. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I was talking 
about the Kurds, and I think every part 
of the trip, in my opinion, was a high-
light. I hate to say one was more im-
portant than the other. 

But what I had said before you came 
in, Congressman HOEKSTRA, was that I 
was so impressed with the Kurds and 
what they have done in taking respon-
sibility for their own area, of having 
essentially a zero tolerance policy. I 
said that I think that may be the ex-
ample that Maliki can use for the rest 
of the country. You mentioned, and 
this is what I think is the good story. 

The bad story, from my view, is that 
Baghdad is far less secure than I 
thought it was. Maybe that is my fault. 
Maybe I had a different impression. 
Maybe I had been led to believe. I am 
not sure, and I am not really in the 
blame game. 

But clearly Baghdad is still a very 
dangerous place. In fact, I think the 

phrase that some of them used is the 
road from the airport to the inter-
national zone is the most dangerous 
highway in the world. Maybe that is an 
exaggeration. But those are Americans 
who are serving there that used that 
term. 

My takeaway is probably somewhat 
different than yours, but my conclu-
sion and my takeaway is we need to 
press and continue to press for the 
Iraqis and exactly what you are talk-
ing about, where we have some of our 
Special Forces embedded and working 
with and training Iraqis. We trained, I 
think the number is 262,000 Iraqis so 
far. We need to really push them to 
step up, as they have in the northern 
parts of the country, to take responsi-
bility for policing their own streets. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman 
will yield, that is a conclusion that we 
probably reached on a bipartisan basis, 
that it is absolutely essential to as rap-
idly as possible train up the Iraqis and 
transfer sections of the country to 
Iraqi troops with U.S. advisers. They 
know the neighborhood, they know the 
culture, and I think they have the de-
sire and conviction to win. We need to 
provide them with the training and the 
resources, but then get them at the 
front lines so that the Iraqi people in 
the communities see them. This is 
their opportunity to get the country 
back. 

I think the other thing you said, it 
was my first time to Kurdistan. There 
was never a need to go there before. 
Now you can see what happens in a pe-
riod of 14 years. Remember, what was 
the number, 182,000 Kurds had been 
killed by Saddam. Iran was active in 
creating mischief. There was an ethnic 
cleansing going on in the southern part 
of Kurdistan. 

But over a period of 14 years, they 
have got political stability. The two 
major parties have come together to 
form a unity government, the economy 
is doing well and the security situation 
is good. 

So if the rest of the country can see 
Kurdistan as a model and embrace the 
kinds of reforms, I think that is the 
other thing that happened in 
Kurdistan. They are doing the things 
that are attracting foreign investment 
and foreign confidence in what they are 
doing. Because you cannot rebuild Iraq 
with just U.S. money. You need to get 
the private sector coming in, and 
Kurdistan is doing that in the laws 
they are shaping to encourage and wel-
come foreign investment into their 
area. You do it in the south and the 
rest of the country, you have got oil, 
you have got agriculture, you have 
some manufacturing, but you have got 
to put in place the right legal frame-
work. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I think you said it 
exactly right. When I left, there was 
progress. I was looking for progress. I 
think it is a three-legged stool. I think 
you have to have military or security 
progress. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. That is all about se-
curing Baghdad right now. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Exactly. That is 
where I really was disappointed. I 
thought Baghdad would be much more 
secure than what we saw or learned 
about it. But you have to have military 
security progress, and you have to have 
economic progress, and you have to 
have political progress. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The political meet-
ings we had, it was very interesting 
meeting with the Minister of Defense 
and the Minister of Interior. The dif-
ference this time is you are meeting 
with people who know they are going 
to be in the job for 4 years. Every time 
I have gone before, you have always 
been kind of meeting with an appointed 
or an interim minister. Now you are 
meeting with somebody that has been 
selected, and they know they are going 
to be a part of this new government, 
which gives you a little bit more sta-
bility. The parliamentarians, obvi-
ously, representative government is a 
new phenomena for them and they 
have a little bit of work to understand 
exactly how that works. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Let me say, and I 
talked to the speaker today and I know 
you are working on this as well, one of 
the things we would like to do is invite 
at least a dozen of them to the United 
States. We may smile about our meet-
ings with the parliamentarians, and 
they all had own political points of 
view and so forth, but, first and fore-
most, every Member of Congress, and I 
think Americans need to understand, if 
you are a member of the Iraq par-
liament, you are a hero. You are some-
one who has enormous courage. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. A couple of things. 
You are a hero, and you are a target. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Exactly. And not 
only are you a potential target, your 
family is a potential target. Most of us 
at one time in our political lives have 
had some goofball who has issued some 
kind of a death threat against us. Usu-
ally we don’t even take it all that seri-
ously. Fortunately, the FBI takes it 
very seriously, and I appreciate what 
they do for us every day. But in Iraq, it 
is a different ball game. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I would just like to 
reinforce the point that you made 
about the stories that we heard, where 
the people that are involved in the gov-
ernment, the strategy now for the ter-
rorist groups, the insurgents, the mili-
tias, is to go after their family. You 
are now talking about their parents, 
their wife, their kids. 

So it is no longer someone saying, 
you know, I am going to participate in 
this government because I think that 
it is the right thing to do and I know 
it is a risk to me. They are taking a 
much bigger risk. These folks have to 
have this dialogue with their family, 
saying if I participate in this, we are 
all at risk. 

So, these are folks that are com-
mitted. The parliamentarians, when we 
met with them, they leave in the mid-
dle of the afternoon, because they don’t 
live in the International Zone. They go 
back into the rest of the country. You 
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can protect them, you can protect 
their immediate family, but when you 
go out and get their brothers and sis-
ters and parents and all that, these are 
people who are committed to success 
and there is no other way to look at it. 
There is no personal enrichment here. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. No. I was very im-
pressed with the character of the par-
liamentarians. Hopefully, with the help 
of our Speaker, we can get some of 
them over here so that more Members 
of Congress can actually get a chance 
to visit with them, to learn from them, 
to talk to them and perhaps to ask 
them some questions. 

What I was talking about earlier as 
well is from an article that I think we 
both read on the plane on the way 
home that was written by Melvin 
Laird. If anyone would like a copy, 
they can just send me an e-mail at 
Gil@mail.house.gov. We will send you a 
copy of this article. 

I think from my perspective it actu-
ally put into perspective a lot of the 
things we saw on our visit and why it 
is so important as soon as we can and 
as much as we can, we need to turn 
more of the authority, the responsi-
bility for managing the affairs of the 
Iraqi people, back to the Iraqis them-
selves. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. It is much like 
what we talk about for some of our do-
mestic policies. The longer we are 
there propping them up, the more we 
have the potential of creating a situa-
tion of dependency, where they are 
looking to the U.S. Government to fix 
their political problems, to fix their se-
curity problems and to fix their eco-
nomic problems. 

I think we were very clear when we 
met with their parliamentarians and 
saying we are committed to stay with 
you and to provide you with the oppor-
tunity to fix your political problems, 
to fix your economic problems and 
your security issues. We cannot do 
that, because this is your country. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. That is exactly 
what Melvin Laird said about Vietnam. 
That is why it was important to turn 
Vietnam, as soon as possible, back to 
the Vietnamese people. He said the 
greatest mistake was the Americani-
zation of the Vietnam War. 

I think that is something we have to 
be very aware of when we look at 
where we are today. 

What I said also, Congressman HOEK-
STRA, is because the Maliki govern-
ment is now in place and they have a 
Minister of Defense, they have a Min-
ister of the Interior, which are the two 
key ministries I think in terms of do-
mestic security, now that they have 
those people in place, and my impres-
sion of them was they are very strong 
people, my impression was they under-
stood the risks, they understood what 
needed to be done, and I think the next 
two months are going to be critical. 

They have to demonstrate, in my 
opinion, that they really are serious, 
that they will deal with these militias 
that are out of control, they will deal 

with the radicals and the others who 
have come in from out of country. 

I think it is important that our per-
ception, and we had very good brief-
ings, I know that sometimes it is a lit-
tle like the blind men describing the 
elephant, but all the terrorists are not 
the same. Some of them are religious 
fanatics. Some of them are just thugs 
that Saddam released from prison, and 
they are thugs trying to create a terri-
tory and using terror and using vio-
lence, much as Al Capone in the St. 
Valentine’s Day Massacre did, used vio-
lence in a certain way to gain a certain 
amount of power in a neighborhood. So 
it is not as simple as sometimes we 
would like to pigeon hole what the vio-
lence is all about. It is about a lot of 
things. 

But, most importantly, I think the 
Iraqi government now has to dem-
onstrate, as the Kurds did, that they 
have a zero tolerance policy. They will 
hunt people down and bring them to 
justice. 

You said something else earlier about 
the advantage that the Iraqis have 
when they are doing the heavy lifting. 
You said they understand the culture. 
One thing you didn’t mention, I want 
to add, they understand the language. 
That is incredibly important. That 
puts our forces sometimes at a huge 
disadvantage, because they really don’t 
understand. 

You can’t really understand a culture 
if you weren’t raised in it. So in many 
cases we were asking our soldiers 
sometimes to do some things that are 
very difficult. Not that they aren’t 
very professional and they do it very 
well, but there is no question that 
Iraqis out there policing the streets 
can do a much better job than Ameri-
cans. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Talking about sol-
diers that do things well, I mean, we 
went to Arbil, and there were two 
groups of people that were absolutely 
outstanding. The troops from North 
Dakota, our colleague from North Da-
kota, Representative POMEROY, was 
with us. 

These guys have the responsibility of 
every day being on the road 18 to 20 
hours and making sure that 50 miles of 
highway is free from IEDs. Man, these 
guys are good, and they have done a 
phenomenal job. They had a casualty a 
couple of weeks ago. Our sympathy 
goes to that unit, obviously the sol-
dier’s family in North Dakota and the 
whole community. 

But they are well-trained, and it was 
inspiring to listen to their story about 
we came here with a job to do and here 
is what we have learned and here is 
how we are doing it. They have experi-
enced 42 explosions, I think about 42 
explosions. The vehicles they are in are 
designed that the compartment where 
the soldiers are in survives. The wheels 
may fall off and the engine may go 
away and the transmission may be 
gone, but the soldiers are protected. 

They have experienced 42 explosions, 
but they have stopped, what was it, 562 

they have stopped. We saw some of the 
devices that they have. If you wonder 
how good our guys are. It means as 
they are going down the road, they are 
looking ahead and they see, I wish I 
had taken a piece of that copper wire, 
just a thin little piece of copper wire, 
which signals to them there is a prob-
lem here, or they see a small pile of 
stones that wasn’t there the day be-
fore. It is not that they know exactly 
the stones weren’t there, but it is kind 
of like, this is strange. 

b 1945 

Then they go in with their equip-
ment, they find it, and they disarm it, 
562. Then the hospital. Wow, I mean 
what is it? The one soldier that came 
in, they gave him how many units of 
blood? It was something like 200. 

The professionalism of the docs 
there, you had one there from Mayo 
who had just come in. The profes-
sionalism of the folks there. The thing 
that I was really impressed with, I 
think one was a doc or headed up the 
trauma unit, was it in Cincinnati, said, 
‘‘We do things here I could not do in 
Cincinnati.’’ 

He said, you know, there will be 
books and articles written about what 
we are doing here that is going to be 
brought back to trauma centers around 
America, maybe around the world, be-
cause of what we are learning and how 
effective we are here. 

We give our troops better treatment 
here coming in off the battlefield than 
what I can give them in any major 
metropolitan center. I mean, my hats 
go off to these folks. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. They have been up 
performing surgery since 2 o’clock in 
the morning. I mentioned that Dr. 
Mike Yaszmenski from Mayo Clinic, he 
did not take the credit for it, but the 
story that we were all standing there 
when they pinned the Purple Heart on 
that young man. He had had several 
broken vertebrae, which is the reason 
he could not get out of his HUMVEE, 
and could not walk. 

At the end of his little presentation, 
he told the whole story, he sort of 
smiled. He said, I can wiggle my toes. 
Now, Dr. Yaszmenski did not take 
credit for this. I am piecing this to-
gether. Because he is a spinal surgeon 
my sense is that he had something to 
do with it. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The other thing, the 
solder saying, before I leave, they were 
on space-available because he was not 
as seriously injured as some other sol-
diers, he was going on to Germany. I 
think he was going to leave in the next 
24 hours. But said, you know, before I 
leave I need to make sure that I call 
back to my unit. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. He wanted to see 
that private that pulled him out. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. You know, it is in-
spiring to see those folks and also 
knowing that, you know, whether it is 
an American or an Iraqi injured on the 
battlefield, that is the quality of care 
that they are going to get. 
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I think we also heard the number 

that, you know, the vast majority of 
injuries today are coming from the 
IEDs. These things are becoming more 
and more sophisticated. But, you 
know, it shows that the enemy is not 
engaging us, they are moving to what 
we would call asymmetrical tactics. 
They are not engaging us or the Iraqis 
directly. They are using these impro-
vised explosive devices or they are at-
tacking civilian targets, where fitting 
to their name they can create terror. 

But they are also using that tactic to 
try to divide the country between 
Sunnis and Shiia. And this is why the 
government has to, the Iraqi Govern-
ment has to step up and provide the se-
curity envelope so that the militias 
can be disbanded, the militias that are 
forming in the Shiia areas and the 
Sunni areas. Because our under-
standing, when I talked to David Pate 
from my district, he said, you know, 
when you talk to the Iraqi soldiers, 
they do not say, if you ask them, are 
you a Shiia or a Sunni, the Army is 
moving to the level of professionalism 
where they say, you know, they do not 
say I am a Shiia or a Sunni, what they 
say is I am an Iraqi. 

So they are focusing on the country. 
That is not everybody. You know, sec-
tarian violence is something that we 
are very, very concerned about. It is 
evident. I do not think neither you or 
I are saying, man, it is done. There is 
a lot of work to do over there. 

But there continue to be signs of real 
progress. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I think the real 
progress that we are all looking for is 
for the Iraqis. Now that Prime Minister 
Maliki has got a government, and I 
think he needs to know that America 
is going to be there to support him. 

You know, I was misquoted that I 
was in favor of immediate withdrawal. 
That is simply not true. What I have 
said consistently is America needs to 
be there for quite some time to come. 
We still have troops in Germany. We 
still have troops in Japan. We still 
have troops in South Korea. But our 
real role has to begin to change, so 
that we provide the umbrella of secu-
rity. 

If, for example, some militia being to 
mass and begin to directly confront the 
government or other forces, then I 
think from a conventional standpoint, 
we are in a strong position to make 
sure that that gets dealt with quickly 
and effectively. And nobody can do it 
better than our military. 

But in terms of some of the sectarian 
things and the thugs who are at large 
in some of the neighborhoods, since we 
cannot speak the language and we do 
not understand the culture, it is just 
much more difficult for us to get to the 
bottom of that. That is where the 
Iraqis need to step up. That is the 
progress we are looking for. 

When that happens, when people 
start to feel as secure in Baghdad as 
they do in Erbil, then you will see the 
economy begin to improve. Because, it 

is obvious to me that the over-
whelming majority of Iraqis want what 
most Americans want. They want to 
live in peace. They want to be able to 
raise their families in a secure neigh-
borhood. They want to look forward to 
an economic future that is worth liv-
ing. 

They can do that. And that is why, 
again, I hate to refer too much to what 
we saw up in northern Iraq. But it was 
like night and day. It was like going to 
a different universe. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I think I misspoke 
earlier. I said the troops were in Erbil. 
They were in Balat. The troops were in 
Balat. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. We will always re-
member the North Dakota boys. Espe-
cially one young man, I think his name 
was Lynch. He had been involved in 
four of these explosions. And, yes, it is 
true the equipment they have is spe-
cially designed to sort of take the ex-
plosion and the concussion in a ‘‘V’’ 
section so that the folks inside are pro-
tected. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. It is still a real ex-
perience. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. The concussion of 
it and what it did to those heavy vehi-
cles, it is amazing that they have only 
had one KIA. Again, let me join you in 
sharing our sympathies to that family 
and that unit, because they were obvi-
ously a very close knit unit from North 
Dakota. 

They went to war together. They do 
their jobs together. They live together. 
They pray together. And it was inspir-
ing to meet those young men. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I think you have 
also got to give a real set of kudos to 
the folks in the background. You know, 
we talk about the troops that are going 
out and they are finding the IEDs. We 
are talking to the C–130 pilots who are 
flying in. You and I were there. It is a 
harsh environment. You got the dust, 
you got the sand, you got more sand, 
and then you throw a little bit of heat 
on it. 

When we were coming off the one 
plane in Erbil where we walked 
through the backwash of the props, it 
must have been 130, 140 degrees right 
there. Of course we were doing it for a 
short period of time. But you are wear-
ing the body armor, you are wearing 
the helmet, our troops are doing that 
all day long. 

The other folks, there is lot of folks 
over there that deserve kudos, but it is 
the maintenance people. These guys 
would say, hey, we go out, we are near 
an explosion, an IED, our equipment is 
damaged. We bring it back, our me-
chanics know that they need to get 
this fixed, because we are going out 
again on patrol. 

They may have not a spare, but they 
have got another truck or another ve-
hicle that they can take out. But, they 
have got to get this one working again. 
And the mechanics, they work 24 hours 
straight to get this stuff up and run-
ning. 

Same thing with the C–130s. We are 
putting lots of hours on some of these 

machines. I think the first plane that 
we flew in on from Kuwait to Baghdad 
was a 1961 C–130, from Selfridge Air 
Base in Michigan. And, you know, 
there are maintenance people back 
there who in this environment, that 
plane goes on, I think it was doing two 
trips that day back and forth to Bagh-
dad. 

You know, when that plane goes back 
to Kuwait that night, there is going to 
be some maintenance people all over 
that thing, you know, getting it back 
and making sure that the next morning 
it is going to be able to fly again. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I mentioned ear-
lier, we also need to say thank you and 
kudos to the families. You cannot help 
but think about what the families in 
North Dakota must feel every day. I 
am sure they do not know all that that 
group does in terms of going out and 
looking for these IEDs. 

But not only do the folks in uniform, 
they pay quite a price for us, but their 
families, just worrying about what is 
going to happen today, what is going to 
happen tomorrow. You just really have 
to admire the families. And we need to 
say a special thank you to them. Be-
cause, you know, the guys that are 
over there, they are working hard all of 
the time. In fact, one of the things 
they said was we do not mind working 
long days and long hours because it 
helps the time go faster. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. There is not much 
else to do. But absolutely, you know, 
the families pay a tremendous price 
with the amount of time that their 
husbands or wives or sons or daughters 
are spending in Iraq, knowing that the 
conditions are tough, the environment 
continues to be dangerous. And so 
there are sacrifices that continue to be 
made by all of these families, by the 
whole military family. 

You know, we were talking a little 
bit about comparing some of the stuff 
that we do in the United States. One of 
the things that is different about the 
United States and sometimes moves us 
a little bit away from the military, but 
when you go on one of these trips, what 
really does connect you back to the 
military is being there with the troops. 

But, you know, the military folks are 
so few in number to who we are as a 
Nation. In Israel, since there is com-
pulsory service, and I am not pro-
moting compulsory service, but in 
Israel where everyone is required to 
serve in the military, everyone knows 
and understands the risks that the sol-
diers, military people have to take. 

That is why I think it is good for, 
you know, that you have reminded us 
of, you know, that sacrifice, because 
too often we are too far away and re-
moved. And it is ‘‘somebody over 
there’’. We have got to remember, it is 
not somebody over there. It is a neigh-
bor, it is somebody from our commu-
nity. They love this country. 

They have got a family. They go to 
church. They share the values that we 
have. And they have just chosen a dif-
ferent career. You know, we have got 
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folks who have chosen business, fi-
nance, banking, marketing, whatever. 
These guys have chosen a career in the 
military. 

It is a unique career. It is a special 
service that they provide to this coun-
try. 

b 2000 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I am going to 
close up here. If you have any closing 
thoughts, Chairman HOEKSTRA, go 
ahead. Then I am going to close up and 
yield it back here in just a few min-
utes. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. No, I appreciate you 
doing the Special Order. I appreciate 
you yielding me the time and the op-
portunity. The one thing we did not 
talk about was Serbia, that on the way 
back we stopped in Serbia, so that we 
had an opportunity to see a part of Iraq 
that had been divided, that was coming 
out of a very tough time and after 14 
years was prospering. 

We then stopped overnight in Serbia, 
met with the three Presidents in Ser-
bia at Sarajevo; and, again, there is an 
evolving success story that, 10 years 
ago, the brutal and the bitter conflict, 
we still have some troops there. There 
are a lot of Europeans, more European 
troops over there, but, again, they have 
made significant progress. 

It takes a while to move from the 
ethnic religious strife to the steps for-
ward. What is happening in Kosovo, or 
Serbia, and the region, is that the Eu-
ropean Union finally embraced them, 
they have moved forward, Serbia is 
moving forward, Kurdistan is moving 
forward. 

What we now also have to have is the 
modern Islamic or moderate states in 
the Middle East. They need to embrace 
Iraq. They need to invest. They need to 
have their people there, their busi-
nesses there, to show that they stand 
with this new democratically elected 
government and that they are invested 
in the success of a new Iraq, in what 
the people of Iraq are. 

It is possible. It is not easy, but there 
are two examples of how this can work. 
It was very painful, but by sticking to 
it and moving through it, you can get 
to where you want to be. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. I just want to mention, and 
I am glad you did bring up the fact 
that we stopped in Bosnia Herzegovina. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I forget where I go 
sometimes. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Sarajevo. I was in 
Sarajevo 10 years ago, and at that time 
the city was essentially in, the center 
city, essentially rubble. Many build-
ings had large pockmarks. Some of 
them are still there. Many, though, 
have been fixed; and it now is a vibrant 
city. 

If I had predicted 10 years ago that 
we would see the life in the city that 
we saw, a lot of people said it cannot 
happen. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. But you can walk 
down, what is it called, Sniper Alley? 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Yes, Sniper Alley. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. That we could walk 
down Sniper Alley Sunday night, and 
that we could walk through the streets 
of Sarajevo in Bosnia, and that we 
could walk through the streets of Bos-
nia on Monday morning, and, you 
know, that it was a vibrant city, people 
sitting at the cafes, drinking coffee and 
getting their country moving forward. 
Again, problems, high unemployment 
rate, slow economic development, but 
secure. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I think we should 
share the story that the general told us 
about the man who worked at the mili-
tary facility there. Every day, when he 
would come to work, he would stop, 
and this is a Bosnian individual, he 
would stop and salute the American 
flag. 

Then he would say a prayer. When he 
would leave work that night, he would 
again salute the American flag. They 
had a special ceremony that finally, 
the general said, we need to do some-
thing for that guy. So they presented 
him with a U.S. flag, one of these little 
wood cases that we have around here. 

When they presented it, he literally, 
with tears running down his cheeks, he 
said, I thank God every day for Amer-
ica and what America did to bring 
peace to this city, because it was 
America that saved us from that war. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. It is why they are 
nervous about us pulling our final 
troops out, because we are the ones 
that have earned their trust, and they 
still look to you, and I both hope and 
pray for the day where the same type 
of result, as we see in Kosovo, as we see 
in Bosnia, that we can see that same 
kind of result in the rest of Iraq. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. I think there are reasons to 
be optimistic. But I want to close with 
this quote. I started with this quote to-
night: 

‘‘Do not try to do too much with 
your own hands . . . It is their war, and 
you are to help them, not win it for 
them.’’ That quote is from T.E. Law-
rence, better known as Lawrence of 
Arabia. 

In some respects, I think it is pro-
phetic. We can only do so much in Iraq. 
We are doing our share. Our military is 
doing a marvelous job. The next step, 
Mr. Chairman, is up to the Iraqis. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Ms. MCKINNEY (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today. 

Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia (at the 
request of Mr. BOEHNER) for today on 
account of personal reasons. 

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 Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-

tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for 
5 minutes, today. 

Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. MALONEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. LEE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. POE) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, today and 
July 27. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BURGESS, for 5 minutes, today. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 3 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, July 24, 2006, at 
12:30 p.m., for morning hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

8703. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy for Installations and Environ-
ment, Department of Defense, transmitting 
Notice of the decision to conduct a standard 
competition of the support services function 
performed by civilian personnel in the De-
partment of the Navy for possible perform-
ance by private contractors, pursuant to 10 
U.S.C. 2461; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

8704. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting an annual 
report entitled, ‘‘Defense Acquisition Chal-
lenge Program: Fiscal Year 2005,’’ pursuant 
to 10 U.S.C. 2359b(i); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

8705. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Domestic Finance, Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting the annual report on the 
Resolution Funding Corporation for calendar 
year 2005, pursuant to Public Law 101-73, sec-
tion 501(a) (103 Stat. 387); to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

8706. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Thailand pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the 
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

8707. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s report on progress 
made in licensing and constructing the Alas-
ka Natural Gas Pipeline, pursuant to Section 
1810 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

8708. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
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copy of D.C. ACT 16-439, ‘‘Closing of Public 
Alleys in Square 749, S.O. 00-83, Act of 2006,’’ 
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

8709. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 16-441, ‘‘Washington Stage 
Guild Tax Exemption Act of 2006,’’ pursuant 
to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

8710. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 16-442, ‘‘Solid Waste Dis-
posal Fee Temporary Amendment Act of 
2006,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code section 1- 
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

8711. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 16-444, ‘‘Fringe Lot Real 
Property Exclusive Rights Agreement Exten-
sion Temporary Amendment Act of 2006,’’ 
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

8712. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 16-435, ‘‘Drug Offense Driv-
ing Privileges Revocation and Disqualifica-
tion Amendment Act of 2006,’’ pursuant to 
D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

8713. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 16-437, ‘‘People First Re-
spectful Language Conforming Amendment 
Act of 2006,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code section 1- 
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

8714. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 16-438, ‘‘People First Re-
spectful Language Modernization Act of 
2006,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code section 1- 
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

8715. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 16-436, ‘‘Closing of a Public 
Alley in Square 2910, S.O. 05-0587, Act of 
2006,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code section 1- 
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

8716. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 16-440, ‘‘Official Fruit of 
the District of Columbia Act of 2006,’’ pursu-
ant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the 
Committee on Government Reform. 

8717. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 16-433, ‘‘Pedestrian Protec-
tion Bus Safety Amendment Act of 2006,’’ 
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

8718. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 16-434, ‘‘Closing of Public 
Streets and Alleys in Squares 5318, 5319, and 
5320 S.O. 04-14199, Act of 2006,’’ pursuant to 
D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

8719. A letter from the Executive Director, 
National Council on Disability, transmitting 
the Council’s Annual Performance Report to 
the President and Congress Fiscal Year 2005, 
as required by the Government Performance 
and Results Act, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1116; 
to the Committee on Government Reform. 

8720. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting the an-
nual report entitled, ‘‘Outer Continental 
Shelf Lease Sales: Evaluation of Bidding Re-
sults’’ for Fiscal Year 2005, pursuant to 43 
U.S.C. 1337(a)(9); to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

8721. A letter from the FMCSA Regulatory 
Ombudsman, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 

Parts and Accessories Necessary for Safe Op-
eration: Protection Against Shifting and 
Failing Cargo [Docket No. FMCSA-2006-21259] 
(RIN: 2126-AA88) received July 12, 2006, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

8722. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures; 
Weather Takeoff Minimums; Miscellaneous 
Amendments [Docket No. 30498; Amdt. No. 
3170] received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8723. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures; 
Miscellaneous Amendments [Docket No. 
30499; Amdt. No. 3171] received July 12, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

8724. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Modi-
fication of Class E Airspace; Scott City, KS 
[Docket No. FAA-2006-23896; Airspace Docket 
No. 06-ACE-2] received July 12, 2006, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8725. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 747- 
100B, 747-200B, 747-200F, 747-300, 747-400, 747- 
400F, and 747SP Series Airplanes [Docket No. 
FAA-2006-24950; Directorate Identifier 2006- 
NM-036-AD; Amendment 39-14627; AD 2006-12- 
03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received July 12, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

8726. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A321-100 
Series Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2006-24953; 
Directorate Identifier 2006-NM-084-AD; 
Amendment 39-14628; AD 2006-04-11 R1] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8727. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Bombardier Model 
CL-600-2B19 (Regional Jet Series 100 & 440) 
Airplanes [Docket No. 2003-NM-223-AD; 
Amendment 39-14585; AD 2006-10-01] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8728. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Viking Air Limited 
Model DHC-7 Airplanes [Docket No. FAA- 
2006-24966; Directorate Identifier 2006-NM-049- 
AD; Amendment 39-14629; AD 2006-12-04] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8729. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Empresa Brasileira de 
Aeronautica S.A. (EMBRAER) Model ERJ 
170-100 LR, -100 STD, -100 SE, and -100 SU 
Airplanes; and Empresa Brasileira de 
Aeronautica S.A. (EMBRAER) Model ERJ 
190-100 LR, -100STD, and -100 IGW Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2006-24897; Directorate 
Identifier 2006-NM-111-AD; Amendment 39- 
14619; AD 2006-11-15] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
July 12, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

8730. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A318, 
A319, A320, and A321 Airplanes [Docket No. 
FAA-2006-24815; Directorate Identifier 2006- 
NM-101-AD; Amendment 39-14608; AD 2006-11- 
04] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received July 12, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

8731. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Hamilton Sundstrand 
Model 14RF-9 Propellers [Docket No. FAA- 
2006-24517; Directorate Identifier 2006-NE-18- 
AD; Amendment 39-14591; AD 2006-10-07] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8732. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Empresa Brasileira de 
Aeronautica S.A. (EMBRAER) Model EMB- 
120, -120ER, -120FC, -120QC, and -120RT Air-
planes [Docket No. FAA-2006-24072; Direc-
torate Identifier 2006-NM-016-AD; Amend-
ment 39-14614; AD 2006-11-10] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

8733. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 757 Air-
planes [Docket No. FAA-2005-23213; Direc-
torate Identifier 2005-NM-192-AD; Amend-
ment 39-14615; AD 2006-11-11] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

8734. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Bombardier Model 
CL-600-2B19 (Regional Jet Series 100 & 440) 
Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2006-23841; Direc-
torate Identifier 2005-NM-214-AD; Amend-
ment 39-14613; AD 2006-11-09] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

8735. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 767 Air-
planes [Docket No. FAA-2006-23818; Direc-
torate Identifier 2005-NM-228-AD; Amend-
ment 39-14616; AD 2006-11-12] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

8736. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 777-200 
and -300 Series Airplanes [Docket No. FAA- 
2005-20732; Directorate Identifier 2004-NM-278- 
AD; Amendment 39-14617; AD 2006-11-13] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8737. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 767-200 
and -300 Series Airplanes [Docket No. FAA- 
2005-22321; Directorate Identifier 2005-NM-123- 
AD; Amendment 39-14610; AD 2006-11-06] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8738. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Gulfstream Model GV 
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and GV-SP Series Airplanes [Docket No. 
FAA-2005-22034; Directorate Identifier 2004- 
NM-182-AD; Amendment 39-14607; AD 2006-11- 
03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received July 12, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

8739. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; BAE Systems (Oper-
ations) Limited Model BAe 146 amd Avro 146- 
RJ Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2006-24204; Di-
rectorate Identifier 2005-NM-178-AD; Amend-
ment 39-14612; AD 2006-11-08] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

8740. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Raytheon Model 
Hawker 800XP Airplanes [Docket No. FAA- 
2006-24084; Directorate Identifier 2006-NM-017- 
AD; Amendment 39-14611; AD 2006-11-07] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8741. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Rolls-Royce plc RB211 
Series Turbofan Engines [Docket No. 2003- 
NE-12-AD; Amendment 39-14609; AD 2006-11- 
05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received July 12, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

8742. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Viking Air Limited 
Model DHC-7 Airplanes [Docket No. FAA- 
2005-22146; Directorate Identifier 2002-NM-184- 
AD; Amendment 39-14606; AD 2006-11-02] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8743. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A300 B4- 
600R and A300 F4-600R Series Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2006-23760; Directorate 
Identifier 2005-NM-211-AD; Amendment 39- 
14605; AD 2006-11-01] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
July 12, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

8744. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 737-600, 
-700, -700C, -800, and -900 Series Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2005-21028; Directorate 
Identifier 2004-NM-238-AD; Amendment 39- 
14601; AD 2006-10-17] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
July 12, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

8745. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Engine Components 
Incorporated (ECi) Reciprocating Engine 
Connecting Rods [Docket No. FAA-2005-21331; 
Directorate Identifier 2005-NE-07-AD; 
Amendment 39-14605; AD 2006-10-21] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received July 12, 2006, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8746. A letter from the Chief Financial Offi-
cer, Library of Congress, transmitting ac-
tivities of the United States Capitol Preser-
vation Commission Fund for the six-month 
period which ended on March 31, 2006, pursu-
ant to 40 U.S.C. 188a-3; jointly to the Com-
mittees on House Administration and Gov-
ernment Reform. 

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. POMBO: Committee on Resources. 
H.R. 4165. A bill to clarify the boundaries of 
Coastal Barrier Resources System Clam Pass 
Unit FL–64P (Rept. 109–581). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. POMBO: Committee on Resources. 
H.R. 5057. A bill to authorize the Marion 
Park Project and Committee of the Pal-
metto Conservation Foundation to establish 
a commemorative work on Federal land in 
the District of Columbia, and its environs to 
honor Brigadier General Francis Marion; 
with amendments (Rept. 109–582). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. POMBO: Committee on Resources. 
H.R. 3817. A bill to withdraw the Valle Vidal 
Unit of the Carson National Forest in New 
Mexico from location, entry, and patent 
under the mining laws, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 109–583). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. POMBO: Committee on Resources. 
H.R. 2134. A bill to establish the Commission 
to Study the Potential Creation of a Na-
tional Museum of the American Latino Com-
munity to develop a plan of action for the es-
tablishment and maintenance of a National 
Museum of the American Latino Community 
in Washington, DC, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 109–584 Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H.R. 3049. A bill to amend section 
42 of title 18, United States Code, popularly 
known as the Lacey Act, to add certain spe-
cies of carp to the list of injurious species 
that are prohibited from being imported or 
shipped (Rept. 109–585). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. POMBO: Committee on Resources. 
H.R. 5411. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to establish a demonstration 
program to facilitate landscape restoration 
programs within certain units of the Na-
tional Park System established by law to 
preserve and interpret resources associated 
with American history, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 109–586). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. POMBO: Committee on Resources. 
H.R. 4947. A bill to expand the boundaries of 
the Cahaba River National Wildlife Refuge, 
and for other purposes; with an amendment 
(Rept. 109–587). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. POMBO: Committee on Resources. 
H.R. 4301. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey certain parcels of land 
acquired for the Blunt Reservoir and Pierre 
Canal features of the initial stage of the 
Oahe Unit, James Division, South Dakota, to 
the Commission of Schools and Public Lands 
and the Department of Game, Fish, and 
Parks of the State of South Dakota for the 
purpose of mitigating lost wildlife habitat, 
on the condition that the current pref-
erential leaseholders shall have an option to 
purchase the parcels from the Commission, 
and for other purposes (Rept. 109–588). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. OXLEY: Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. H.R. 5121. A bill to modernize and up-
date the National Housing Act and enable 
the Federal Housing Administration to use 
risk-based pricing to more effectively reach 

underserved borrowers, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 109–589). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

f 

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED 
BILL 

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the 
following action was taken by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 2134. Referral to the Committee on 
House Administration extended for a period 
ending not later than September 29, 2006. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. HYDE (for himself and Mr. LAN-
TOS): 

H.R. 5847. A bill to amend the Arms Export 
Control Act to strengthen the requirements 
for congressional review of arms sales and 
exports under such Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on International 
Relations, and in addition to the Committee 
on Rules, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: 
H.R. 5848. A bill to increase the number of 

types of documents able to satisfy the re-
quirements of the Western Hemisphere Trav-
el Initiative, and to ensure such documents 
are widely available and affordable; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on International 
Relations, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. HAYES: 
H.R. 5849. A bill to increase the fine and 

prison term for textile transshipment, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ (for 
herself, Mr. WOLF, Mr. MOORE of Kan-
sas, Mr. WEXLER, Mrs. MCCARTHY, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. OWENS, Mr. HASTINGS 
of Florida, Mr. KING of New York, 
Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. OLVER, and Mr. 
KLINE): 

H.R. 5850. A bill to increase the safety of 
swimming pools and spas by establishing a 
swimming pool safety grant program admin-
istered by the Consumer Product Safety 
Commission to encourage States to improve 
their pool and spa safety laws, to educate the 
public about pool and spa safety, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. NEY (for himself and Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE): 

H.R. 5851. A bill to reauthorize the pro-
grams of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development for housing assistance 
for Native Hawaiians; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

By Mr. REICHERT (for himself, Mr. 
PASCRELL, Mr. KING of New York, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. MCCAUL 
of Texas, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. WELDON of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. 
SIMMONS, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. 
DEFAZIO): 

H.R. 5852. A bill to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to enhance emergency 
communications at the Department of 
Homeland Security, and for other purposes; 
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to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Home-
land Security, 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. ANDREWS (for himself and Mr. 
GRAVES): 

H.R. 5853. A bill to amend the Commodity 
Exchange Act to add a provision relating to 
reporting and recordkeeping for positions in-
volving energy commodities; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. BEAUPREZ: 
H.R. 5854. A bill to establish a pilot pro-

gram under which the Secretary of Edu-
cation allows selected States to combine cer-
tain funds under the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 to improve the 
academic achievement of its students; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr. 
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. WYNN, 
Mr. HOYER, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. BISHOP of 
Georgia, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, 
Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. GERLACH, Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois, and Ms. MCKINNEY): 

H.R. 5855. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for the exclusion 
from gross income of certain wages of a cer-
tified master teacher, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mr. BOS-
WELL, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. GRIJALVA, and 
Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota): 

H.R. 5856. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow the allocation of 
the alternative fuel vehicle refueling prop-
erty credit to patrons of agricultural co-
operatives; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GRIJALVA (for himself, Mr. 
SHADEGG, Mr. RENZI, Mr. FRANKS of 
Arizona, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. HAYWORTH, 
Mr. PASTOR, and Mr. FLAKE): 

H.R. 5857. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
1501 South Cherrybell Avenue in Tucson, Ari-
zona, as the ‘‘Morris K. ’Mo’ Udall Post Of-
fice Building’’; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. HONDA, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. SCHIFF): 

H.R. 5858. A bill to increase the United 
States financial and programmatic contribu-
tions to promote economic opportunities for 
women in developing countries; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

By Mr. MCHENRY: 
H.R. 5859. A bill to establish a commission 

to develop legislation designed to reform en-
titlement benefit programs and ensure a 
sound fiscal future for the United States, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Budget, and in addition to the Committee on 
Rules, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. PAUL: 
H.R. 5860. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow an above-the-line 
deduction for State and local, and foreign, 
real property taxes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PEARCE: 
H.R. 5861. A bill to amend the National His-

toric Preservation Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. OWENS: 
H.J. Res. 92. A joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 

United States to ensure a free and adequate 
education for every child who is a citizen; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ACKERMAN: 
H.J. Res. 93. A joint resolution dis-

approving the issuance of letters of offer 
with respect to certain proposed sales of de-
fense articles and defense services to Paki-
stan; to the Committee on International Re-
lations. 

By Ms. WATERS: 
H. Con. Res. 452. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress that the De-
partment of Defense should provide full dis-
closure regarding the details of the deaths of 
members of the Armed Forces to their fami-
lies at the earliest possible date; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 
H. Res. 930. A resolution recognizing and 

honoring York for his role in the Lewis and 
Clark Expedition; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 
H. Res. 931. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
on August 27, 2006, people of goodwill 
throughout the United States should remem-
ber the victims of Hurricane Katrina, both 
living and dead, and pledge to work toward 
the repair, rebuilding, and resettlement of 
the Gulf Coast of the United States; to the 
Committee on Government Reform. 

By Mr. BERRY: 
H. Res. 932. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
the Congress should make additional emer-
gency supplemental appropriations for nec-
essary expenses for enforcement of laws re-
lating to border security, immigration, and 
customs; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity, and in addition to the Committees on 
the Judiciary, and Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr. 
BERMAN, and Mr. NADLER): 

H. Res. 933. A resolution commending 
agents, attorneys, and employees of the Of-
fice of the Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Justice; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GINGREY: 
H. Res. 934. A resolution supporting the 

goals and ideals of Plan Ahead with an Ad-
vance Directive Week; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. JEFFERSON (for himself, Mr. 
BOUSTANY, Mr. ROSS, Mr. SCOTT of 
Virginia, Ms. KILPATRICK of Michi-
gan, Ms. LEE, Mr. MELANCON, Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. 
BAKER, Mr. MCCRERY, and Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi): 

H. Res. 935. A resolution acknowledging 
the progress yet to be made in the rebuilding 
after Hurricanes Katrina and Rita; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky: 
H. Res. 936. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
the City of Bowling Green, Kentucky, lo-
cated in Warren County, can be proud of 
being a part of the history of the production 
of an American Icon, the Corvette, for 25 
years; to the Committee on Government Re-
form. 

By Mrs. MUSGRAVE: 
H. Res. 937. A resolution to congratulate 

Fort Collins, Colorado, on being named the 
best place to live in the United States for 
2006; to the Committee on Government Re-
form. 

By Mr. STUPAK (for himself, Mr. 
BRADY of Texas, and Mr. GERLACH): 

H. Res. 938. A resolution requesting that 
the President focus appropriate attention on 
neighborhood crime prevention and commu-
nity policing, and coordinate certain Federal 
efforts to participate in ‘‘National Night 
Out’’, which occurs the first Tuesday of Au-
gust each year, including by supporting local 
efforts and community watch groups and by 
supporting local officials, to promote com-
munity safety and help provide homeland se-
curity; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials 

were presented and referred as follows: 
406. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 

of the Legislature of the State of Maine, rel-
ative to House Joint Resolution No. 1500 me-
morializing the Secretary of the Navy to 
Honor the gift of 1,000 achres known as 
Brunswick Commons bestowed in 1719 by the 
Pejepscot Proprietors to the Town of Bruns-
wick forever and return it to the town at no 
cost; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

407. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Florida, relative 
to House Memorial No. 541 urging the Con-
gress of the United States to support a Na-
tional Catastrophe Insurance Program; to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

408. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Michigan, rel-
ative to House Resolution No. 247 memori-
alizing the Congress of the United States to 
enact the Nursing Home Fire Safety Act; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

409. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relative to 
a Resolution memorializing the Congress of 
the United States to pass Senate Joint Reso-
lution No. 15 apologizing to all Native Amer-
ican Peoples on behalf of the United States; 
to the Committee on Resources. 

410. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of Tennessee, relative to 
Senate Joint Resolution No. 911 urging the 
reauthorization of the special provisions of 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

411. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Tennessee, relative to Senate Reso-
lution No. 158 memorializing the Congress of 
the United States to enact the ‘‘Constitution 
Restoration Act of 2005’’; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

412. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of Tennessee, relative to 
Senate Joint Resolution No. 574 urging the 
Congress of the United States to propose, 
adopt, and submit to the states for ratifica-
tion a balanced budget amendment to the 
United States Constitution; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

413. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Michigan, rel-
ative to House Resolution No. 269 memori-
alizing the President of the United States 
and the Congress of the United States to 
make the Republic of Poland eligible for the 
United States Department of State Visa 
Waiver Program; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

414. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Maine, relative to House Joint 
Resolution No. 1508 memorializing the Presi-
dent of the United States, the Congress of 
the United States and the United States De-
partment of Justice to establish satellite 
voting for displaced victims of Hurricane 
Katrina; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

415. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
State of New Jersey, relative to Senate Res-
olution No. 29 requesting that Rutgers Uni-
versity assist the ‘‘Flood Mitigation Task 
Force’’ to determine causes and solutions to 
flooding in New Jersey; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 
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416. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 

State of Texas, relative to Senate Resolution 
No. 9 memorializing the Congress of the 
United States to address problems in the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs related to the 
provisions of health care and benefits, the 
adjudication of claims, accountability, and 
outreach and to enact legislation that cre-
ates an appropriation formula that ensures 
predictable and adequate funding for the 
health care problems of the Veterans Health 
Administration; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

417. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relative to 
a Resolution memorializing the Congress of 
the United States to provide relief from 
growing energy costs; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

418. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Texas, relative to Senate Resolution 
No. 720 encouraging the President of the 
United States to extend the benefits of free 
trade by enacting a free trade agreement be-
tween the United States and Taiwan; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

419. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Illinois, relative to Senate Resolu-
tion No. 630 urging the Congress of the 
United States to enact a prescription drug 
benefit for senior citizens that is run by the 
Medicare program itself; jointly to the Com-
mittees on Ways and Means and Energy and 
Commerce. 

420. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relative to 
a Resolution affirming the civil rights and 
liberties of the people of Massachusetts; 
jointly to the Committees on the Judiciary, 
Intelligence (Permanent Select), and Armed 
Services. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 65: Mr. SPRATT. 
H.R. 450: Ms. BORDALLO. 
H.R. 503: Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 550: Mrs. KELLY and Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 552: Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. 
H.R. 614: Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 759: Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 817: Mr. WELLER, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. 

CAMP of Michigan, Mr. HERGER, Mr. LINDER, 
Mr. GILLMOR, and Mr. MANZULLO. 

H.R. 864: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. BRADY of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. POE, Mr. JEFFERSON, and 
Mr. MCNULTY. 

H.R. 898: Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 934: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. MCGOVERN, and 

Mr. STRICKLAND. 
H.R. 947: Mr. ISTOOK. 
H.R. 964: Mr. PAYNE and Mr. RAMSTAD. 
H.R. 1020: Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 1108: Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. 
H.R. 1131: Ms. HARMAN. 
H.R. 1227: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
H.R. 1329: Mrs. BONO and Mr. KIRK. 
H.R. 1358: Mr. BOREN. 
H.R. 1471: Mrs. TAUSCHER and Mr. MATHE-

SON. 
H.R. 1554: Mr. JINDAL. 
H.R. 1578: Miss MCMORRIS and Mr. MCGOV-

ERN. 
H.R. 2088: Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. 

NEUGEBAUER, Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. BROWN of 
South Carolina, Ms. HARRIS, and Mr. RENZI. 

H.R. 2090: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. JACKSON 
of Illinois. 

H.R. 2421: Mr. SCOTT of Georgia and Mr. 
PICKERING. 

H.R. 2458: Mr. CONAWAY. 
H.R. 2488: Mr. CLYBURN. 
H.R. 2568: Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 2671: Mr. MELANCON. 
H.R. 2828: Mr. CARNAHAN. 
H.R. 2840: Mr. PAUL. 
H.R. 2965: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 

MARCHANT, and Ms. WATERS. 
H.R. 3186: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 3195: Mr. FORTUÑO and Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 3196: Mr. SERRANO. 
H.R. 3248: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia 

and Mr. GOODE. 
H.R. 3282: Mr. DENT. 
H.R. 3436: Mr. MCCOTTER and Mr. PAUL. 
H.R. 3547: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia and Mr. 

GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 3559: Mr. GRAVES. 
H.R. 3603: Mrs. BONO. 
H.R. 3762: Mr. FORD. 
H.R. 3795: Mr. HOEKSTRA and Mr. KIRK. 
H.R. 3874: Mr. HINOJOSA. 
H.R. 3936: Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. 
H.R. 3949: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. 
H.R. 4047: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 4188: Mr. HIGGINS and Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 4212: Mr. OBERSTAR. 
H.R. 4236: Mr. REHBERG. 
H.R. 4239: Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 4264: Mr. MARSHALL and Mr. BRADY of 

Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 4291: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs. 

NAPOLITANO, Mr. GRIJALVA, and Mr. COOPER. 
H.R. 4366: Ms. BEAN. 
H.R. 4403: Mr. OTTER, Mr. SIMPSON, and Mr. 

JEFFERSON. 
H.R. 4517: Mr. DOYLE. 
H.R. 4547: Mr. RENZI. 
H.R. 4560: Mr. MURPHY. 
H.R. 4562: Mr. BONILLA, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. 

MICA, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. FARR, and Mr. FER-
GUSON. 

H.R. 4747: Mr. MELANCON and Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 4751: Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania 

and Mr. FORD. 
H.R. 4800: Mr. BISHOP of New York. 
H.R. 5013: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 5022: Mr. SCOTT of Georgia and Ms. 

BALDWIN. 
H.R. 5052: Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 5092: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. 

NEUGEBAUER, Mr. POMBO, Mr. CULBERSON, 
Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, Mr. LEWIS of 
Kentucky, Mr. RENZI, and Mr. MACK. 

H.R. 5120: Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 5121: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 
H.R. 5139: Mr. SCHWARZ of Michigan and 

Mr. STARK. 
H.R. 5166: Ms. HERSETH. 
H.R. 5171: Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 5185: Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota and 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. 
H.R. 5212: Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 5236: Mr. MOORE of Kansas and Mr. AL 

GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 5247: Ms. HARMAN. 
H.R. 5248: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mrs. 

DAVIS of California, and Ms. BALDWIN. 
H.R. 5316: Mr. OLVER and Mr. ROSS. 
H.R. 5319: Mrs. KELLY. 
H.R. 5344: Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 5351: Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 5371: Mr. TIERNEY. 
H.R. 5372: Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. 

SNYDER. 
H.R. 5396: Mr. WEXLER, Mr. BISHOP of Geor-

gia, and Mr. ETHERIDGE. 
H.R. 5397: Mr. GORDON and Mrs. CAPITO. 

H.R. 5472: Mr. COSTA, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. 
BUYER, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. ALLEN, 
Mr. SANDERS, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 
CLEAVER, Ms. HOOLEY, Mr. HONDA, Ms. 
MCCOLLUM of Minnesota, Mr. BERMAN, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. NADLER, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. WALSH, Ms. 
SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania, Mr. SCOTT of 
Georgia, Mr. KING of New York, Mr. KIRK, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, and Mr. EMANUEL. 

H.R. 5500: Mrs. NORTHUP and Mr. LEWIS of 
Kentucky. 

H.R. 5513: Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. MILLER of 
North Carolina, and Mr. SWEENEY. 

H.R. 5536: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 

H.R. 5555: Mr. FERGUSON. 

H.R. 5598: Ms. BERKLEY. 

H.R. 5613: Mr. PITTS and Mr. WILSON of 
South Carolina. 

H.R. 5624: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 

H.R. 5642: Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. WEXLER, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 
of Texas, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, Mr. 
MEEHAN, and Mrs. MALONEY. 

H.R. 5674: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina 
and Ms. BERKLEY. 

H.R. 5682: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky and Mr. 
MILLER of Florida. 

H.R. 5700: Mr. BACHUS. 

H.R. 5704: Mrs. DRAKE and Mr. WELDON of 
Florida. 

H.R. 5755: Mr. OTTER, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. 
LUCAS, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. FOLEY. 

H.R. 5758: Mr. ROSS. 

H.R. 5766: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mrs. 
BLACKBURN, Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota, Mr. 
PEARCE, and Mr. ROYCE. 

H.R. 5770: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 

H.R. 5771: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, 
Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania, Mr. MEEHAN, 
Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, and Mr. ROTHMAN. 

H.R. 5772: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina and 
Mr. MCCRERY. 

H.R. 5805: Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. MARKEY, and 
Mr. SESSIONS. 

H.R. 5806: Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. WA-
TERS, Mr. MCNULTY, and Mrs. MCCARTHY. 

H.R. 5818: Mr. FEENEY, Mr. HENSARLING, 
and Mr. WICKER. 

H.R. 5825: Mr. RAMSTAD. 

H.R. 5830: Mr. POE and Mr. CULBERSON. 

H.R. 5834: Ms. ESHOO, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
and Mr. KUCINICH. 

H.R. 5835: Mr. MORAN of Kansas and Mr. 
BOSWELL. 

H.R. 5837: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. CLAY. 

H. Con. Res. 174: Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. 
WEXLER, Ms. MATSUI, and Mr. SHAYS. 

H. Con. Res. 197: Mr. MOORE of Kansas. 

H. Con. Res. 222: Mr. MCKEON. 

H. Con. Res. 411: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. BAR-
RETT of South Carolina, Mr. AKIN, and Mr. 
WHITFIELD. 

H. Con. Res. 415: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
CROWLEY, and Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota. 

H. Con. Res. 416: Mr. YOUNG of Florida and 
Mr. CALVERT. 

H. Con. Res. 424: Mr. KLINE, Mr. KUHL of 
New York, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. JOHNSON of Illi-
nois, Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. WELLER, Ms. 
CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. 
OTTER, and Mr. BEAUPREZ. 
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H. Con. Res. 425: Mr. ISRAEL. 
H. Res. 295: Mr. MCHUGH and Mr. REY-

NOLDS. 
H. Res. 490: Ms. BORDALLO and Mr. 

HASTINGS of Florida. 
H. Res. 707: Mr. ANDREWS and Mrs. KELLY. 
H. Res. 838: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 

BROWN of South Carolina, Mr. SNYDER, and 
Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. 

H. Res. 848: Mr. CHABOT. 
H. Res. 874: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. 

OWENS, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. GRIJALVA, 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. PAYNE, and Ms. 
ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

H. Res. 880: Miss MCMORRIS. 
H. Res. 888: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 
H. Res. 912: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. ALLEN, and 

Mr. SOUDER. 
H. Res. 926: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. 

BOUSTANY, and Mr. PEARCE. 
H. Res. 928: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. SCOTT of Vir-

ginia, Mr. CARDIN, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. LEWIS 
of Georgia, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. OWENS, and 
Mr. PAYNE. 

DISCHARGE PETITIONS— 
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS 

The following Member added his 
name to the following discharge peti-
tion: 

Petition 11 by Mr. BARROW on House Res-
olution 614: Mr. Leach. 
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