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Senate 
The Senate was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, July 21, 2003, at 1 p.m. 

House of Representatives 
FRIDAY, JULY 18, 2003

The House met at 9 a.m. 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 

Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 
Lord God almighty, bless the Mem-

bers of the House of Representatives 
today. May their work begin with Your 
holy inspiration and be brought to 
completion by Your holy will. 

Grant them safe travel to their 
homes, and may peace await them 
there that they may be a blessing to all 
they meet. 

And may the Lord’s words to Joshua 
be fulfilled in our day: 

‘‘The Lord gave them peace on every 
side, just as He promised our 
forbearers. Not one of their enemies 
could withstand them; the Lord 
brought all their enemies under their 
power. Not a single promise that the 
Lord made to the House of Israel was 
broken. Every one was fulfilled.’’

With this assurance we are dedicated 
to You, Lord, now and forever. 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. Pursuant to 
clause 1 the Journal stands approved. 

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-

woman from West Virginia (Mrs. 
CAPITO) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mrs. Capito led the Pledge of Alle-
giance 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 Mr. 
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed without 
amendment bills and a concurrent res-
olution of the House of the following 
titles:

S. 314. An act to make improvements in 
the Foundation for the National Institutes of 
Health. 

S. 470. An act to extend the authority for 
the construction of a memorial to Martin 
Luther King, Jr. 

S. 490. An act to direct the Secretary of 
Agriculture to convey certain land in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, Ne-
vada, to the Secretary of the Interior, in 
trust for the Washoe Indian Tribe of Nevada 
and California. 

S. 499. An act to authorize the American 
Battle Monuments Commission to establish 
in the State of Louisiana a memorial to 
honor the Buffalo Soldiers. 

S. 546. An act to provide for the protection 
of paleontological resources on Federal 
lands, and for other purposes. 

S. 643. An act to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior, in cooperation with the Univer-
sity of New Mexico, to construct and occupy 
a portion of the Hibben Center for Archae-
ological Research at the University of New 
Mexico, and for other purposes.

S. 651. An act to amend the National Trails 
System Act to clarify Federal authority re-
lating to land acquisition from willing sell-
ers for the majority of the trails in the Sys-
tem, and for other purposes. 

S. 677. An act to revise the boundary of the 
Black Canyon of the Gunnison National 
Park and Gunnison Gorge National Con-

servation Area in the State of Colorado, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 924. An act to authorize the exchange of 
lands between an Alaska Native Village Cor-
poration and the Department of the Interior, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1076. An act to authorize construction of 
an education center at or near the Vietnam 
Veterans Memorial. 

S. 1399. An act to redesignate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 101 South Vine Street in Glenwood, Iowa, 
as the ‘‘William J. Scherle Post Office Build-
ing’’. 

S. Con. Res. 53. Concurrent Resolution hon-
oring and congratulating chambers of com-
merce for their efforts that contribute to the 
improvement of communities and the 
strengthening of local and regional econo-
mies.

The message also announced that the 
Senate has passed without amendment 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, bills of the House of the 
following titles:

H.R. 74. An act to direct the Secretary of 
Agriculture to convey certain land in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, Ne-
vada, to the Secretary of the Interior, in 
trust for the Washoe Indian Tribe of Nevada 
and California. 

H.R. 255. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to grant an easement to fa-
cilitate access to the Lewis and Clark Inter-
pretive Center in Nebraska City, Nebraska. 

H.R. 1577. An act to designate the visitor 
center in Organ Pipe Cactus National Monu-
ment in Arizona as the ‘‘Kris Eggle Visitor 
Center’’, and for other purposes.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain 5 one-minutes on each side.
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SEA ISLAND G–8 SUMMIT TO 

SHOWCASE COASTAL GEORGIA 

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

Mr. BURNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate my home State 
of Georgia, which was selected this 
week as the site for the 2004 meeting of 
the eight major industrial democ-
racies. This will be the largest single 
event that Georgia has hosted since its 
1996 summer Olympics in Atlanta. The 
Sea Island summit will be held on June 
8 through 10 of next year and provides 
an excellent opportunity to showcase 
coastal Georgia to the world. The eco-
nomic impact alone to the State is es-
timated to be nearly $200 million, and 
the preparations will bring jobs and op-
portunity to the entire area. 

I would like to thank President Bush, 
Governor Perdue, and all the elected 
officials who worked hard to bring this 
event to Georgia. The beautiful cities 
of Savannah and Brunswick will wel-
come members of the media and all of 
the government officials with our spe-
cial hospitality. 

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to wel-
coming the democratic powers of the 
world to my home State next year for 
a memorable Southern summit. 

f

NATIONAL DEBT INCREASING 

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

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been 798 days since President Bush and 
the Republican Party embarked on 
their economic plan for our country. 
During that time, the national debt 
has increased by $1,078,466,570,109. Ac-
cording to the Web site for the Bureau 
of Public Debt at the U.S. Treasury De-
partment, yesterday at 4:30 p.m. East-
ern Standard Time the Nation’s out-
standing debt was $6,718,791,956,467. 
Furthermore, in fiscal year 2003, inter-
est on our national debt, or the ‘‘debt 
tax,’’ is $277,768,492,816 through June 30. 

f

HONORING THE VALOR OF WALT 
AND DONYELLE WILKINS 

(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, I rise today to honor the 
courage and bravery of a newlywed 
couple from Greenville, South Caro-
lina. This past Sunday, Walt and 
Donyelle Wilkins were flying to their 
honeymoon destination in the Baha-
mas when their commuter flight 
crashed into the Atlantic Ocean off 
Abaco Island. 

Of the nine passengers and pilot 
aboard, Diane Parker Diaz of Jackson-
ville, Florida, and her 3-year-old niece, 
Dante Parker, did not survive. How-

ever, Diaz’s two children, Andre Parker 
Diaz and Elisa Parker Diaz, were saved 
through the selfless efforts of Walt and 
Donyelle. 

Disregarding immediate personal 
safety, the Wilkins couple stayed be-
hind and held the children above them 
in the water as they treaded water for 
over an hour waiting for rescue. 

I ask all of my colleagues to join me 
in thanking Walt and Donyelle Wilkins 
for their heroic act, continuing the tra-
dition of the dedicated Wilkins family. 
Our thoughts and prayers go out to all 
those who were involved in the tragic 
event. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops.
f

OPENING OF THE CLAY CENTER 
FOR THE ARTS AND SCIENCES 

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

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in recognition of the recently 
opened Clay Center for the Arts and 
Sciences. My hometown of Charleston, 
West Virginia, has been eagerly await-
ing the opening of this magnificent 
cultural and entertainment center over 
the course of the past 2 decades. 

The center, which began as a far-
fetched idea, progressed through ardu-
ous fund-raising and construction, fi-
nally opened its doors on July 12. 

This impressive project would not 
have been possible without John 
McClaugherty’s vision, as well as gen-
erous contributions by Lyell and 
Buckner Clay, the Clay Foundation 
and Clay extended family, the 
Benedum Foundation, the Maier Foun-
dation, the Greater Kanawha Valley 
Foundation, the City of Charleston, 
Kanawha County, and the West Vir-
ginia State Legislature. 

The Clay Center offers the combina-
tion of a first-class art museum, a 
1,800-seat performing arts center, and 
state-of-the-art science center, com-
plete with a 180-seat planetarium. 

This outstanding center will un-
doubtedly enhance cultural, edu-
cational, and economic opportunities 
for West Virginians. I am proud to have 
this new center in my State and in my 
district, and I look forward to the won-
derful opportunities that it will pro-
vide for West Virginia’s future. I also 
would like to welcome all of America 
to visit the Clay Center. 

f

THANKING TONY BLAIR 
(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day we had the opportunity to hear 
Prime Minister Blair here in this 
Chamber; and I want to thank him for 
his straight talk, his compassion, his 
love of freedom, and the words he im-
parted to this Chamber. 

He spoke from the heart about the 
dangers to the world and the impor-

tance to meet these dangers head on. 
He also spoke about the importance of 
the transatlantic relationship, which is 
really, I think, the world’s next best 
hope to rid the world of dangerous ty-
rants and weapons of mass destruction. 

The world is blessed by having firm, 
strong, committed leaders like Presi-
dent Bush and Prime Minister Blair. 
This country thanks them for their 
service, and we thank him for visiting 
this Chamber. 

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1472 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to have my name 
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 1472. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
f

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 2754 and that I may in-
clude tabular and extraneous material. 

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

There was no objection. 
f

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2004 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Thurs-
day, July 17, 2003, and rule XVIII, the 
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 2754). 

b 0912 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2754) 
making appropriations for energy and 
water development for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2004, and for 
other purposes, with Mr. ISAKSON in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

order of the House of the legislative 
day Thursday, July 17, 2003, the bill is 
considered read for the first time. 

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HOB-
SON) and the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. VISCLOSKY) each will control 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON). 

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

Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to 
submit to the House for consideration 
the fiscal year 2004 energy and water 
development appropriations act. 
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I want to first thank my ranking 

member, the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. VISCLOSKY), for working with me 
on this bill. I want to thank his staff. 
I also want to thank my staff, who has 
worked very hard on this bill. This is 
the first time I have actually done the 
full bill on the floor, and I appreciate 
the tutorial from everybody on this 
bill. 

I also want to thank the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the rank-
ing member on the full committee. I 
also particularly want to thank the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), 
my overall chairman, who has worked 
with me on this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a rather long 
speech here this morning to give; but I 
am not going to give it, because I know 
a lot of Members want to go home, so 
I am going to submit it for the RECORD.

Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to submit to 
the House for its consideration the fiscal year 
2004 Energy and Water Development Appro-
priations Bill. On Tuesday, July 15th, the Ap-
propriations Committee unanimously approved 
the bill, and I believe it merits the support of 
the entire membership of the House. I want to 
thank all the members of the subcommittee for 
their help in bringing the bill to the floor today. 
I particularly want to thank Mr. VISCLOSKY for 
his help and cooperation. I also want to thank 
the Chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, Mr. YOUNG, and the ranking minority 
member, Mr. OBEY for allowing us to move 
forward in such an expeditious manner. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill provides annual fund-
ing for a wide variety of programs, which in-
clude such diverse matters as maintenance of 
the Nation’s nuclear weapons stockpile, navi-
gation improvements, environmental cleanup, 
flood control, advanced scientific research, 
and nuclear waste disposal. 

Total spending in the fiscal year 2004 En-
ergy and Water Development Bill is 
$27,080,000, the same as the subcommittee’s 
302b allocation. This is an increase of $942 
million over fiscal year 2003 and $134 million 
over the President’s budget request. The bill I 
present to the House today is fiscally respon-
sible, and meets the major needs of the mem-
bers of the House. 

Title I of the bill provides funding for the civil 
works programs of the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers and the Formerly Used 
Sites Remedial Action Program. The Com-
mittee has recommended a total of $4.48 bil-
lion for Title I, $288 million above the budget 
request, but $156 million below the amount 
appropriated last year. The Committee con-
centrated the limited resources it had for the 
Corps on ongoing projects and did not include 
funds for new studies or construction projects. 

Mr. Chairman, even though we were able to 
provide an increase over the budget request 
for the Corps of Engineers, I am very con-
cerned that we, and that includes the Con-
gress and the Administration, are not spending 
enough on our water resources infrastructure. 
This infrastructure supports much of the Na-
tion’s commerce and provides a physical safe-
ty net against natural disasters for many of our 
citizens. The Administration’s budget request 
underfunds most of the ongoing Corps of En-
gineers construction projects. While we have 
added funds for a number of those projects, 
those funds are not adequate to keep the 

projects on their most efficient schedules. The 
result is higher costs and a delay in receiving 
the benefits that the projects will provide. I 
hope to begin an active dialog with the Admin-
istration in an attempt to convince them of the 
need to increase funding to support the Civil 
Works program of the Corps of Engineers. 

One program of the Corps of Engineers 
which is of great interest to me is the restora-
tion of the Everglades, which is a partnership 
between the Federal government and the 
State of Florida. In very simple terms, the 
State is charged with cleaning up the water 
that enters the Everglades, and the Federal 
government is responsible for fixing the 
plumbing. We fully funded the Administration’s 
request of $145 million for activities related to 
restoration of the Everglades; however, I am 
concerned that recent actions taken by the 
State may signify a lessening of its resolve to 
live up to its part of the bargain. I have written 
to the Governor and have spoken to him to let 
him know of my concerns. Because of those 
concerns, we have included language in the 
Bill that would deny the use of funds for Ever-
glades restoration if the State does not meet 
court ordered water quality standards. I intend 
to monitor this situation very closely. 

Funding for Title II of the bill, which includes 
the Central Utah Project Completion Account 
and the programs of the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, is $947.9 million, $24.3 million below the 
amount appropriated last year and $25.7 mil-
lion above the budget request. The Committee 
did not provide the $15 million requested by 
the Administration for the CALFED Bay-Delta 
program. The authorization for this program 
expired in fiscal year 2000 and it has not been 
reauthorized. 

Today funding for Title III, the Department of 
Energy is $22 billion, $1.18 billion above fiscal 
year 2003 and $147 million below the budget 
request. 

Mr. Chairman, my top priority within the De-
partment of Energy is Yucca Mountain. It is 
essential that we have this repository ready to 
accept spent nuclear fuel as soon as possible 
for two very important reasons—energy secu-
rity and homeland security. Nuclear energy 
currently generates about 20 percent of the 
Nation’s electricity without emitting any green-
house gases. That percentage could grow, but 
it will not until there is a place for safe, long-
term storage of the waste that is generated. 
That place is Yucca Mountain. With regard to 
homeland security, the events of September 
11th have taught us that spent nuclear fuel 
currently stored at reactor sites around the 
country might not be as secure as we once 
thought. Therefore, we have included an addi-
tional $174 million above the budget request 
for the Department of Energy to begin work on 
a rail line in Nevada that, and this is important, 
will avoid Las Vegas, on the national transpor-
tation system, and on improved containers 
and early acceptance of spent fuel presently 
stored at reactor sites. These items have not 
been addressed in the past because the other 
body has routinely cut the President’s budget, 
and the Department has had to concentrate all 
its resources on the license application it is 
scheduled to submit to the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission in December of 2004. For fiscal 
year 2004, the other body has recommended 
$425 million, $166 million below the budget re-
quest. We also provide $30 million for impact 
assistance to the affected counties in Nevada 
so the people there can see the economic ad-
vantage that the repository will bring. 

Another priority in this Bill is advanced sci-
entific computing. By a number of key meas-
ures of computing power, the United States is 
now in second place behind Japan. For the 
sake of our scientific leadership, for our na-
tional security, and for economic competitive-
ness, we cannot afford to stay in second 
place. We have provided an additional $40 
million for DOE’s Advanced Scientific Com-
puting Research program to procure additional 
state-of-the-art computers in the near term 
and to begin an interagency effort to develop 
a next-generation computer architecture that 
will leapfrog ahead of current designs. 

Mr. Chairman, another area of concern is 
the portion of the Department of Energy’s 
budget request that deals with the nuclear 
weapons complex. The Department continues 
to ask Congress to fund a Cold War nuclear 
arsenal, and the infrastructure necessary to 
maintain that arsenal, even though we no 
longer face a Cold War adversary. As Presi-
dent Bush said when he announced reduc-
tions to the nuclear stockpile on November 13, 
2001, ‘‘The United States and Russia have 
overcome the legacy of the Cold War.’’ AT 
that time, he pledged that the United States 
would reduce our stockpile to 1,700 to 2,200 
operationally deployed warheads over ten 
years because, as he said, ‘‘the current levels 
of our nuclear forces do not reflect today’s 
strategic realities.’’ I couldn’t agree more. We 
do not need thousands of warheads to deter 
a nuclear attack anymore, but the Department 
of Energy and the Department of Defense 
want Congress to continue to pay for a Cold 
War stockpile. It is time the DOE and the DOD 
begin to shrink the footprint of the nuclear 
weapons infrastructure to reflect the Presi-
dent’s decision to reduce our nuclear arsenal. 
DOD is rethinking the kinds of forces it needs 
to respond to the threats of the new century, 
and will go through another round of BRAC to 
bring down its footprint. The National Nuclear 
Security Administration should go through a 
similar process and take a hard look at its 
workforce and facility needs for a smaller 
stockpile. Accordingly, we have not approved 
all of the increase requested for weapons ac-
tivities in fiscal year 2004. 

Mr. Chairman, in this Bill we have also at-
tempted to send a signal to the Department of 
Energy and the Russian government with re-
gard to the Nuclear Nonproliferation program. 
At the end of May of this year, the Department 
had unobligated balances in this program of 
almost $600 million. That is money just sitting 
at DOE headquarters. In addition, by this fiscal 
year, the Department estimates that it will 
have uncosted balances of over $1.1 billion. I 
view this as poor management. We are fully 
supportive of the nuclear nonproliferation mis-
sion, but we have to question whether we are 
achieving the program goals when over a bil-
lion dollars goes unspent. We need to figure 
out what is wrong and fix it before this issue 
endangers support for the program. 

Lastly, one of the key changes I want to 
make in the Department of Energy is to 
change the culture about contract competition. 
There are a number of DOE lab contracts that 
were initially awarded without competition 
back during World War II and have never 
been competed since. That has to change. I 
am firmly convinced of the benefits of competi-
tion, and we have included language in the bill 
effectively requiring the Secretary of Energy to 
compete all M&O contracts that have not been 
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competitively awarded within the past 50 
years. 

Funding for Title IV, Independent Agencies, 
is $138.4 million, a decrease of $68.2 million 
from last year and $9.5 million below the 
budget request. We have funded the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission at the budget 
request level of $33,145,000. I realize that a 
number of members are concerned about this 
level of funding, which is $37 million below 

last year’s level. However, our allocation did 
not permit us to provide an increase above the 
budget request. The other body has provided 
$ for the ARC and we can address this when 
the bill is in conference. 

Mr. Chairman, before I conclude I would 
also like to thank the staff for their help in get-
ting me up to speed on the complex issues we 
have in this bill. The Subcommittee staff in-
cludes Bob Schmidt, Kevin Cook, Dennis 

Kern, Scott Burnison, Tracy LaTurner, and our 
detailee from the Corps of Engineers, Robert 
Pace. I also want to thank Kenny Kraft of my 
staff. 

Mr. Chairman, I know that not everyone is 
happy with everything we have done in this 
bill, but I think we have produced a fair and 
balanced product and I hope the members will 
unanimously support what we have done.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank my chairman 
very much. I, too, would begin by 
thanking individuals; and I do want to 
thank members of the staff, because we 
would not be here without this excel-
lent product and their help. 

I do want to mention specifically Rob 
Pace, Leslie Phillips, Tracey La Turn-
er, Kenny Craft, Peder Maarbjerg, 
Scott Burnison, Dennis Kerns, Kevin 
Cook, Rob Nabors, and Bob Schmidt. 
They have all worked very diligently, 
very hard; and, again, we would not be 
here without their very diligent and in-
telligent work. 

Secondly, I must thank my chair-
man, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
HOBSON). While this is the first time he 
has brought an energy and water bill to 
the floor, you would not know it from 
the work product. I have had the pleas-
ure of serving with a number of very 
distinguished, wonderful gentlemen 
who have produced good work prod-
ucts. I must tell you this now is the 
fifth energy and water bill I have man-
aged for the minority on the floor. It is 
by far the best bill we have ever 
brought to the floor, and I would ask 
my colleagues to support it. 

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HOB-
SON) has been eminently fair. He has 
been trusting of the minority, he has 
been professional in all of his dealings, 
he has been decisive in his decisions, 
and the Department of Energy and 
other agencies within this bill will be 
better for his actions. He is a friend, 
and he has made the last 6 months of 
working on this bill fun. This is a good 
bill. 

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

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to take about 5 
minutes to make note of a couple of 
things. As the House certainly knows, I 
have vigorously opposed a number of 
appropriations bills that have come to 
the floor this year. One is the labor-
health-education bill, for instance; an-
other will be the transportation bill, 
which has not yet come to the floor, 
but which has substantial problems. 
And there have been several others. 

I have opposed them for two reasons. 
One reason is because the depth of the 
tax cuts passed by this House has 
meant that we have starved needed in-
vestment in areas like education, 
health, transportation, et cetera. 

The second reason that I have op-
posed some of those bills has been be-
cause I think that they have been 
drafted as though an ideological agen-
da was the most important consider-
ation in putting them together. 

I support this bill enthusiastically, 
because I think it departs from the 
conditions that I have just described on 
those other bills in two ways. 

First of all, I think that the alloca-
tion to this subcommittee, while it is 
certainly, in my view, skinny in sev-
eral areas, the allocation does not do 
as much damage to the programs under 
the jurisdiction of this subcommittee 
as is done, for instance, when we starve 
education and health care and worker 
protection programs, as we did in the 
labor-health-education bill. 

But, secondly, I support this bill be-
cause I appreciate the craftsmanship 
behind it. This bill, in my view, has 
been put together as a substantive, 
rather than a political, document. It is 
not driven, in my view, by ideology. I 
think the Chair and the ranking mem-
ber have made decisions based on their 
individual independent judgments 
about policy, and that is what we are 
supposed to do here. We are supposed 
to be a legislative body, at least as 
much as we are a political body. 

In many of the bills that have come 
before this House so far, we have had 
political products. This is a legislative 
product; and I simply want to con-
gratulate the gentleman from Ohio for 
bringing it to the floor, because this is 
the way this House ought to function. 

So I believe in strong criticism when 
criticism is warranted, and I believe in 
the opposite when the opposite is war-
ranted; and I think this is one such oc-
casion. 

As I have said, I do not agree with 
every judgment in this bill. In fact, I 
strongly disagree with two. But that is 
all right, because I think those dif-
ferences were arrived at honestly on 
the basis of a different view of policy. 
So we can have reasonable arguments 
about that. I do not think the alloca-
tion has been crippling to the programs 
under the jurisdiction of this com-
mittee, and I appreciate that it too. 

So I, like the gentleman from Indi-
ana, urge my colleagues to vote for the 
bill. There is one amendment that I 
may vote for, but that aside, regardless 
of the outcome of that amendment, I 
would urge Members to give this bill 
the support that it deserves.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), 
the chairman of the full committee.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise briefly to compliment the 
gentleman from Ohio (Chairman HOB-
SON), along with his ranking member, 
for doing a really fine job. 

This bill could have used more 
money, but all of our 13 subcommittees 
have marked up, and each one of them 
has said they could have used more 
money. So I think we are probably on 
the right track. Nobody got too much, 
and nobody got too little. 

The good news is that this is a very 
good bill, it is very well written and it 
is very fair. This is the eighth appro-
priations bill that the House will have 
concluded its work on prior to the Au-

gust recess. All 13 subcommittees have 
marked up their bills. All but two of 
the bills have been marked up in the 
full committee, and that will happen 
next week, as well as the second sup-
plemental request that we received 
from the President. 

So, all in all, once we were able to 
begin our work, the committee has 
done an excellent job, and I commend 
all of the Members on both sides of the 
aisle, the staff on both sides of the 
aisle, for working in a very profes-
sional way. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), because he has 
been a partner. Although we have had 
disagreements on occasion, he has been 
exceptional to work with. Our coopera-
tion could not be better. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a good prod-
uct here, and I hope that we can move 
this bill along. Again, I congratulate 
the gentleman from Ohio (Chairman 
HOBSON) and the ranking member, the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY), for doing such a good job.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS). 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me time. 

Mr. Chairman, would the chairman of 
the subcommittee engage in a short 
colloquy with this Member? 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, first I 
might say this colloquy is a little more 
structured than the one we had that 
everybody thought was a dog and pony 
show in committee. We did not plan it 
there, but we have decided to do it 
again. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, I thank the 
gentleman. 

First of all, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Chairman HOBSON) 
for a very good, solid, comprehensive, 
evenhanded bill to address our energy 
and infrastructure needs for fiscal year 
2004. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know, since 
September 11 the Federal Government 
has undergone its most comprehensive 
reshuffling since World War II with the 
creation of the Department of Home-
land Security. As such, we have real-
ized that a terrorist attack, nuclear or 
otherwise, could come not from a for-
eign state, but from our own backyard, 
using unconventional means to disrupt 
the lives of peaceful citizens. 

Mr. Chairman, how many places in 
this country do we store spent nuclear 
fuel, and where and how is this nuclear 
spent fuel being stored? 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I believe 
there are 103 nuclear power stations in 
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the United States. At those installa-
tions, less than half the spent fuel is 
held within the reactor wall in giant 
water-cooled pools. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Over half 
the material is outside the protection 
of the main building? 

Mr. HOBSON. That is correct. The 
Federal Government signed an agree-
ment with the utility companies to dis-
pose of this nuclear material by 1998 at 
the Yucca Mountain repository in Ne-
vada. Unfortunately, Yucca Mountain 
is not scheduled to open until 2010. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. So, as it 
stands, probably until 2010 this highly 
radioactive material is sitting there 
exposed at most of the power plants in 
the country, outside the nuclear reac-
tor building, waiting to be transported 
to Yucca Mountain. Is that correct? 

Mr. HOBSON. Yes, that is true. What 
has happened is some of the material 
has been transferred to concrete sta-
tionary casks after it has been in the 
pool for the appropriate time, but this 
radioactive fuel will have to be care-
fully removed and repackaged for ship-
ment to Yucca Mountain in a manner 
that is much safer and in a moveable 
container. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Given the 
volume of the material we are dealing 
with and the volatility of that material 
and its being subject to being attacked, 
is there a better way to address the 
issue of storage between now and 2010 
and then proper shipment to Yucca 
Mountain? 

Mr. HOBSON. In my opinion there is. 
This bill directs the Department of En-
ergy to determine the potential cost 
savings and threat level reduction by 
placing spent fuel into a dual-use cask 
rather than separate storage and trans-
portation casks. By reducing both the 
handling and exposure periods, we can 
substantially increase the safety and 
security levels and prevent a possible 
or potential future accident at the 
sites. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. When the 
gentleman talks about dual-use casks, 
could the gentleman tell me what he 
means by that? 

Mr. HOBSON. These are casks that, 
on the site, instead of putting them 
into the concrete thin-barrier-walled 
facilities that they are in now, they 
would go into a much higher, non-pen-
etrable type of facility container that 
would be manufactured and delivered 
to the site, and put into that cask. 
That cask could then be put on a rail 
car in future years and transferred out 
to Yucca Mountain and put directly 
into the mountain, rather than the 
procedure they are talking about now 
of taking those casks that they have 
got there now, which are concrete and 
a very thin wall, taking those, putting 
them into another container, then put-
ting them on a rail car, taking them to 
Yucca Mountain, taking them out 
again, putting them into another con-
tainer there, and then putting it in the 
ground. 

This would, in my opinion, be a much 
more cost-effective way of handling 

this waste and a much safer way of 
handling the waste in the current situ-
ation. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. So the 
cask you are talking about would serve 
two purposes, be dual use: one, it would 
safely protect the material while we 
are waiting around for Yucca to be fin-
ished; and, two, you would not need to 
change it into another container to 
ship it out there. 

Mr. HOBSON. That is correct. You 
would not have to do it again after you 
got out there. You would not have to 
take it out, put it in another con-
tainer, and then put it underground. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. What I 
am most concerned about from my per-
spective is the storage of material at 
the nuclear power plant pending Yucca 
Mountain shipment, the years we are 
having that material laying there ex-
posed to perhaps an attack. By the 
way, each one of these nuclear plants is 
within 20 miles of an airport. 

Would these dual-use casks that the 
gentleman refers to, would they be im-
pervious to such an attack? 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, the word 
‘‘impervious’’ is pretty difficult or a 
pretty high standard. I think we would 
have to study it a little bit more, but 
I think they are far more resilient to 
that type of attack or another type of 
attack than where we are today, and 
we would be much safer. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman. From my 
perspective on the Subcommittee on 
Homeland Security of the Committee 
on Appropriations, I strongly support 
quickly moving toward these dual-use, 
thick-walled containers which can be 
used for storage and transportation to 
Yucca Mountain, and, in the mean-
time, give us maximum protection 
from the attack on that material caus-
ing great possible harm. This would re-
duce the potentially catastrophic ef-
fects of a terrorist attack on a nuclear 
power plant. 

I look forward to working with the 
chairman on this issue and congratu-
late the gentleman on a great bill. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman, and I agree with the 
gentleman’s comments.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise to pro-
test the drastic and devastating cuts to the Ap-
palachian Regional Commission (‘‘ARC’’) in 
the House of Representatives’ Energy and 
Water Appropriations bill, on which we will 
vote today. 

The ARC provides vital infrastructure invest-
ments in a historically distressed area of the 
country that spans 13 states including all of 
West Virginia, my home State. 

The cuts in the Energy and Water Appro-
priations will slash the ARC budget by over 50 
percent from its fiscal year 2002 levels. The 
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, 
of which I am a senior member, had author-
ized $88 million for this vital program, but the 
bill only provides for $33 million in ARC fund-
ing. Simply put, this bill seeks to gut a worth-
while program upon which so many people 
across so many states depend. 

I understand that Senator ROBERT BYRD, 
that great West Virginian and one of the most 
distinguished public servants in American his-
tory, has managed to fund the ARC at its cur-
rent level in the Senate’s Energy and Water 
Appropriations. His efforts are greatly appre-
ciated, and I applaud him both personally and 
professionally for what he has done for the 
ARC and therefore for West Virginia. Were it 
not for Senator BYRD’s efforts, I would have to 
oppose the House Energy and Water Appro-
priations bill outright. 

In the 1960s, President Johnson carried out 
a promise to help raise the Appalachian region 
out of its crushing poverty when he formed the 
Appalachian Regional Commission. For over 
30 years, the ARC has provided for develop-
ment and jobs throughout 410 counties across 
a 200,000 square mile region. Although the 
Appalachian region is dramatically improved 
because of this effort, there remains more 
work to be done to fulfill the promise made. 

Mr. Chairman, some have questioned the 
value of the ARC. In response, I would like to 
note a few examples of the good work the 
ARC has done most recently in southern West 
Virginia: 

The ARC provided the Prichard, WV Public 
Service District with a $100,000 grant to con-
struct a wastewater collection and treatment 
system that will provide water to 225 cus-
tomers and create 148 jobs in Wayne County, 
WV. 

A $1 million grant to the Glen White/Trap 
Hill Public Service District in Raleigh County, 
WV, will fund construction of a three water 
storage tanks and replace some existing water 
lines while extending service to surrounding 
communities that had to rely on underground 
wells. 

In Boone County, WV, a $680,000 grant 
from the ARC is being used to extend 
waterlines to Julian, WV. 

The ARC also has provided the West Vir-
ginia Access Center for Higher Education in 
Bluefield, WV, a $75,000 grant to help in-
crease the number of high school students 
who go on to attend college. 

Now, I don’t think the people who live in 
Prichard, Glen White, Julian, and Bluefield will 
claim that the ARC has a questionable track 
record. 

Mr. Chairman, Senator BYRD is the sponsor 
of a Senate bill to complete construction of the 
Appalachian Development Highway System. I 
proudly note that I am the sponsor of the 
House version of the same bill, H.R. 2381, 
which is cosponsored by my fellow West Vir-
ginian and close friend, Alan Mollohan, and 
that stalwart ARC supporter from Ohio, my 
friend Ted Strickland. 

I urge my colleagues to remember the ARC 
as a worthwhile program that has benefited 
many lives and continues to do so.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the Fiscal Year 2004 En-
ergy and Water Appropriations bill, which 
brings the Houston Ship Channel project ex-
tremely close to completion and provides crit-
ical flood relief for residents of the 29th District 
of Texas. 

This bill provides $33.7 million for the Hous-
ton Ship Channel deepening and widening 
project, which will allow our Nation’s second 
largest port to continue to grow and handle 
the heavy energy and petrochemical traffic 
that is necessary for the smooth economic 
functioning of our nation. The Port of Houston 
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is home to the single largest petrochemical 
complex in the country, with a combined ca-
pacity to produce nearly 49 percent of the Na-
tion’s petrochemical capacity. 

By increasing the capability of the Ship 
Channel to handle newer, larger tankers more 
safely, Congress will directly increase the en-
ergy security of our nation at a time of tumul-
tuous energy markets. If we can obtain an ad-
ditional $15 million as this legislation moves 
forwards, the construction on the Ship Chan-
nel can be completed within the fiscal year. 
The Ship Channel is one of the primary eco-
nomic engines in my District and throughout 
Texas, directly providing tens of thousands of 
jobs in the greater Houston area and many 
more thousands across the State. 

For flood control, this legislation provides $1 
million for flood protection construction work 
along Hunting Bayou, an urban watershed in 
East-Central Harris County. During Tropical 
Storm Allison, the most expensive tropical 
storm in U.S. history, over 8,000 homes flood-
ed in the Hunting Bayou watershed, which is 
heavily residential and low to moderate in-
come. 

When complete, the $180 million Hunting 
Bayou Federal Flood Control Project will re-
duce the number of structures in the 100-year 
flood plain in the watershed from 5,500 to 800, 
and the local sponsor is projected to cover 
half of the total project cost. 

The House Energy and Water Appropria-
tions Act for FY 2004 also provides $774,000 
to complete the General Re-evaluation Review 
for Greens Bayou, a highly populated, but 
economically disadvantaged watershed in 
North Harris County. The lack of flood control 
protections in this watershed leaves these 
residents and businesses unprotected and re-
sulted in the flooding of over 15,000 structures 
during Tropical Storm Allison. The most major 
channel flooding during the event occurred in 
the Greens watershed, and we need to get 
moving and start moving dirt down there as 
soon as possible. 

I offer my deep appreciation to Chairman 
HOBSON and Ranking Member VISCLOSKY for 
their attention and dedication to these critical 
economic development and flood protection 
projects for my constituents down in Houston, 
TX. I hope to work with them as this legisla-
tion goes forward, and I urge my colleagues to 
support the bill.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak 
on H.R. 2754, the Energy and Water Develop-
ment Appropriations bill for fiscal year 2004. 
This bill, which provides important flood pro-
tection, water transportation, energy, and irri-
gation services across the country is con-
sistent with the House-passed budget resolu-
tion and complies with the Congressional 
Budget Act. 

H.R. 2754 provides $27.080 billion in budget 
authority and $27.173 billion in outlays—in-
creases over the previous year’s funding lev-
els of $1.224 billion and $1.697 in BA and out-
lays respectively. This bill exceeds the Presi-
dent’s request by approximately $279 million. 
Over the last 4 years, funding for this appro-
priations bill has increased at an annual rate 
of 5.9 percent. 

As chairman of the House Budget Com-
mittee, I am pleased to report that the bill is 
consistent with the House Concurrent Resolu-
tion on the Budget for fiscal year 2004—H. 
Con. Res. 95. H.R. 2754 also complies with 
section 302(f) of the Congressional Budget 

Act. Section 302(f), prohibits consideration of 
bills in excess of a subcommittee’s 302(b) al-
location. 

H.R. 2754 does not contain emergency-des-
ignated new BA. The bill does include $80 mil-
lion in rescissions of previously enacted BA 
with $4 million in related outlays. 

In conclusion, I express my support for H.R. 
2754 and yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, today I rise in 
support of this appropriations bill and also to 
highlight the need for increased funding for 
basic science programs at the Department of 
Energy. 

First, I would like to commend the chair and 
ranking member of the subcommittee for sub-
stantial efforts to add funds in nearly every 
category of basic energy research to the ad-
ministration’s budget requests. 

In particular, I commend the committee for 
committing $268.1 million to fusion energy re-
search; $10.8 million above the administra-
tion’s budget request and an 8 percent in-
crease over fiscal year 2003 appropriated lev-
els—$246.9 million. 

The $10.8 million increase this committee 
worked hard to secure is essential for allowing 
the United States to fulfill the President’s di-
rective of reengaging in the international burn-
ing plasma experiment (ITER) and to maintain 
a strong domestic fusion energy program. 

The fusion energy program has made im-
pressive—although generally unrecognized—
progress in the past years despite being se-
verely under funded. For example, the energy 
produced in fusion plasmas in large experi-
ments around the world has outpaced the rate 
of advance in computer speed during the last 
30 years. The people of New Jersey are proud 
of our leadership role in this important field of 
science through one of our Nation’s premier 
research institutions, the Princeton Plasma 
Physics Laboratory (PPPL). 

However, substantial hurdles still must be 
addressed before fusion energy will become a 
viable commercial energy source, and solving 
these problems will take significant Federal 
support. It will be worth the effort and ex-
pense. Knowing a great deal about the sub-
ject, I am optimistic that the hurdles will be 
overcome and practical fusion energy will be-
come a reality. 

Before coming to Congress, I was the asso-
ciate director of the PPPL. It is worth noting 
that during my tenure at the lab, the fusion en-
ergy budget reached a high of $352 million. 
The committee should be commended for tak-
ing a small step in reestablishing such funding 
levels. 

Despite these important incremental in-
creases, I must emphasize that our country’s 
current investment in fusion energy science, 
and in basic energy research in general, is not 
nearly sufficient to realize the goal of a zero 
emissions energy economy, as outlined by En-
ergy Secretary Abraham in introducing DOE’s 
budget request. 

Achieving energy independence and a sig-
nificant reduction in greenhouse gas emis-
sions from the energy sector will take a sus-
tained investment in basic sciences that could 
lead to clean alternative energy sources. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend the committee for 
making the best of an inadequate budget re-
quest, and I urge this committee to continue 
this trend toward increased support for our 
basic energy research programs in years to 
come. 

I also want to commend Mr. HOBSON and 
the committee for reducing funding for study of 
a new generation of nuclear weapons. Nuclear 
weapons on the battlefield would be a night-
mare, and reasonable battlefield commanders 
say they would never want them. Nuclear 
‘‘bunker buster’’ bombs are flawed in concept 
and we should not be spending money to pur-
sue them.

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to commend Mr. HOBSON and Ranking 
Member VISCLOSKY for offering a strong bill 
that ensures that the United States continues 
to have a robust nuclear deterrent and the in-
frastructure to support it. 

As the former ranking member of the Armed 
Services panel to oversee the National Nu-
clear Security Administration, I am especially 
pleased that the committee report highlights 
the need for the NNSA to focus on its primary 
mission of maintaining the viability of the exist-
ing stockpile. 

The committee’s cuts in funding for new nu-
clear weapons and for the robust nuclear 
earth penetrator are vital steps toward restor-
ing U.S. leadership in fighting the proliferation 
of weapons of mass destruction. 

Indeed, not only does the military not have 
any requirements for these weapons, but de-
veloping them would send a strong signal to 
other countries that the pursuit of nuclear 
weapons is legitimate and necessary. 

At a time when we are facing a changing 
security environment it would seem prudent to 
strengthen the core missions of the nuclear 
establishment such as our science based 
stockpile stewardship rather than embark on 
potentially dangerous new missions that would 
have a destabilizing effect. 

In this regard, I am pleased to see full sup-
port for the National Ignition Facility, a key 
Stockpile Stewardship Program facility which 
is being build in my district. 

Recently NIF brought the first four of its 192 
beams online and has demonstrated full 
power and full performance on those beams. 
Those four beams now constitute the most 
powerful laser in the world. 

NIF will begin to do experiments to provide 
data to the Stockpile Stewardship Program 
this year—while it continues to commission 
additional laser beams on the path to full facil-
ity operation in FY2008. 

A critical element of the committee’s action 
is the support for growth in the Experimental 
Support Technologies, which provide the tech-
nologies to use NIF. 

I also strongly urge the chairman to work 
with me and other members of the Armed 
Services Committee to move forward on the 
work necessary to refurbish the W–80. The 
W–80 fills a unique niche in our nuclear deter-
rent. 

The work called for in the budget request 
will lay the groundwork for improving the safe-
ty, security and reliability of the W–80. 

It is important that the budget request for 
the NNSA work on the W–80 be supported so 
that the production plant work can be effec-
tively managed. 

Finally, I am concerned about the language 
in section 301 mandating that the Department 
of Energy automatically compete labs that 
have been managed by a particular contract 
for more than 50 years. 

The decision to chose a given contractor to 
manage a particular laboratory with its specific 
needs, is an exceedingly complex one, involv-
ing all manner of judgments concerning the 
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relative value of factors such as the ability of 
a given contractor to attract and retain the 
strong technical workforce required to focus 
on issues of supreme national security impor-
tance to our country. 

These issues deserves in-depth scrutiny 
and study, not an automatic competition of the 
contract. Neither the Department of Defense, 
NSF or NASA treats its contractors this way, 
and I am concerned that DOE would be asked 
to do so. 

On the water side, I understand the commit-
tee’s rationale for not including funding for the 
CALFED program. 

The program must be authorized by Con-
gress this year and I am working with my col-
leagues from California to advance a com-
prehensive reauthorization bill this year. 

The federal government must be an active 
partner with California to heal the Delta’s eco-
system and prepare for the state’s growing 
population. 

I appreciate the committee’s hard work and 
urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the bill.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this Mem-
ber would like to commend the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON), the chair-
man of the Energy and Water Development 
Appropriations Subcommittee, and the distin-
guished gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY), the ranking member of the sub-
committee, for their exceptional work in bring-
ing this bill to the floor. 

This Member recognizes that extremely tight 
budgetary constraints made the job of the sub-
committee much more difficult this year. 
Therefore, the subcommittee is to be com-
mended for its diligence in creating such a fis-
cally responsible measure. In light of these 
budgetary pressures, this Member would like 
to express his appreciation to the sub-
committee and formally recognize that the En-
ergy and Water Development appropriations 
bill for fiscal year 2004 includes funding for 
several water projects that are of great impor-
tance to Nebraska. 

This Member greatly appreciates the $18 
million funding level provided for the four-State 
Missouri River Mitigation Project and hopes 
that the final funding for FY2004 will be closer 
to the $22 million included in the Administra-
tion’s budget. The funding is needed to restore 
fish and wildlife habitat lost due to the feder-
ally sponsored channelization and stabilization 
projects of the Pick-Sloan era. The islands, 
wetlands, and flat floodplains needed to sup-
port the wildlife and waterfowl that once lived 
along the river are gone. An estimated 
475,000 acres of habitat in Iowa, Nebraska, 
Missouri, and Kansas have been lost. Today’s 
fishery resources are estimated to be only 
one-fifth of those which existed in 
predevelopment days. 

In addition, this measure provides additional 
funding for flood-related projects of tremen-
dous importance to residents of Nebraska’s 
First Congressional District. Mr. Chairman, 
flooding in 1993 temporarily closed Interstate 
80 and seriously threatened the Lincoln mu-
nicipal water system which is located along 
the Platte River near Ashland, Nebraska. 
Therefore, this Member is extremely pleased 
that H.R. 2754 continues funding in the 
amount of $191,000, the full amount thought 
necessary, for the Lower Platte River and 
Tributaries Flood Control Study. This study 
should help formulate and develop feasible so-
lutions which will alleviate future flood prob-

lems along the Lower Platte River and tribu-
taries. 

This Member recognizes that this bill in-
cludes $546,000 for the Sand Creek Water-
shed project in Saunders County, NE, and 
$318,000 for the Western Sarpy-Clear Creek. 
However, this funding is to be used for 
preconstruction engineering and design work. 
This Member believes that it is very important 
that the final version of the FY2004 Energy 
and Water Development appropriations legis-
lation include funding for construction of these 
projects.

Funding for the Sand Creek project is par-
ticularly urgent. There is a cooperative effort in 
Nebraska between the State highway agency 
and water development agencies which makes 
this project more cost-effective and feasible. 
Specifically, the dam for this small reservoir is 
to be a structure that the Nebraska Depart-
ment of Roads would construct instead of a 
bridge as part of the new State expressway in 
the immediate vicinity of Wahoo, NE. Imme-
diate funding would help ensure that this cost-
effective, coordinated effort could continue so 
that the construction of the expressway will 
not be further delayed. 

Mr. Chairman, this Member very much ap-
preciates the report language which ‘‘directs 
the Secretary of the Army to work closely with 
the local sponsor on the Sand Creek Environ-
mental Restoration project, accepting advance 
funds offered by the sponsor, and agreeing to 
credits and reimbursements, as appropriate, 
for work done by the sponsor, including work 
performed in connection with the design and 
construction of seven upstream detention stor-
age structures.’’

Another project, the Western-Sarpy-Clear 
Creek Flood Reduction Project is designed to 
provide protection to the city of Lincoln’s water 
supply, Interstate 80 and U.S. Highway 6, the 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe railroad/Amtrak 
line, telecommunication lines and other public 
facilities. The project completes and strength-
ens a levee system, most of which is already 
in place, to channel water and ice downstream 
away from the confluence of the Elkhorn and 
Platte Rivers, which is where major flood prob-
lems begin. 

On still another important project, this Mem-
ber is pleased that $1.5 million in additional 
construction funding is included for the Ante-
lope Creek project in Lincoln, NE, and also 
hopes that this funding level will be increased 
in the final version. The purpose of the project 
is to implement solutions to multifaceted prob-
lems involving the flood control and drainage 
problems in Antelope Creek as well as exist-
ing transportation and safety problems all with-
in the context of broad land use issues. This 
Member continues to have a strong interest in 
the project since he was responsible for stimu-
lating the city of Lincoln, the Lower Platte 
South Natural Resources District, and the Uni-
versity of Nebraska-Lincoln to work jointly and 
cooperatively with the Army Corps of Engi-
neers to identify an effective flood control sys-
tem for downtown Lincoln. The Antelope 
Creek Flood Control Project is a large project 
and will have a number of phases of right-of-
way acquisition and construction. 

Finally, this Member notes regrettably that 
the bill does not include the usual $260,000 in 
funding requested for operations and manage-
ment related to the Missouri National Rec-
reational River Project. This project addresses 
a serious problem by protecting the river 

banks from the extraordinary and excessive 
erosion rates caused by the sporadic and 
varying releases from the Gavins Point Dam. 
These erosion rates are a result of previous 
work on the river by the Federal Government. 
This Member believes that the final venison of 
the legislation should include this funding and 
would appreciate the committee’s assistance 
with the other body on this issue. 

Again Mr. Chairman, this Member gratefully 
commends the distinguished gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. HOBSON), the chairman of the En-
ergy and Water Development Appropriations 
Subcommittee, and the distinguished gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY), the rank-
ing member of the subcommittee, for their 
support of projects which are important to Ne-
braska and the First Congressional District, as 
well as the people living in the Missouri River 
Basin in the four-state region.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
strongly object to report language regarding 
regional transmission organization, RTO, mat-
ters in the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission, FERC, section of H.R. 2754, the En-
ergy and Water Development Appropriations 
Act for Fiscal Year 2004. The Committee’s re-
port expresses ‘‘concerns’’ regarding the inte-
gration of various companies into a regional 
transmission organization, RTO, pursuant to a 
specified FERC order. The language also 
states that the Committee ‘‘expects’’ that the 
FERC will ‘‘require’’ certain parties to meet 
specified conditions ‘‘before proceeding’’ with 
such integration. The language also warns 
that the Committee ‘‘may address’’ this issue 
‘‘in more detail’’ in the conference, ‘‘pending 
receipt’’ of a status ‘‘report’’ from FERC on 
this issue. Matters pertaining to the regulation 
of electric transmission are exclusively within 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. The Appropriations Com-
mittee has no jurisdiction over such FERC ac-
tivity and should, therefore, not address this 
matter in conference. FERC should disregard 
the report language, which has no legal force 
or effect.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Chairman, today I urge 
my colleagues to vote for the Udall-Porter 
amendment. This amendment would strength-
en the Department of Energy’s renewable en-
ergy research programs, and would work to-
ward decreasing our Nation’s dependence of 
foreign sources for energy. 

Renewable energy is vital to America’s fu-
ture. By boosting renewable energy, we are 
working toward bringing down energy costs, 
creating a consistent and reliable source of 
energy, improving other environment and pub-
lic health, increasing our role in the global re-
newable energy market, and reducing our vul-
nerability to terrorism. Nuclear power, by con-
trast, has left us buried under thousands of 
tons of radioactive waste. The proposed 
Yucca Mountain repository, hundreds and 
thousands of miles from reactor sites, has 
been marked to house this waste, but trans-
porting and storing nuclear waste creates po-
tential targets for terrorism, leaving our Nation 
at risk. 

We need to invest more funds to help our 
Nation’s renewable power industry grow. This 
proposal would overcome many of the finan-
cial hurdles encountered with renewable en-
ergy research. Geothermal energy, a highly 
accessible form of renewable energy, has 
shown little growth in the U.S. during the past 
decade compared to other nations. With more 
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funding, this could change—we could create a 
boom in the geothermal energy industry. With 
the help of financing, just last year the solar 
power business grew by 60 percent to $500 
million. Wind plants in 27 States produced 
enough energy to serve more than 1.3 million 
households. 

The State of Nevada has been cited as a 
‘‘highly favorable’’ State to develop renewable 
energy. It is blessed with natural energy re-
sources. The numerous mountain ranges, bor-
dered by underground faults, are sources for 
geothermal energy. The Department of the In-
terior has listed 10 sites in Nevada that could 
produce geothermal energy in the next 2 
years. Each of these sites is located near 
transportation lines, which could transmit en-
ergy to other markets. Geothermal power pro-
vides the Nation with about 17 percent of the 
renewable energy, but is less than 0.75 per-
cent of the Nation’s total energy supply. 

Solar energy generated from the sunlight of 
Southern Nevada, on a 100-square-mile grid 
alone, could supply enough electricity to 
power the rest of the United States. Wind 
power has the potential to produce twice as 
much electricity as nuclear energy. Currently, 
not even counting solar power, Nevada could 
produce 27 percent more from renewable re-
sources. This energy could be exported to 
other States, creating more jobs and economic 
benefit to Nevada. 

Instead of investing funds into the Nuclear 
Waste Disposal Program, we should be en-
dowing the Renewable Energy Program with 
funding to expand research and development. 
Money should be invested in cleaner forms of 
energy, not problem-ridden projects like Yucca 
Mountain that create potential risks to our 
communities. We must look ahead into the fu-
ture of energy. Renewable energy is beneficial 
for people and the environment. With this I 
ask you to vote for the Udall-Porter amend-
ment.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding and I ask 
unanimous consent to review and extend my 
remarks. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of this 
year’s Energy and Water Appropriation’s bill. 

Before I run through the many reasons for 
my strong support of this legislation, I would 
llke to thank and recognize the distinguished 
Chairman of the Energy and Water Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, Representative DAVID 
HOBSON, who has provided strong leadership 
and direction, while putting together a respon-
sible and bipartisan bill. 

I would like to also thank ranking member 
VISCLOSKY for his bipartisan spirit in helping to 
put this bill together, and the Energy and 
Water Subcommittee staff who all put in so 
much time and effort meeting with each mem-
ber. 

For more than 170 years, the Federal Gov-
ernment has worked in partnership with our 
States and local communities to provide solu-
tions to critical flooding, dredging, and environ-
mental problems, as well as beach and shore 
protection. This year is no exception. In fact, 
the gentleman from Ohio has produced a bill 
that ensures our Nation’s continued commit-
ment to work in partnership with our States 
and local municipalities to address these vital 
needs. In my home State of New Jersey, 
these projects have kept our Port of New York 
and New Jersey open for business, and pre-
pared us for a future with bigger ships, and 

most importantly, keeping President Bush’s 
commitment that our port continue to serve 
our nation and our national security and eco-
nomic needs. 

I would again like to thank the Chairman for 
his strong support for dredging the New York/
New Jersey Port. 

In addition, this bill helps keep the 127 miles 
of New Jersey Beach open to visitors from all 
over the country. As a direct result, over 30 
billion dollars are infused into New Jersey’s 
economy each summer, and over 800,000 
people are employed. 

In an effort to protect New Jerseyans, their 
homes, and their businesses from the destruc-
tion and devastation of flooding, this bill also 
provides the framework and the funding to 
purchase wetlands for natural storage areas, 
and to work with the local governments in 
Morris, Somerset, and Essex Counties to de-
velop long-term solutions to these re-occurring 
floods. 

This bill also funds the Department of En-
ergy, where funding has been focused on core 
programs, which can truly make a difference. 
I am quite pleased that Chairman HOBSON has 
made the Nuclear Waste Program one of his 
highest energy priorities. The Chairman’s mark 
provides a total of $765 million for nuclear 
waste disposal, an increase of $174 million 
over the budget request and $308 million 
more than fiscal year 2003. These additional 
funds are provided to enable the Department 
to open the Yucca Mountain repository on 
schedule in 2010, which will help communities 
all around the country where nuclear waste is 
stored on a ‘‘temporary’’ basis. 

I would again like to thank Chairman HOB-
SON for supporting DOE’s Fusion Energy 
Sciences program with over 268 million dol-
lars, nearly $11 million over the President’s 
budget. These are critical dollars which will 
allow America to participate in the Inter-
national Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor, 
ITER, while simultaneously allowing the do-
mestic fusion community to prosper at places 
like New Jersey’s Princeton Plasma Physics 
Laboratory, a Department of Energy labora-
tory. 

Fusion energy is a future source of clean 
and limitless energy. More importantly, this en-
ergy source will make us less dependent on 
foreign oil and fossil fuels. 

Mr. Chairman, for all these reasons, I urge 
my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Chairman, I strongly 
oppose the Advance Weapons Concepts fund-
ing in this appropriations bill. While I was 
pleased to see that the Energy and Water Ap-
propriators chose to reduce funding for the 
‘‘Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator,’’ I am still 
concerned that this bill provides $5 million for 
the weapon. 

We live in an era when terrorism and na-
tional security concerns dominate the political 
landscape, as well they should. No one is ar-
guing about the need to find new technologies 
with which our Nation can combat deeply bur-
ied targets, particularly those held by terror-
ists. Supporters of the Robust Nuclear Earth 
Penetrator, argue that the current funding is 
strictly limited to weapons research and devel-
opment in Department of Energy labs. 

This claim ignores the obvious end result of 
such funding—weapons design does not occur 
in a vacuum. In order for our soldiers to use 
nuclear weapons in combat, these weapons 
must first be physically tested, most likely at 

the Nevada Test Site. The Federal Govern-
ment’s poor record on weapons testing and 
containment of fallout is lengthy and dis-
appointing, at best. 

I have already seen too many Americans 
succumb to then-unforeseen consequences of 
nuclear weapons. The price of new usable nu-
clear weaponry is too high for this great Na-
tion, once again, and I reiterate my opposition 
to the advance weapons concepts funding.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Chairman, due to a fam-
ily emergency, I am unable to be here today 
for the debate on the Energy and Water Ap-
propriations bill. I want to express my strong 
opposition to the language in the bill regarding 
the Nuclear Waste Disposal Account. 

The House Appropriations Committee on 
Energy and Water has allocated a total of 
$765 million for FY 2004 for the Yucca Moun-
tain Project and nuclear waste disposal. This 
represents an increase of 67 percent above 
current spending levels and $174 million more 
than the Energy Department’s request for FY 
2004. Appropriating such a massive increase 
in funds for a project that has yet to be li-
censed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion is unconscionable. 

I would like to bring to your attention several 
outstanding issues that cloud the future of the 
problem-ridden Yucca Mountain Project. 

Key scientific issues surrounding the Yucca 
Mountain project remain unresolved. Sound 
science on the long-term viability of a deep 
geologic burial site for 77,000 tons of high-
level nuclear waste has yet to be produced. 
The Department of Energy continues to strug-
gle to address the nearly 200 outstanding ‘‘key 
technical issues’’ concerning the repository. 
Numerous scientific reports highlight the po-
tential shortcomings of the current plan, in-
cluding a lack of comprehensive performance 
tests on the man-made storage casks, the 
presence of significant seismic activity at the 
proposed site, and incomplete data on the ef-
fects of the waste on the surrounding commu-
nities. Additionally, questions regarding the re-
liability of computer models in evaluating risks 
posed by long-term waste storage at the 
Yucca site remain unanswered. 

Some have stated that only the people in 
Nevada have a problem with Yucca Mountain. 
Proponents of the Yucca Mountain nuclear 
dump site claim that it’s needed to address 
security concerns at 131 nuclear reactor sites. 
But this simply is not the case. Even if the De-
partment of Energy receives a license to con-
struct the repository at Yucca Mountain, oper-
ating nuclear reactors will always have nuclear 
waste on-site. As long as a nuclear power 
plant is in operation, it will produce hot, radio-
active, spent nuclear fuel. The fuel must be 
cooled on-site for 5 to 10 years before it can 
be moved. Therefore, even as older fuel is 
shipped to a repository, huge amounts of nu-
clear waste will remain at those 131 sites. 

Shipping nuclear waste to Yucca Mountain 
will not make these reactors any safer. On the 
contrary, it will create another potential ter-
rorist target in Nevada. In addition, it will also 
create thousands of mobile targets traveling 
through 43 States and as many as 360 con-
gressional districts for more than 30 years. 
However, if approved, 77,000 tons of high-
level nuclear waste would be transported from 
131 sites across the United States through 43 
states, and perhaps as many as 360 Congres-
sional districts, for the next 30 to 40 years, 
equaling a total of over 100,000 shipments of 
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nuclear waste. Nuclear waste shipments will 
pass within miles of our homes, schools, and 
hospitals. In fact, one-in-seven Americans, 38 
million people, live within one mile of a pro-
posed transportation route. At every stage of 
transportation, from rail and truck transfers to 
storage depots, to the actual repository, a dev-
astating terrorist attack could result in massive 
civilian casualties, severe economic disruption, 
and long-lasting environmental contamination. 

Finally, I would like to address the language 
in the report that addresses ‘‘early accept-
ance’’ of nuclear waste at Yucca Mountain. 
Sound science has not proven that Yucca 
Mountain is a safe repository for nuclear 
waste storage. There have been promises 
made to Nevadans that no waste would be 
shipped before it was proven to be safe. I 
would urge the Department of Energy to en-
sure this is the case before there is any dis-
cussion of early acceptance.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of this bill, and urge my colleagues to 
support it. Given our allocation, the Majority 
and Minority have worked well together to 
fashion a workable measure. I also want to 
compliment the Chairman on a job well-done. 

I am particularly interested in this bill be-
cause of the funding it provides to the Corps 
of Engineers for activities on our navigable 
waterways. In our agriculture communities, the 
transportation provided by these waterways is 
extremely important to cost-efficient and timely 
grain shipments. That said, it is important for 
my constituents—farmers and consumers 
alike—to have well-operated and well-main-
tained waterway systems on the Mississippi 
and Missouri Rivers. 

As part of our efforts to keep our waterways 
in good working order, we have funded the 
Upper Mississippi River Navigation Study. This 
study is a comprehensive review of the needs 
of the Mississippi transportation system and 
will provide us reliable data about the effi-
ciencies of this critical waterway. 

We have also funded the Mississippi River 
Comprehensive Plan, an initiative aimed at im-
proving flood protection, mitigating flood dam-
age, and enhancing habitat management and 
erosion control. 

Other Corps funding with respect to naviga-
tion that is important to Iowa’s farmers and 
grain shippers pertains to the operation and 
maintenance of the dams and locks along the 
Mississippi and Missouri Rivers. These activi-
ties are important because without proper op-
eration of these locks and dams, much of our 
food production system suffers economically 
because of costly delays in the movement of 
grains and other agricultural products. 

Overall, though the Corps funding is less 
than I would like to see it, I do believe that we 
have done a good job in dividing up the mon-
ies so the Corps can do the things that it does 
best. For this reason and others important to 
my State, I am going to support passage and 
I urge my colleagues to do likewise.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
voice my extreme opposition to H.R. 2754, the 
FY 2004 Energy and Water Appropriations bill 
that unfairly targets my home State of Nevada, 
a State with no nuclear reactors, as the final 
destination for 77,000 tons of high-level nu-
clear waste produced by the U.S. commercial 
nuclear utilities, most of which are located in 
the East. 

This bill tramples on decades of environ-
mental policy, ignores public health and safe-

ty, and exposes the American taxpayer to bil-
lions of dollars in costs to solve the private in-
dustry’s waste problem. 

H.R. 2754 contains some features that 
serve the general food of the United States, 
such as flood control and renewable energy 
research. 

Unfortunately, they are dwarfed by the bill’s 
massive funding for the Yucca Mountain Nu-
clear storage facility. 

This bill increases funding for the site by 
more than 29 percent, even though it has yet 
to be licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. 

At a time when our budget must meet the 
challenges of providing economic growth and 
security against terror, I urge my colleagues to 
reject this bill that over funds an unnecessary, 
unsafe, and unapproved nuclear repository at 
Yucca Mountain.

Mr. Chairman, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
the legislative day of Thursday, July 
17, 2003, the bill shall be considered for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule 
and the amendment designated in the 
order of the House of that day is adopt-
ed.

b 0930 

During consideration of the bill for 
further amendment, the Chair may ac-
cord priority in recognition to a Mem-
ber offering an amendment that has 
been printed in the designated place in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Those 
amendments will be considered read. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2754

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the following 
sums are appropriated, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2004, for 
energy and water development, and for other 
purposes, namely: 

TITLE I 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL 

The following appropriations shall be ex-
pended under the direction of the Secretary 
of the Army and the supervision of the Chief 
of Engineers for authorized civil functions of 
the Department of the Army pertaining to 
rivers and harbors, flood control, shore pro-
tection, aquatic ecosystem restoration, and 
related purposes. 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

For expenses necessary for the collection 
and study of basic information pertaining to 
river and harbor, flood control, shore protec-
tion, aquatic ecosystem restoration, and re-
lated projects, restudy of authorized 
projects, miscellaneous investigations, and, 
when authorized by law, surveys and detailed 
studies and plans and specifications of 
projects prior to construction, $117,788,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That for the Ohio Riverfront, Cincinnati, 
Ohio, project, the cost of planning and design 
undertaken by non-Federal interests shall be 
credited toward the non-Federal share of 
project design costs.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. DEFAZIO:
Page 2, line 18, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(reduced by $17,788,000)’’.
Page 5, line 15, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $17,788,000)’’.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order against the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman re-
serves a point of order. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not rise to offer this amendment be-
cause I believe that the General Inves-
tigations Account is overfunded. In 
fact, I believe the entire Corps budget 
is way underfunded when we look at 
the real infrastructure needs of the 
United States. I appreciate the fact 
that the committee and the House have 
found $288 million more than the Presi-
dent proposed, but it is still $156 mil-
lion less than last year, and all across 
the country we have locks and dams 
and jetties failing. 

In particular, in my own district we 
have a dam at Fern Ridge which is 
more than 50 years old which is on the 
verge of catastrophic failure. The Corps 
has lowered the level of water behind 
the dam. They say that at any moment 
they may have to dewater the res-
ervoir. And when the reservoir is 
dewatered, we lose both the extraor-
dinary recreation benefits of one of the 
most heavily recreated lakes in Or-
egon, the revenues that flow from that 
recreation, but we also lose the flood 
control. And just a few years ago this 
dam was vital when we had a wet win-
ter, and they are now predicting that 
we again are going to have a wet win-
ter. So if the dam just fails a little bit 
more, we are going to lose all the flood 
control capability and all of the rec-
reational attributes, and the Corps of 
my region says they just will not have 
the money until the year 2006 to fix 
this dam. 

That is not acceptable. We cannot 
have dams that are failing and say, 
come back in 3 years and, by the way, 
if they have a 100-year flood in the in-
terim, they are out of luck. We will 
have hundreds of millions of down-
stream damage, and I guess then Fed-
eral flood insurance will pay for it out 
of a different pocket than the pocket 
out of which we are appropriating this 
bill. 

So my intention in offering this 
amendment is not to criticize the com-
mittee or the Corps or any of these 
budgets, but to raise the point that the 
O&M Account, which goes to issues 
like the failing Fern Ridge Dam, goes 
to the dredging of the small ports 
along the southern Oregon coast, is 
woefully underfunded. 

I also understand that a point of 
order may lie against this amendment. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield?
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Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Ohio. 
Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I very 

much appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing to me, and I want him to know that 
I am aware of the needs of his district 
and many others around the country, 
frankly. In my prepared remarks, 
which I did not give today, I list some 
problems. The Operation and Mainte-
nance backlog is nearly $1 billion and 
growing every year, and I talk about 
that. I also talk about the fact that 
OMB has got to work with us on a long-
term basis because every year we go 
on, this aging infrastructure, we need 
to make an investment, and I want to 
make that investment. 

And what I am going to try to do in 
this bill, and this is my first time 
doing this, and I have a very able rank-
ing member, when we sit down with the 
other body in conference, I am going to 
try to increase the money available for 
Operation and Maintenance, and I will 
try very hard to get the OMB to work 
with us to be more realistic in the fu-
ture about this, because I do not think 
it is realistic. We need to help the 
Corps of Engineers so that we do not 
make so many hard choices in support 
of our economic, environmental and 
recreational infrastructure. 

I want to assure the gentleman and 
everybody else in here we have got a 
real problem here. This affects our 
economy. We have to maintain these 
facilities and make sure they are up to 
date because it has a detrimental effect 
on our economy and on our environ-
ment. And I would appreciate if the 
gentleman would withdraw his amend-
ment, but I want him to know I am 
very sincere about trying to get this 
account up not only now, but in the fu-
ture. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his words, and I 
thank him for his work on this and also 
his desire to increase the funding. I 
share that. I intend to support the bill 
here today on the floor because it does 
at least partially fund these needs, and 
I will certainly support a bill that 
comes back from conference which 
does better in these areas. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would to add my remarks to the chair-
man’s, and I pointed out in full com-
mittee when we marked this bill up, 
and, again, it is not a failure of the 
subcommittee that the high-priority 
Operation and Maintenance budget for 
the Corps during the current fiscal 
year is $884 million behind. For this 
coming fiscal year that is going to 
climb to $1 billion. Additionally, non-
high-priority Operation and Mainte-
nance backlog is $1.9 billion and more 
clearly has to be done, and we will do 
our best in conference. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
both the gentleman for their efforts, 
and I will do all I can to support those 
enhancements.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 
For the prosecution of river and harbor, 

flood control, shore protection, aquatic eco-
system restoration, and related projects au-
thorized by law; and detailed studies, and 
plans and specifications, of projects author-
ized or made eligible for selection by law, 
$1,642,911,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which such sums as are necessary 
to cover the Federal share of construction 
costs for facilities under the Dredged Mate-
rial Disposal Facilities program shall be de-
rived from the Harbor Maintenance Trust 
Fund; and of which such sums as are nec-
essary to cover one-half of the costs of con-
struction and rehabilitation of inland water-
ways projects (including rehabilitation costs 
for the Lock and Dam 11, Mississippi River, 
Iowa; Lock and Dam 24, Mississippi River, Il-
linois and Missouri; and Lock and Dam 3, 
Mississippi River, Minnesota, projects) shall 
be derived from the Inland Waterways Trust 
Fund: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, 
is directed to proceed with the construction 
of the New York and New Jersey Harbor 
project, 50-foot deepening element, upon exe-
cution of the Project Cooperation Agree-
ment: Provided further, That no funds made 
available under this Act or any other Act for 
any fiscal year may be used by the Secretary 
of the Army to carry out the construction of 
the Port Jersey element of the New York 
and New Jersey Harbor or reimbursement to 
the Local Sponsor for the construction of the 
Port Jersey element until commitments for 
construction of container handling facilities 
are obtained from the non-Federal sponsor 
for a second user along the Port Jersey ele-
ment: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated in this Act for the preservation and 
restoration of the Florida Everglades shall 
be made available for expenditure unless (1) 
the Secretary of the Army, not later than 30 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
transmits to the State of Florida and the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate a report 
containing a finding and supporting mate-
rials indicating that the waters entering the 
A.R.M. Loxahatchee National Wildlife Ref-
uge and Everglades National Park do not 
meet the water quality requirements set 
forth in the Consent Decree entered in 
United States v. South Florida Water Man-
agement District, (2) The State fails to sub-
mit a satisfactory plan to bring the waters 
into compliance with the water quality re-
quirements within 45 days of the date of the 
report, (3) the Secretary transmits to the 
State and the Committees a follow-up report 
containing a finding that the State has not 
submitted such a plan, and (4) either the 
Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives or the Senate issues a 
written notice disapproving of further ex-
penditure of the funds: Provided further, That 
the Secretary of the Army shall provide the 
State of Florida with notice and an oppor-
tunity to respond to any determination of 
the Secretary under the preceding proviso 
before the determination becomes final.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS 
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. ANDREWS:

Page 3, line 6, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $7,700,000)’’.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto be limited to 20 minutes with 
the time to be equally divided between 
the proponent of the amendment and a 
Member opposed. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to control the 10 
minutes on the amendment with the 
permission to yield. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I want to thank the chairman and 
ranking member for agreeing to the 
time limitation in the interest in get-
ting all the Members home today. 

I express my appreciation to the gen-
tleman from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE), 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER), the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. SCHIFF) for their 
support of this amendment. 

I want to talk about why we are here 
and why I would urge Members to sup-
port the amendment. This is a project 
about deepening the Delaware River 
from its present 40-foot depth to a 45-
foot depth. There has been intense con-
troversy about this issue for a very 
long time. In June 2002, the General 
Accounting Office at the request of 
Members of this House and the other 
body released a study of this project 
which concluded that contrary to the 
legal requirement that there be at 
least a dollar of benefit for every dollar 
invested, that, in fact, in this project 
there are only 49 cents of value for 
every dollar that is invested. The GAO 
described the project as unsustainable 
under the rules that govern the Army 
Corps of Engineers. 

Late in 2002, the Army Corps of Engi-
neers recalculated its assessment of 
the project and not surprisingly con-
cluded that the benefits did outweigh 
the costs. We have looked very care-
fully at that reassessment and commis-
sioned an independent study by Dr. 
Sterns, who is the former Deputy As-
sistant Secretary for Civil Works of the 
Army, and his conclusion I will read as 
follows: ‘‘Considering that the Army 
Corps has already spent more than $20 
million studying this project and yet 
many serious concerns remain, it is un-
likely that any new deepening project 
for the Delaware River of similar scope 
can ever be justified. We recommend 
that Congress deauthorize the Main 
Channel Deepening Project for the 
Delaware River rather than wasting 
any more taxpayer funds to study an 
inherently flawed proposal.’’

Responding to that conclusion, the 
administration in its budget request 
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asked for $300,000 for this project, 
$300,000. The committee has increased 
that amount to $8 million. The purpose 
of this amendment is to reduce that ap-
propriation from the $8 million sub-
mitted by the committee to the $300,000 
requested by the administration. 

There are four reasons why Members 
should support this amendment. The 
first is it is a waste of money. As the 
GAO concluded, for every dollar that 
our constituents put into this project, 
we can expect only 50 cents’ worth of 
return. 

The second reason that Members 
should support this amendment is that 
it is wholly consistent with the very 
desirable goal of protecting jobs in the 
ports and, in fact, growing jobs at the 
ports. In our region there is strong dis-
agreement about the merits of this 
project, but there is unanimity over 
the goal of expanding port develop-
ment. With the 40-foot channel, the 
port that is affected by this amend-
ment has experienced considerable 
growth in the last 10 years. For exam-
ple, since 1990 container traffic at the 
port of Philadelphia and Camden has 
tripled with the 40-foot channel. It is 
estimated that the main source of 
growth in global container trade will 
be the Panamax class ships. That trade 
is expected to triple by the year 2010. 
Panamax class ships as a rule require 
less than a 40-foot draft. So dredging 
this channel to 45 feet is not necessary 
for growth of the port, and there is 
strong feeling throughout the region 
that we can grow without that. 

Third reason are environmental con-
cerns. The Delaware Environmental 
Department and the New Jersey Envi-
ronmental Department have not issued 
the permits that are necessary for this 
project to go forward. There are sub-
stantial reasons for this. There are 
questions about the stirring up of gen-
erations of chemicals and potential 
toxins that lie in the river. There are 
questions about lack of compliance 
with the Clean Air Act. There are ques-
tions about the effect of this project on 
the salt line’s progress north in the 
River and its effect on various plant, 
aquatic, and obviously human life. En-
vironmentally this project is flawed. 
This is the reason why American riv-
ers, Environmental Defense, Friends of 
the Earth, the League of Conservation 
Voters, the National Wildlife Federa-
tion, the Sierra Club, and the U.S. Pub-
lic Interest Research Group support 
this amendment. 

Fourth, and another important rea-
son, is the lack of local support for this 
amendment. We are being asked over 
the course of this project to commit 
well in excess of $200 million from the 
Federal Treasury. There is a require-
ment that well in excess of $100 million 
of local match be generated from local 
sources. In this project the local source 
is a port authority called the Delaware 
River Port Authority. The Delaware 
River Port Authority is governed in 
such a way that there must be agree-
ment from the New Jersey commis-

sioners on the one side of the River and 
the Pennsylvania commissioners on 
the other side of the river. There must 
be a majority of both sides before a de-
cision can be made. 

I will be entering into the RECORD at 
an appropriate time a letter from the 
vice chairman of the Port Authority, 
the leader of the New Jersey delegation 
to the Port Authority, which includes 
the following language: ‘‘I will not sup-
port the Delaware River Deepening 
Project as currently proposed. I intend 
to urge the New Jersey delegation to 
reject any disbursement of Delaware 
River Port Authority funds for this 
project as currently proposed. I believe 
that the project will pose a serious en-
vironmental risk to the communities 
in South Jersey. Further, critical ques-
tions relating to the economic benefit 
of this project remain unanswered.’’ It 
is signed by Jeffrey Nash, who is the 
vice chairman of the Delaware Port 
Authority. 

So, Mr. Chairman, there are four 
good reasons to vote yes on this 
amendment. First of all, the project is 
a waste of money. Read the GAO re-
port. Second, it is not necessary to 
serve the very viable and broadly held 
goal of developing jobs at the port. 
Third, there are serious environmental 
questions, which is why groups like the 
League of Conservation Voters support 
the amendment. And, finally, the local 
match that is required to make this 
project go is in serious jeopardy be-
cause the New Jersey commissioners 
who would be required to support the 
local match have just gone on record as 
saying they will not.

DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY, 
Camden, NJ, July 17, 2003. 

Hon. ROBERT ANDREWS,
U.S. Congress, Rayburn House Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
[Re: Delaware River Deepening Project] 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ANDREWS: As the Vice 
Chairman of the Delaware River Port Au-
thority, heading the New Jersey State Dele-
gation to that Authority, I write to inform 
you that I will not support the Delaware 
River Deepening Project as currently pro-
posed. I intend to urge the New Jersey Dele-
gation to reject any disbursement of Dela-
ware River Port Authority funds for this 
project as currently proposed. I believe that 
the project will pose a serious environmental 
risk to the communities in South Jersey. 
Further, critical questions relating to the 
economic benefit of this project remain un-
answered. 

As you have reported, we have a particular 
concern over the disparate burden placed 
upon South Jersey by the Army Corp of En-
gineers given their plan to dispose the ma-
jority of potentially toxic spoils on unidenti-
fied sites. In addition to our environmental 
and economic concerns, we vigorously object 
to this dredge disposal plan and, therefore, 
cannot offer our support for this project. 

I understand that the Appropriations Com-
mittee in the House of Representatives in-
tends to appropriate 8 million dollars toward 
this project despite President Bush’s request 
to essentially eliminate its funding. I also 
recognize that any federal funding for this 
project is contingent upon a propositional 
match by local governmental entities. I am 
writing to notify you and fellow members of 
Congress that Delaware River Port Author-

ity funding is seriously in doubt given New 
Jersey’s concern as set forth herein. 

Our goal is to pursue a Port Development 
Plan that accentuates our assets: location, a 
superior work force, and excellent inter-
modal facilities. We are confident that we 
will protect the many jobs based at the port 
and add considerably to the economic engine 
without the environmental risk of the pro-
posed dredging project. 

The Delaware River Port Authority is 
committed to improve the South Jersey and 
Philadelphia region by engaging in economic 
development projects that hope to benefit 
the region by creating new jobs, improving 
the quality of life of the region, and revital-
izing the local economy. Based upon several 
studies including a report by the General Ac-
counting Office, I have concluded that this 
project does not meet with our mission. I 
have based my determination on the fact 
that this project poses significant environ-
mental risk as well as numerous quality of 
life issues to the community in our region. 

We look forward to working with our col-
leagues at the Delaware River Port Author-
ity, and in the port communities of New Jer-
sey and Pennsylvania, to develop a viable 
Port Development Plan. 

Sincerely, 
JEFFREY L. NASH, 

Vice Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE). 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

I realize there is a very limited time 
here. I would like to reiterate what the 
gentleman has stated and then make it 
plain. The Delaware River basically 
serves three States in terms of what we 
would do here in deepening that river, 
Delaware, New Jersey and Pennsyl-
vania.

b 0945 
New Jersey is adamantly opposed to 

this. Delaware has serious questions 
about it. We have just gotten all of our 
reviews in. We have not even approved 
this yet. In fact, it is very doubtful if 
it is going to be approved in the State 
of Delaware. It is almost certain that 
this money cannot be spent in the 
course of this year. Pennsylvania has 
been adamantly for this. 

There are tremendous environmental 
questions that are being asked, but 
there are also significant economic 
questions which are being asked, such 
as who benefits from this and, in fact, 
whether there is a cost benefit that is 
remotely close to what the Army Corps 
came up with originally. 

I think to appropriate this full 
amount is wrong. We are not asking to 
close it out all together, but to reduce 
the amount of money that is involved 
here so that we can continue the nec-
essary process to see if in another year 
we should be going forward with it. 

But this, frankly, is just a waste of 
money. This is something Congress 
should not be doing at this time in 
terms of putting additional money in 
it. My judgment is that the amend-
ment makes all the sense in the world, 
and I strongly endorse it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time.
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Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment, and I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

The deepening of the Delaware River 
is considered by many to be vital to 
the future of commerce in the north-
east. The Corps of Engineers believes 
that it is an economically viable 
project. It was authorized in 1992. They 
have already spent more than $17 mil-
lion to date on its study and design. 

The ranking member, the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY), and I 
have been contacted by the Governor of 
Pennsylvania, the Honorable Ed 
Rendell, who urged us to oppose any 
amendment to reduce the level of fund-
ing for this project. His letter contains 
a long list of labor and business inter-
ests who are in strong support of this 
project which he calls ‘‘essential to 
maintaining a competitive port.’’

Therefore, I am opposed to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to yield the balance of my time 
for his control to my ranking member, 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY). 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-

preciate the chairman yielding me his 
time, and I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I too am opposed to the Andrews 
amendment. I have a great deal of re-
spect for the gentleman, but I disagree 
with him on the policy of this amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HOEFFEL). 

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

There is nobody in this House I re-
spect more than the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS). But I dis-
agree with him completely on his 
amendment, and I rise in strong oppo-
sition. 

The gentleman talks about four 
points. I would like to rebut them. He 
says that the deepening of the channel 
for the Port of Philadelphia from 40 
feet to 45 feet would be a waste of 
money. That is not true. The Army 
Corps of Engineers has studied this 
matter twice. The first study said 
there would be $1.40 of benefit for every 
dollar of investment to deepen the 
channel. That was challenged by the 
GAO, as the gentleman has suggested. 
The Army Corps reanalyzed and came 
back with an economic analysis of a 
benefit of $1.18 for every dollar of in-
vestment. That is the current status. It 
is not a waste of money; it will help 
the Port of Philadelphia and the Phila-
delphia region to deepen the channel to 
45 feet. 

The second point is the gentleman 
suggested a 40-foot channel is adequate 
and that we do not need to lower the 
channel, and he is simply wrong. Big, 

modern ships cannot come to the Dela-
ware River to the Port of Philadelphia 
if it stays only at a 40-foot depth. It 
must be deepened to 45 to stay com-
petitive with all of the other ports up 
and down the Mid-Atlantic. It is nec-
essary to deepen the channel. 

Thirdly, the gentleman suggested 
there is environmental damage by the 
deepening. Well, that has been de-
bunked and refuted by seven State and 
Federal agencies that have found no 
adverse impact on the environment. 
The Federal Environmental Protection 
Agency, U.S. Geological Survey, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service have 
all found no adverse environmental im-
pact; and the environmental agencies 
of Delaware, New Jersey, and Pennsyl-
vania have found no adverse environ-
mental impact. 

The final point that the gentleman 
made is that there is a lack of local 
support. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. As we will hear from the 
gentleman from Philadelphia, Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. BRADY), there is unanimous 
support from the governments, from 
the labor unions, from the businesses. 
The only, only business opposed to 
deepening the channel is the litering 
companies in the area that benefit 
from a shallow channel so ships come 
off port, have to unload their material, 
and smaller ships from the litering 
companies take it up the river. Those 
are the people leading the opposition to 
this. 

Philadelphia needs a deeper channel. 
It is good for the economy. We have to 
do it to protect jobs. We have to do it 
to stay competitive. I oppose the 
amendment. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. BRADY). 

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank my ranking member 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of an 
economically strong Port of Philadel-
phia. Through the efforts of our former 
colleague, Bob Borski, Congress au-
thorized the funding for this project in 
1992. 

Mr. Chairman, the Port of Philadel-
phia needs to go 45 feet because of a 
trend towards bigger ships. We talk 
about waste. Deepening this channel 
brings 45,000 direct jobs created by port 
traffic, and it will be severely affected 
if this amendment goes through. I do 
not think that that is waste. 

Mr. Chairman, the Port of Philadel-
phia is also a strategic military port. 
We have two large military transport 
ships ported in Philadelphia. We have 
to guarantee clear access to the sea in 
case of a national emergency. That is 
why 12,000 labor, business, and commu-
nity groups support it; and that is why 
our Governor, who also chairs the 
Delaware Port Authority, which my 
colleague mentioned, he is the chair-
man of that agency, also agrees and 
also sent a letter supporting it. 

Finally, the project is environ-
mentally safe. EPA, U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service, and the U.S. Geologi-
cal Survey approved it. Each State en-
vironment protection agency in the re-
gion has approved it. 

Each State environmental protection 
agency in the region has approved it. 
The dredge material is considered safe 
and will be used for beach, wetlands 
restoration, and filling abandoned 
mines in Pennsylvania. 

Now, the gentleman in New Jersey 
(Mr. ANDREWS) is my dear friend and 
there are two things that separate us, 
the Delaware River and whether or not 
to dredge it or not. I do not stand here 
against the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. ANDREWS) or the gentleman 
from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE), but I do 
stand against their amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress rejected this 
amendment 3 years ago. We should do 
the same today. I would like my col-
leagues to reject this amendment.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not have any other requests for time, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 90 seconds to the gentleman from 
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE). 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Let me just reiterate. We are all 
friends, we are neighbors; and, in most 
cases, we are together on these various 
issues. But I must say that it concerns 
me a great deal that there are two 
States out of three which are affected 
here that are very much concerned 
about going ahead with this project at 
this time. New Jersey is in adamant 
opposition to it, has been from the be-
ginning. 

The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
ANDREWS) has done a wonderful job of 
requesting additional economic stud-
ies. GAO looked at this and found that 
the cost ratios are not $1.18, but 49 to 
50 cents on the dollar. That is highly 
inefficient for going ahead with a 
project such as this. 

We in Delaware have still not given 
approval to this, either for economic or 
environmental reasons. There is a 
great deal of opposition in Delaware as 
well. We do not have anyone other than 
the port of Wilmington who believes 
that they may benefit from this. The 
oil companies who are involved in this, 
and there are six of them, I believe, 
along the Delaware River north of 
Delaware who would benefit from it, 
have not been willing to show any evi-
dence of expanding their channels. If 
they do not do that, then it is of no ad-
vantage to them. So perhaps the Port 
of Philadelphia would benefit, and 
maybe this will go ahead. 

All we are asking for, frankly, is 
time to see if it should go ahead, and 
they have to work out a lot of prob-
lems between now and, say, a year 
from now before that can happen. 

But I would plead to the Members of 
Congress that the two States are being 
rather adversely impacted that are 
raising serious questions about this, 
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and I think that we should revert to 
the smaller amount of money which is 
used to keep the studies going, but not 
to have the project go ahead. 

There is a lot more that could be 
said. We do not have the time to say it 
all today, except to say there is a lot of 
economic speculation about this, and 
we think it is wrong. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the remaining time. 

We have great respect for our friends, 
but we have great respect for the facts. 
The fact is that GAO had the last word. 
They say the project is a waste of 
money. The fact is the environmental 
agencies of New Jersey and Delaware 
have not permitted this. The fact is 
with respect to the local match, the 
New Jersey people will not put up the 
match. The project should not be fund-
ed. We respectfully ask everyone to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on the amendment.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to Mr. ANDREWS’ Amendment. 

The Delaware River Main Channel Deep-
ening project is designed to keep the Dela-
ware River Ports competitive with other east 
coast ports, all of which have dredged or are 
planning to dredge their channels deeper than 
40 feet. Major Shipping lines have informed 
the ports that their next generation ships will 
require deeper channels. Unless these ports 
can go to 45 feet they will be at a competitive 
disadvantage with their sister ports for the ex-
pected growth of international trade. 

In addition to the competitive advantage this 
project will provide the region, it provides 
much needed jobs. Over 75,000 jobs are at-
tributable to the port industry in the Delaware 
Valley. 

Moreover, the Delaware River Port has 
been designated as a military strategic port. 
The Port of Philadelphia has been selected as 
a Strategic Seaport for the Northeast Corridor 
of the United States. Philadelphia’s selection 
means the Department of Defense will incor-
porate the use of the city’s port facilities in its 
planning for the movement of military cargoes 
in the event of major contingency operations. 
Selection of the Pennsylvania port was made 
jointly by the U.S. Maritime Administration, 
U.S. Army Forces Command, and the Military 
Traffic Management Command after an as-
sessment of many Northeast Corridor ports. 
Philadelphia becomes the country’s 14th com-
mercial Strategic Seaport. Designation as a 
Strategic Seaport creates the potential for De-
partment of Defense cargo shipments in sup-
port of contingencies. 

Mr. Chairman, for all of these reasons, I 
urge my colleagues to oppose this amend-
ment and support the underlying bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS). 

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

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I de-

mand a recorded vote. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 

6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS) will be postponed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:
FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND 

TRIBUTARIES 
ARKANSAS, ILLINOIS, KENTUCKY, LOUISIANA, 

MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND TENNESSEE 
For expenses necessary for the flood dam-

age reduction program for the Mississippi 
River alluvial valley below Cape Girardeau, 
Missouri, as authorized by law, $301,054,000, 
to remain available until expended. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 
For expenses necessary for the operation, 

maintenance, and care of existing river and 
harbor, flood and storm damage reduction, 
aquatic ecosystem restoration, and related 
projects; for providing security for infra-
structure owned and operated by, or on be-
half of, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
including administrative buildings and fa-
cilities, laboratories, and the Washington 
Aqueduct; for the maintenance of harbor 
channels provided by a State, municipality, 
or other public agency that serve essential 
navigation needs of general commerce, 
where authorized by law; and for surveys and 
charting of northern and northwestern lakes 
and connecting waters, clearing and 
straightening channels, and removal of ob-
structions to navigation, $1,932,575,000, to re-
main available until expended, of which such 
sums as become available in the Harbor 
Maintenance Trust Fund, pursuant to Public 
Law 99–662 may be derived from that fund, 
and of which such sums as become available 
from the special account for the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers established by the Land 
and Water Conservation Act of 1965, as 
amended (16 U.S.C. 460l–6a(i)), may be de-
rived from that account for resource protec-
tion, research, interpretation, and mainte-
nance activities related to resource protec-
tion in the areas at which outdoor recreation 
is available; and of which such sums as be-
come available under section 217 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1996, 
Public Law 104–303, shall be used to cover the 
cost of operation and maintenance of the 
dredged material disposal facilities for which 
fees have been collected. 

REGULATORY PROGRAM 
For expenses necessary for administration 

of laws pertaining to regulation of navigable 
waters and wetlands, $144,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 
FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION 

PROGRAM 
For expenses necessary to clean up con-

tamination from sites in the United States 
resulting from work performed as part of the 
Nation’s early atomic energy program, 
$140,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 
FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES 
For expenses necessary for emergency 

flood control, response to hurricanes and 
other natural disasters, and related activi-
ties, including the activities that the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers undertakes to en-
sure its readiness to respond to such emer-
gencies, $40,000,000 to remain available until 
expended. 

GENERAL EXPENSES 
For expenses necessary for general admin-

istration and related civil works functions in 
the headquarters of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, the offices of the Division Engi-
neers, the Humphreys Engineer Center Sup-
port Activity, the Institute for Water Re-
sources, the U.S. Army Engineer Research 
and Development Center, and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers Finance Center, 

$164,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That no part of any other 
appropriation provided in title I of this Act 
shall be available to fund the activities of 
the Office of the Chief of Engineers or the ex-
ecutive direction and management activities 
of the division offices: Provided further, That 
none of these funds shall be available to sup-
port an office of congressional affairs within 
the executive office of the Chief of Engi-
neers. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
Appropriations in this title shall be avail-

able for official reception and representation 
expenses (not to exceed $5,000); and during 
the current fiscal year the Revolving Fund, 
Corps of Engineers, shall be available for 
purchase (not to exceed 100 for replacement 
only) and hire of passenger motor vehicles. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL 

SEC. 101. Agreements proposed for execu-
tion by the Assistant Secretary of the Army 
for Civil Works or the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers after the date of the en-
actment of this Act pursuant to section 4 of 
the Rivers and Harbor Act of 1915, Public 
Law 64–291; section 11 of the River and Har-
bor Act of 1925, Public Law 68–585; the Civil 
Functions Appropriations Act, 1936, Public 
Law 75–208; section 215 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1968, as amended, Public Law 90–483; 
sections 104, 203, and 204 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986, as amend-
ed, Public Law 99–662; section 206 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1992, as 
amended, Public Law 102–580; section 211 of 
the Water Resources Development Act of 
1996, Public Law 104–303; and any other spe-
cific project authority, shall be limited to 
credits and reimbursements per project not 
to exceed $10,000,000 in each fiscal year, and 
total credits and reimbursements for all ap-
plicable projects not to exceed $50,000,000 in 
each fiscal year. 

SEC. 102. None of the funds appropriated in 
this or any other Act may be used by the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers to 
support activities related to the proposed 
Ridge Landfill in Tuscarawas County, Ohio. 

SEC. 103. None of the funds appropriated in 
this or any other Act may be used by the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers to 
support activities related to the proposed In-
dian Run Sanitary Landfill in Sandy Town-
ship, Stark County, Ohio. 
NAMING OF LOCK AND DAM 3, ALLEGHENY RIVER, 

PENNSYLVANIA 
SEC. 104. (a) DESIGNATION.—Lock and dam 

numbered 3 on the Allegheny River, Pennsyl-
vania, shall be known and designated as the 
‘‘C.W. Bill Young Lock and Dam’’. 

(b) LEGAL REFERENCES.—A reference in any 
law, regulation, document, record, map, or 
other paper of the United States to the lock 
and dam referred to in subsection (a) shall be 
deemed to be a reference to the ‘‘C.W. ‘Bill’ 
Young Lock and Dam’’.

Mr. HOBSON (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the remainder of title I be 
considered as read, printed in the 
RECORD, and open to amendment at 
any point. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given 

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
will not use the 5 minutes. I just want 
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to rise in support of this bill and to 
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Chair-
man HOBSON) for his efforts, particu-
larly to strengthen the Office of 
Science in the Department of Energy. 
This is a good bill. There were some 
differences of opinion early on. We 
worked out those differences of opinion 
in a responsible way.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this bill. I 
just want to make two points about it. 

First, I want to thank Chairman HOBSON for 
his efforts to strengthen the Office of Science. 
This critical, but often overlooked Office, is a 
critical supporter of research in the physical 
sciences. It also supports crucial work related 
to genomics and homeland security. And it 
runs laboratories that provide research tools 
for a wide range of scientists throughout the 
country. 

In this year’s Energy bill, H.R. 6, the House, 
led by Representative BIGGERT, who chairs 
our Science Committee’s Energy Sub-
committee, authorized major increases for the 
Office of Science. This bill makes a downpay-
ment on those authorizations. 

The bill also specifically recognizes the im-
portance of the administration’s new, inter-
agency supercomputing initiative. Our com-
mittee held a hearing on the issue this week, 
and I look forward to working with Chairman 
HOBSON in this area that can have a major im-
pact on American competitiveness. 

I also want to draw attention to section 301 
of the bill, which requires competition of lab-
oratory contracts. While I disagree with some 
of the details of the provision, I agree that we 
need to come up with a competition policy that 
will provide predictability for the labs and ac-
countability from the labs. We must develop 
the tools to improve laboratory management 
without causing undue disruption or imposing 
excessive costs. In this too, I look forward to 
working with Chairman HOBSON.

Because section 301 constitutes legislation 
on an appropriation bill, Chairman HOBSON 
and I have exchanged letters describing our 
agreement on how we will move forward on 
this section. I ask that they be placed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

I urge my colleagues to support this bill.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, 
Washington, DC, July 17, 2003. 

Hon. DAVID HOBSON, 
Chairman, Appropriations Subcommittee on En-

ergy and Water Development, House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thanks for meeting 
with me today to discuss Section 301 of the 
Energy and Water Appropriations bill for fis-
cal 2004 (H.R. 2754). As you acknowledged, 
Section 301 constitutes legislating on an ap-
propriations bill and would normally be sub-
ject to a point of order. 

In today’s discussion, however, you agreed 
that you would consult with the Science 
Committee throughout your conference ne-
gotiations on Section 301 and that you would 
not make any conference agreement on Sec-
tion 301 that did not meet with our approval. 
As a result of those commitments, I will not 
object to the waiving of points of order 
against Section 301. 

Like you, I believe the management of the 
Department of Energy (DOE) laboratories is 
an important issue that requires more atten-
tion from the Congress. As you know, the 
Science Committee has held hearings on this 
complex issue. We look forward to working 
with you to fashion a competition policy 

that will provide greater accountability and 
more attentive management without causing 
needless disruption of the laboratories’ sci-
entific research or imposing unnecessary ad-
ditional costs. 

Sincerely, 
SHERWOOD BOEHLERT, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 

Washington, DC, July 17, 2003. 
Hon. SHERWOOD BOEHLERT, 
Chairman, House Committee on Science, Ray-

burn Office Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN BOEHLERT: Thank you for 

your letter of July 17, 2003, regarding the 
provisions of Section 301 of the Energy and 
Water Development Appropriations Bill, 2004 
(H.R. 2754). I understand this provision is leg-
islating on an appropriations bill, and am 
pleased that you will not object to waiving 
of points of order against this bill. 

I agree that we will consult with the 
Science Committee throughout our con-
ference negotiations on this particular provi-
sion, and will work toward a conference 
agreement that will satisfy our joint inter-
ests on contract competition. 

I also agree to find a way to stagger the 
contract award dates for the Argonne-East 
and Argonne-West contracts, so that the 
University of Chicago does not have to com-
pete for both contracts simultaneously. 

I look forward to working with you and 
your staff on this important issue. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID L. HOBSON, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy 
and Water Development.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE II 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT 
CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT 
For carrying out activities authorized by 

the Central Utah Project Completion Act, 
$36,463,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $9,423,000 shall be deposited 
into the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and 
Conservation Account for use by the Utah 
Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation 
Commission. 

In addition, for necessary expenses in-
curred in carrying out related responsibil-
ities of the Secretary of the Interior, 
$1,728,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For management, development, and res-
toration of water and related natural re-
sources and for related activities, including 
the operation, maintenance, and rehabilita-
tion of reclamation and other facilities, par-
ticipation in fulfilling related Federal re-
sponsibilities to Native Americans, and re-
lated grants to, and cooperative and other 
agreements with, State and local govern-
ments, Indian tribes, and others, $817,913,000, 
to remain available until expended, of which 
$57,330,000 shall be available for transfer to 
the Upper Colorado River Basin Fund and 
$33,570,000 shall be available for transfer to 
the Lower Colorado River Basin Develop-
ment Fund; of which such amounts as may 
be necessary may be advanced to the Colo-
rado River Dam Fund; and of which not more 
than $500,000 is for high priority projects 
which shall be carried out by the Youth Con-
servation Corps, as authorized by 16 U.S.C. 
1706: Provided, That such transfers may be in-
creased or decreased within the overall ap-

propriation under this heading: Provided fur-
ther, That of the total appropriated, the 
amount for program activities that can be fi-
nanced by the Reclamation Fund or the Bu-
reau of Reclamation special fee account es-
tablished by 16 U.S.C. 460l–6a(i) shall be de-
rived from that Fund or account: Provided 
further, That funds contributed under 43 
U.S.C. 395 are available until expended for 
the purposes for which contributed: Provided 
further, That funds advanced under 43 U.S.C. 
397a shall be credited to this account and are 
available until expended for the same pur-
poses as the sums appropriated under this 
heading: Provided further, That funds avail-
able for expenditure for the Departmental Ir-
rigation Drainage Program may be expended 
by the Bureau of Reclamation for site reme-
diation on a non-reimbursable basis: Provided 
further, That $10,000,000 of the funds appro-
priated herein shall be deposited in the San 
Gabriel Basin Restoration Fund established 
by section 110 of division B, title I of Public 
Law 106–554, as amended: Provided further, 
That section 301 of Public Law 102–250, Rec-
lamation States Emergency Drought Relief 
Act of 1991, as amended, is amended further 
by inserting ‘‘2003, and 2004’’ in lieu of ‘‘and 
2003’’. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION LOAN PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

For administrative expenses necessary to 
carry out the program for direct loans and/or 
grants, $200,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which the amount that can be fi-
nanced by the Reclamation Fund shall be de-
rived from that fund. 

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION 
FUND 

For carrying out the programs, projects, 
plans, and habitat restoration, improvement, 
and acquisition provisions of the Central 
Valley Project Improvement Act, $39,600,000, 
to be derived from such sums as may be col-
lected in the Central Valley Project Restora-
tion Fund pursuant to sections 3407(d), 
3404(c)(3), 3405(f), and 3406(c)(1) of Public Law 
102–575, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That the Bureau of Reclamation is 
directed to assess and collect the full 
amount of the additional mitigation and res-
toration payments authorized by section 
3407(d) of Public Law 102–575: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds made available 
under this heading may be used for the ac-
quisition or leasing of water for in-stream 
purposes if the water is already committed 
to in-stream purposes by a court adopted de-
cree or order. 

POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION 
For necessary expenses of policy, adminis-

tration, and related functions in the office of 
the Commissioner, the Denver office, and of-
fices in the five regions of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, to remain available until ex-
pended, $56,525,000, to be derived from the 
Reclamation Fund and be nonreimbursable 
as provided in 43 U.S.C. 377: Provided, That no 
part of any other appropriation in this Act 
shall be available for activities or functions 
budgeted as policy and administration ex-
penses. 

WORKING CAPITAL FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

From unobligated balances under this 
heading, $4,525,000 are rescinded. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 
Appropriations for the Bureau of Reclama-

tion shall be available for purchase of not to 
exceed 14 passenger motor vehicles, of which 
12 are for replacement only. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

SEC. 201. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act may 
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be used to determine the final point of dis-
charge for the interceptor drain for the San 
Luis Unit until development by the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the State of Cali-
fornia of a plan, which shall conform to the 
water quality standards of the State of Cali-
fornia as approved by the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, to 
minimize any detrimental effect of the San 
Luis drainage waters. 

(b) The costs of the Kesterson Reservoir 
Cleanup Program and the costs of the San 
Joaquin Valley Drainage Program shall be 
classified by the Secretary of the Interior as 
reimbursable or nonreimbursable and col-
lected until fully repaid pursuant to the 
‘‘Cleanup Program-Alternative Repayment 
Plan’’ and the ‘‘SJVDP–Alternative Repay-
ment Plan’’ described in the report entitled 
‘‘Repayment Report, Kesterson Reservoir 
Cleanup Program and San Joaquin Valley 
Drainage Program, February 1995’’, prepared 
by the Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation. Any future obligations of funds 
by the United States relating to, or pro-
viding for, drainage service or drainage stud-
ies for the San Luis Unit shall be fully reim-
bursable by San Luis Unit beneficiaries of 
such service or studies pursuant to Federal 
reclamation law. 

SEC. 202. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this or any 
other Act may be used to pay the salaries 
and expenses of personnel to purchase or 
lease water in the Middle Rio Grande or the 
Carlsbad Projects in New Mexico unless said 
purchase or lease is in compliance with the 
purchase requirements of section 202 of Pub-
lic Law 106–60. 

SEC. 203. Subsection 206(b) of Public Law 
101–514 is amended as follows: In paragraph 
(1), strike ‘‘, with annual quantities deliv-
ered under these contracts to be determined 
by the Secretary based upon the quantity of 
water actually needed within the Sac-
ramento County Water Agency service area 
and San Juan Suburban Water District after 
considering reasonable efforts to: (i) promote 
full utilization of existing water entitle-
ments within Sacramento County, (ii) imple-
ment water conservation and metering pro-
grams within the areas served by the con-
tract, and (iii) implement programs to maxi-
mize to the extent feasible conjunctive use 
of surface water and groundwater’’. 

SEC. 204. The Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized and directed to amend the Cen-
tral Valley Project water supply contracts of 
the Sacramento County Water Agency and 
the San Juan Suburban Water District by de-
leting a provision requiring a determination 
of annual water needs included pursuant to 
section 206 of Public Law 101–514. 

LOWER COLORADO RIVER BASIN DEVELOPMENT 
SEC. 205. (a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding 

section 403(f) of the Colorado River Basin 
Project Act (43 U.S.C. 1543(f)), no amount 
from the Lower Colorado River Basin Devel-
opment Fund shall be paid to the general 
fund of the Treasury until each provision of 
the revised Stipulation Regarding a Stay and 
for Ultimate Judgment Upon the Satisfac-
tion of Conditions, filed in United States dis-
trict court, in Central Arizona Water Con-
servation District v. United States (No. CIV 
95–625–TUC–WDB (EHC), No. CIV 95–1720–
OHX–EHC (Consolidated Action)), and any 
amendment or revision thereof, is met. 

(b) PAYMENT TO GENERAL FUND.—If any of 
the provisions of the stipulation referred to 
in subsection (a) are not met by the date 
that is ten years after the date of enactment 
of this Act, payments to the general fund of 
the Treasury shall resume in accordance 
with section 403(f) of the Colorado River 
Basin Project Act (43 U.S.C. 1543(f)). 

(c) AUTHORIZATION.—Amounts in the Lower 
Colorado River Basin Development Fund 

that but for this section would be returned 
to the general fund of the Treasury shall not 
be expended until further Act of Congress. 

SEC. 206. The second paragraph under the 
heading ‘‘Administrative Provisions’’ in Pub-
lic Law 102–377 (43 U.S.C. 377b) is amended by 
inserting ‘‘, not to exceed $5,000,000 for each 
causal event giving rise to a claim or 
claims’’ after ‘‘activities of the Bureau of 
Reclamation’’.

Mr. HOBSON (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the remainder of title II be 
considered as read, printed in the 
RECORD, and open to amendment at 
any point. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE III 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ENERGY PROGRAMS 
ENERGY SUPPLY

For Department of Energy expenses includ-
ing the purchase, construction, and acquisi-
tion of plant and capital equipment, and 
other expenses necessary for energy supply 
activities in carrying out the purposes of the 
Department of Energy Organization Act (42 
U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), including the acquisition 
or condemnation of any real property or any 
facility or for plant or facility acquisition, 
construction, or expansion, and the purchase 
of not to exceed 12 passenger motor vehicles 
for replacement only, including two buses; 
$691,534,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

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

Mr. Chairman, I wish to engage the 
chairman of the subcommittee in a col-
loquy regarding the early acceptance of 
spent nuclear fuel at Yucca Mountain. 

Mr. Chairman, this issue is of the ut-
most importance to me and, as my col-
leagues know, each and every year that 
I have been a Representative of the 
State of Nevada, for the last 7 years, I 
have adamantly fought against the 
storage of nuclear waste at Yucca 
Mountain. This is a critical issue and 
vitally important to the rest of the Ne-
vada congressional delegation, as it is 
to our constituents. 

While I could go on and speak for 
hours on the reasons why the commit-
tee’s unprecedented level of funding for 
Yucca Mountain nuclear waste reposi-
tory is an outrage to Nevadans, I 
choose rather to focus my attention 
and my opinion on the most irrespon-
sible and alarming of the committee’s 
report: the $4 million in taxpayer dol-
lars to study early acceptance or in-
terim storage of high-level nuclear 
waste at Yucca Mountain. 

I clearly remember debating this in-
terim issue of storage during the 105th 
Congress. I remain strongly opposed to 
the notion that storing nuclear waste 
in a temporary facility on-site at 
Yucca Mountain is a solution to a 
problem of nuclear waste. 

I adamantly oppose the committee’s 
opinion that transporting high-level 
nuclear waste from over 100 power 
plants across this Nation through our 

neighborhoods and in yet unproven 
dual-use casks will further secure our 
Nation against the threat of terrorism. 

The Energy Department’s resources 
and taxpayer dollars could be far better 
utilized in securing our Nation’s high-
level nuclear waste if they were to 
spend this $4 million on bolstering se-
curity at the existing storage facilities. 

Mr. Chairman, before I go on, I would 
like to yield to my colleague from the 
Third Congressional District of Nevada 
(Mr. PORTER) for his comments as well. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to thank the chairman for engag-
ing in this colloquy today. 

For the last 20 years, I have fought 
against the Yucca Mountain project 
and believe to this day that the facility 
is a danger to the people of Nevada and 
unnecessary for the people of the 
United States. 

While Congress has authorized the 
Yucca Mountain site, we in Nevada 
continue to use every avenue available 
to resist the establishment of this fa-
cility. Interim storage of spent nuclear 
fuel at Yucca Mountain, which has not 
been approved by Congress, is intoler-
able to the people of Nevada. 

I appreciate the help of the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON), and I 
appreciate the fact that he has agreed 
that the interim storage of spent nu-
clear fuel at Yucca Mountain is not the 
intent of his committee or of this Con-
gress, and that he will oppose any and 
all efforts to include language recom-
mending interim storage in any con-
ference report presented to this House.

b 1000 

I would like to thank my colleagues 
from Nevada. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding me time. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON), the 
chairman of the subcommittee, for his 
response to our colloquy. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Nevada (Mr. GIB-
BONS) and the gentleman from Nevada 
(Mr. PORTER). 

I understand the concerns of the 
Members from Nevada. We have tried 
to do the right thing for Nevada in this 
bill by directing the Secretary to se-
lect rail as the preferred mode of trans-
portation within Nevada and by direct-
ing the Secretary to select a rail route 
that avoids Las Vegas. Further, we 
have restored the external oversight 
funding for the State of Nevada and the 
affected counties, and we have provided 
$30 million in impact assistance fund-
ing for the affected Nevada counties. 

Nevertheless, I understand the sensi-
tivity on the issue of this early accept-
ance. I commit that we will drop the 
report dealing with early acceptance 
when we get to conference, and I will 
direct the Secretary to apply the $4 
million to improving the security of 
the containers used to store spent fuel 
at reactor sites. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the subcommittee chairman for 
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his agreement to strike and remove the 
interim storage provisions regarding 
this troubling language that is in the 
bill. I look forward to working with 
him as does my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Nevada (Mr. PORTER), on 
ensuring our constituents of this point 
as well. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UDALL OF 
COLORADO 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. UDALL of Colo-

rado:
Page 17, line 2, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$30,000,000)’’. 

Page 19, line 2, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $30,000,000)’’.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado (during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I re-

serve a point of order against the 
amendment. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I am offering this amendment 
with my colleague, the gentleman from 
Nevada (Mr. PORTER). I want to thank 
the gentleman for working with me. I 
also want to thank my colleague, the 
gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms. BERK-
LEY), who cannot be here today, for her 
support of this amendment. 

The Udall-Porter amendment would 
add $30 million to a number of renew-
able energy programs at the Depart-
ment of Energy. The programs to be in-
creased, solar energy, wind energy, 
geothermal technology, biomass and 
biofuels, Zero Energy Buildings, hydro-
power, and the Renewable Energy Pro-
duction Incentive were identified by 
my friends in the clean energy commu-
nity as programs particularly in need 
of additional funding. 

When taken together, these programs 
fall $33 million below fiscal year 2003 
levels. So the $30 million funding in-
crease we are proposing still falls short 
of fiscal year 2003 levels, so we consider 
this amendment to be a modest one. 

The $30 million increase for renew-
able energy programs would come from 
funds for Yucca Mountain’s nuclear 
waste disposal account. I want to make 
clear that my aim in proposing this 
amendment is to restore funds to crit-
ical clean energy programs, not to de-
prive Yucca Mountain of funds it may 
need. 

Indeed, I know that at least two of 
Yucca’s programs, local impact assist-
ance and external oversight funds, are 
very important to Nevada’s commu-
nities. Our amendment does not seek 
to take funds from these accounts. But 
the bill we are considering today in-
cludes $335 million for the nuclear 
waste disposal account. This is fully 
$174 million over the President’s re-

quest. So the Udall-Porter amendment 
would still leave the Yucca account at 
$144 million over the request. 

Given the importance of the clean en-
ergy programs, particularly at a time 
when we are all concerned about our 
energy security, I believe that our 
amendment helps strike a greater bal-
ance in the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not want this to 
be a negative debate. My goal is to 
focus on the importance of developing 
a diverse and balanced long-term en-
ergy policy, one that requires us to 
think beyond today’s gasoline prices 
and beyond next year’s election. I want 
to talk about the real crises that will 
develop 10 or 20 years from now when 
oil prices will probably go up perma-
nently as a result of increasing global 
demand and passing the peak in global 
petroleum production. 

We have not done enough to prepare 
for this eventuality, but investing in 
clean energy programs is one way to 
start. DOE’s renewable energy pro-
grams are vital to our Nation’s inter-
est, helping to provide strategies and 
tools to address the environmental 
challenges we will face in the coming 
decades. 

Investments in sustainable energy 
technologies meet multiple other pub-
lic policy objectives. Far from decreas-
ing, U.S. dependence on imported oil 
has increased to record levels over the 
last 25 years. These programs are help-
ing to reduce our reliance on oil im-
ports, thereby strengthening our na-
tional security and also creating hun-
dreds of new domestic businesses, sup-
porting thousands of American jobs, 
and opening new international mar-
kets. While these technologies have be-
come increasingly cost-competitive, 
the pace of their penetration into the 
market will be determined largely by 
government support for future research 
as well as by assistance in catalyzing 
public-private partnerships. 

Not only economic independence, but 
also environmental health and lower 
energy costs are advanced by our in-
vestment in renewable energy. But in 
order for these investments to pay off, 
we have got to have a sustained com-
mitment over the long term. It is time 
to recognize the value of clean energy 
research to our communities and to 
our world and to commit to sustaining 
our investment in clean energy for 
years to come. 

Our amendment does not do all that 
should be done, but it does greatly im-
prove the bill, and I urge its adoption. 

Mr. Chairman, I should note finally 
our intention that funding for these 
programs be allocated at levels de-
scribed in tables that I will provide 
here as a part of the Record. The table 
is as follows:

RENEWABLE ENERGY—2004 BUDGET AND 
APPROPRIATIONS 
[In millions of dollars] 

Program FY03 
approp 

FY04 re-
quest 

FY04 
Com-
mittee 
mark 

Udall-
Porter 
Amdt 

Solar Energy: 
Concentrating Solar Power ...... 5.4 0 5.5 +4.1
Photovoltaics ............................ 76.5 76.7 71.2 +5.5

Zero Energy Buildings .................. 0 4.0 0 +4.0
Wind Energy .................................. 44.0 41.6 41.6 +2.4
Hydropower ................................... 5.3 7.5 5.4 +2.0
Geothermal Technology ................. 30.0 25.5 25.5 +5.0
Biomass/Biofuels .......................... 90.0 69.7 69.7 +6.0
REPI .............................................. 5.0 4.0 4.0 +1.0

Total ................................ 256.2 229.0 222.9 30.0

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON) continue to re-
serve his point of order? 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order 
is withdrawn. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to this amendment. I think 
we provided very generous funding for 
renewable energy sources, and I strong-
ly object to any reductions in the fund-
ing for Yucca Mountain repository. 

Let me explain what our bill really 
does for renewable energy resources. 
The enacted funding levels for renew-
able energy resources for fiscal year 
2003 was $419.5 million. The request for 
fiscal year 2004 was $444.2 million. How-
ever, subsequent to submission of the 
budget request, the Secretary of En-
ergy proposed transferring $73.6 million 
from renewable energy to a new Office 
for Electricity Transmission and Dis-
tribution. The House recommendation 
for renewables is $330.1 million, an ap-
parent reduction of $89.3 million from 
the current year. I say apparent be-
cause $73.6 million of this apparent re-
duction represents the transfer to the 
new electricity office. Therefore, the 
real reduction for renewable energy is 
only $16 million compared to the cur-
rent fiscal year. 

Our fund funds the mainstream re-
newable programs for solar power, wind 
power, biomass, and geothermal energy 
exactly at the requested levels. We 
fund the International Renewable En-
ergy Program, tribal energy activities, 
and the Renewable Energy Production 
Incentives all at the requested levels. 

That sounds like renewable energy 
does pretty well in our bill, and it does. 
We made a few specific funding reduc-
tions and with good reason. The admin-
istration wanted to double the funding 
for hydrogen from $39.7 million to $88 
million. We cut that increase by $20 
million, partly because the Department 
has not convinced us that it can spend 
that large of an increase construc-
tively, and also because we learned 
that the Department intended to keep 
much of that funding within the na-
tional laboratories, rather than make 
it available competitively for industry 
and university research. 

We have eliminated the request for 
$15 million of the National Climate 
Change Technology Initiative not be-
cause we opposed the research on this 
important topic, but because we op-
posed the Department’s proposal to 
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pull funding from our bill and the Inte-
rior appropriations bill into a single 
program. Such pooling is unwise and 
unnecessary. 

The Department presently spends 
over $1.6 billion annually on climate 
change research. Over $1.1 billion of 
that is in the energy and water devel-
opment bill. We do want the Depart-
ment to seek out good technology ideas 
from the private sector and univer-
sities, but it can certainly accomplish 
that goal by simply making competi-
tive awards of a greater portion of the 
$1.6 billion available for climate 
change research. 

We make several other minor reduc-
tions, but we also added $4.9 million to 
start construction of a new research fa-
cility at the National Renewable En-
ergy Laboratories. I think we treated 
the renewable energy programs very 
fairly in the bill. 

What I do not think is fair and sound 
policy is a proposal to cut back funding 
for the Yucca Mountain repository. 
The majority of Members of this Cham-
ber voted last year to designate Yucca 
Mountain as the site for the repository. 
I am sure the majority of Members of 
this Chamber believe that the Depart-
ment of Energy is now moving forward 
aggressively to get the repository built 
and operational. I am here to tell you 
that is not so. This program has been 
starved for funding practically every 
year by the actions of the other body. 
The result of these persistent funding 
cuts is that the Department has had to 
defer much of the essential work that 
will be required to get this repository 
open by 2010. 

Let me tell you, 2010 is a pipe dream 
at the requested funding level. It sim-
ply will not happen unless we provide 
more funding for these essential tasks. 
Our bill provides $174 million for these 
tasks. In particular, we provide $70 mil-
lion so the Department can begin plan-
ning for a rail line to Nevada. And we 
prohibit the Secretary from routing 
this line close to Las Vegas, which has 
been used by everybody as a political 
football. 

We restore $9 million for funding for 
external oversight by the State and af-
fected counties, and we provide $30 mil-
lion of impact assistance to the af-
fected Nevada counties. In total $129 
million of these additional funds are to 
be spent in Nevada for the citizens of 
Nevada. 

It is hard to argue that this addi-
tional funding harms the State of Ne-
vada. It is an economic development 
tool whether Yucca Mountain opens or 
never opens. It is a great economic tool 
for Nevada, and I cannot understand 
why Nevada Members would stand up 
here and want to hurt the economy of 
Nevada. 

I also want to remind Members that 
many of you have operating reactors, 
closed reactors and DOE clean-up sites 
in your district. I do not believe you 
want this spent fuel and high-level 
waste to stay in your districts indefi-
nitely. Rate-payers in every State that 

uses nuclear power have paid over $16 
million into the nuclear waste fund. It 
is time for the government to fulfill its 
statutory responsibilities and deliver 
an operational repository by the end of 
the decade. 

For the sake of our children and 
grandchildren, we cannot continue to 
allow the opponents of the repository 
to continue to delay this vital project. 
Therefore, I strongly oppose the 
amendment.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would restore funding to critical re-
newable energy research and develop-
ment programs that have been cut 
from other programs. 

America’s energy consumption is at 
an all-time high, and rising. In order to 
address the imbalance between con-
sumption and domestic production, one 
part of the solution is to continue the 
advances in research and development 
of renewable energy resources. In my 
home State of Nevada, the sun shines 
more than 300 days out of a given year. 
We are also blessed with an abundance 
in the amount of other renewable re-
sources, such as geothermal, wind, and 
biomass. 

As a Congressman from Nevada, and 
representing the mightiest renewable 
resource in the West, the Hoover Dam, 
Nevada can also boast that we have one 
of the top research centers in the coun-
try for renewable energy, the Desert 
Research Institute. 

The people of Nevada have chosen 
not to have nuclear power and rely in-
stead on the natural treasures of our 
State. Unfortunately, Nevada has been 
selected to become the country’s nu-
clear waste dumping ground at Yucca 
Mountain. 

This amendment will benefit all 
Americans and my constituents by 
moving funds from an unapproved, un-
necessary, unsafe facility by re-
directing them to renewable energy re-
search. I urge my colleagues to vote in 
favor of this amendment and restore 
the funding for renewable energy pro-
grams. 

I would like to thank my colleagues 
from Nevada, especially the gentle-
woman from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY), 
who could not be here today. On many 
occasions in politics we are on opposite 
sides of the fence; however, when it 
comes to Yucca Mountain, we 
supercede politics, and I commend her 
for her efforts on her fight against 
Yucca Mountain.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. I would like to com-
mend the gentleman from Ohio (Chair-
man HOBSON) for putting an emphasis 
on this issue. I would also like to 
thank the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
VISCLOSKY) for his work on this bill, 
and also both of their staffs. 

Let me say, Congress has been debat-
ing this issue for a number of years, 
this whole issue of a waste repository, 

that, frankly, has taken decades to get 
to this point. As the chairman pointed 
out, rather than keeping spent nuclear 
fuel at on-site locations at 103 spots 
around the country, sound science tells 
us that a geologic repository at a cen-
tral, safe and remote location is the 
way to go. 

Now, this Congress has spoken not 
once, but three times, twice with votes 
that were over 300. I think that is very 
telling. It is very compelling that we 
should move forward, and there are no 
show-stoppers on this location as being 
a problem for the safe repository, the 
safe deposition of this spent fuel. 

I commend the committee for the 
critical funds it put into their bill for 
Yucca Mountain. This is a national pri-
ority. The money will ensure the spent 
fuel currently kept on site in our Na-
tion’s communities, our lake shores 
and the environment will be removed 
in a timely fashion.
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Some would suggest that a geologic 
repository at Yucca Mountain is not a 
good idea and that we would be better 
off if we just left that spent fuel on 
site. Such thinking cannot be, could 
not be more wrong; and Congress has 
spoken not once but three times over-
whelmingly to move forward. 

The fact is that the amount of space 
available for spent fuel storage at these 
103 commercial nuclear power plants in 
America is rapidly shrinking, and when 
the on-site storage space run outs, it is 
gone. There is nothing. We cannot 
build an annex. We cannot build a 
room, a shack to put it in and it would 
be safe if we were to. 

With all of the uncertainty in today’s 
world, it is critical for us to remove 
the spent fuel from those facilities and 
store it in a central, safe, and remote 
location. As the chairman has said, 
even leaving this spent fuel on site 
only escalates the security concerns 
and, worse, the potential for mischief 
and terrorism. 

Nuclear energy, which represents ap-
proximately 20 percent of the Nation’s 
energy supply, provides a viable, cost-
efficient, and clean alternative to fossil 
fuels. Nuclear power is a vital compo-
nent in the engine that drives the 
American economy. Funds contained in 
the program will enable the Depart-
ment of Energy to initiate repository 
operations hopefully in the year 2010. 

I again want to commend the chair-
man for making the nuclear waste pro-
gram a priority in the bill. He recog-
nizes, as does the ranking member, 
that it is a national priority; and I 
urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment.

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise as a member of 
the Subcommittee on Energy and 
Water Development of the Committee 
on Appropriations to applaud the 
chairman for just an excellent work 
product in this bill and the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Indiana 
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(Mr. VISCLOSKY). They really have been 
aggressive, traveling, looking at the 
problems, restructuring, reforming pro-
grams and really have done their 
homework. So they deserve a lot of 
credit. 

I also rise as the co-chairman of the 
Renewable Energy and Energy Effi-
ciency Caucus with the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL) in support 
of renewables and increased funding for 
renewables, energy efficiency, and en-
ergy conservation. The dilemma we 
face, though, is that in our attempt to 
increase the funding, the offset that 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
UDALL) proposed, working with his 
friends in Nevada, is the wrong way to 
go; and I say that because I believe 
that nuclear power is green power, is 
clean power, and we absolutely must 
solve the waste stream problem in 
order to clean up the air in this coun-
try with new nuclear production. That 
is the truth. They know it in Europe. 
They know it around the world; but in 
this country, some of our friends in the 
environmental world believe that nu-
clear energy is not clean energy and it 
is, but the waste stream is an issue. 

We have got to get on with it. They 
are exactly right to be saying the top 
priority in this bill is the Yucca Moun-
tain repository. We cannot cut that 
budget. I am sorry to our friends in Ne-
vada. It is not in our national interests 
to do that. 

On the renewable front, I want more 
money. The chairman has pledged to 
work with us through conference. I 
know that there are friends in the Sen-
ate that will work with us on raising 
renewables at the conference. I have 
every intention of advocating through 
the process as a conferee for increased 
funding on renewables. I would like to 
get that $16 million figure that the 
chairman referred to up to a level of 
funding amount, even though, as he 
points out, we are at the President’s 
request on the key renewables of wind 
and solar and biomass. 

I do believe, though, that we can go 
further; and I want to do that. We can 
do that. We could have done that 
today. We talked through the night 
last night about ways to find the off-
set, but this is the wrong way to go be-
cause of the offset from Yucca. All that 
does is hold up our ability to clean up 
the air and to work out the waste 
stream with nuclear energy in this 
country. 

I come from the TVA region, and we 
have five nuclear reactors. They are 
the most efficient, they are the clean-
est, and they are the most productive 
sources of energy we have in the TVA 
system. That is 8 million customers, 
nuclear; and we have worked the bugs 
out of those reactors where they stay 
on line. They have a very high effi-
ciency rate, but we have to have a 
place to store that waste; and Yucca 
Mountain is that option that has been 
chosen, and we must move forward. 

I will be happy to yield to my friend 
from Colorado, who is my co-chairman 

of the Renewable and Energy Effi-
ciency Caucus, to talk about how we 
can work together after this amend-
ment is defeated today, because it 
needs to be; and in the best interests of 
the bill and moving the process for-
ward, we are going to defeat this 
amendment, but I would love to yield 
to my friend and engage in a little con-
versation about how we can continue 
to work together this year because he 
and I both know and believe that we 
must do more in this renewable front 
to make our country independent and 
secure because energy independence in 
this country is homeland security. 

We have got to wean ourselves off of 
the reliance on Middle Eastern oil, and 
that means advancing solar and wind 
and biomass and geothermal and all of 
our renewable sources, and he is pas-
sionate about it and so am I; but we 
have got to find a way to do it within 
the context of this bill. We will work 
together through conference.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WAMP. I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Ten-
nessee for yielding, and I think the pas-
sion of my good friend from Tennessee 
is self-evident here today; and I look 
forward to working with him on this 
very important, crucial aspect of en-
ergy independence and how we can cre-
ate jobs, protect the environment, 
make ourselves more secure in the long 
term. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, over half of this House 
are members of the bipartisan caucus, 
and we want to continue to build sup-
port for this most important national 
security issue of energy independence 
through the advancement of renew-
ables and energy efficiency, energy 
conservation programs. I urge a ‘‘no’’ 
vote on this amendment respectfully. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

First of all, I would just like to com-
mend the chairman and the ranking 
member for just an unbelievable job 
and to thank the terrific staff that we 
have in this subcommittee. I am very 
proud to be a member of this sub-
committee and to have the opportunity 
to work with such great people. It is 
really an honor. 

There is no one in the House who is 
more concerned about renewable en-
ergy than I am, and there are just a 
couple of points I think that we should 
make here. 

I am going to oppose the amendment 
for various reasons. I would remind the 
House, last Monday afternoon when we 
were doing the Agriculture appropria-
tions bill on the floor here, we accepted 
an amendment which put an additional 
$20 million into renewable energy re-
search. So combined with what the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on En-
ergy and Water Development has done, 
we are not starving renewable energy 

at all; and, in fact, we will work in a 
bipartisan way to increase funding 
when we get to conference for that. 

Also, as a Member who serves on the 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
on the Committee on Appropriations, I 
cannot emphasize enough to the House 
how important the funding is that is in 
this bill that the chairman has put in 
as far as nuclear energy, as far as the 
storage issue for our national security. 
It is extraordinarily important that we 
do not take money away from what the 
chairman has placed in this account. It 
is a matter of national security. It is a 
matter of our home security; and I 
would just implore all Members to en-
courage renewable energy research, but 
do not take it out of this account. It is 
absolutely critical that we maintain 
the level of funding we have, and hope-
fully increase, because it is a critical 
issue. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the rec-
ognition, and I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Udall-Porter amendment. 
The chairman, I think, has stated the 
case very aptly. At the beginning of my 
remarks, I would like to make three 
points, however. 

I would note, as other speakers have 
done, the absence of the gentlewoman 
from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY) from the 
First Congressional District of Nevada. 
Unfortunately, because of an illness in 
her family, she was not able to be here. 
Despite my opposition to the Udall-
Porter amendment, I would note for 
the record her strong support of it, her 
continual lobbying on behalf of the 
people of Nevada on this particular 
issue. 

I would like to make three points. 
The first is this is a matter of con-
sensus. The House has spoken on this 
issue. The House passed a Yucca Moun-
tain approval resolution in May of 2002 
by a vote of 306 to 117. The Senate 
passed the resolution by voice vote, 
and the President signed it into law in 
July of last year. 

Secondly, this is a matter of time, 
and time is of the essence. The 2010 tar-
get for opening a permanent repository 
is now 12 years later than the deadline 
set on January 31, 1998, for DOE to 
begin taking waste from nuclear plant 
sites. 

Finally, this is a national security 
issue. There are over 100 operating re-
actors, 103, with closed sites that need 
to have their waste removed. This is a 
national security issue. We need to 
have this waste in one place, under 
guard and contained. I am strongly op-
posed to the amendment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, let me add my appre-
ciation to both the chairman and the 
ranking member for a bill that really 
encompasses many of the interests of 
Americans from all of our regions, and 
I respect the disagreement of both the 
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chairman and the ranking member on 
this particular amendment; but I rise 
to support the amendment. I do want 
to also acknowledge the gentlewoman 
from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY), who trav-
eled a long journey through the process 
of dealing with the Yucca Mountain 
issue, but I think we should balance 
this amendment for its impact on 
Yucca Mountain as much as its value 
to renewable energy. 

I refer my colleagues back to the en-
ergy legislation, both the legislation 
that was debated in 2001 and then the 
subsequent legislation, where there 
was a great emphasis on renewable en-
ergy. It is well known that I come from 
an oil-producing and gas-producing 
area. That is Texas. I am a supporter of 
environmentally safe development of 
our oil and gas reserves. In fact, I of-
fered an amendment that was accepted 
to provide for the enhanced develop-
ment of energy resources in the gulf as 
it has been done in an environmentally 
safe manner. There are enormous re-
sources there. The coastal areas are 
supportive of that exploration, and we 
need more work by both the large cor-
porations in oil- and gas-producing and 
the domestic producers. 

In this instance, I believe it is impor-
tant for America to invest in its renew-
able energy, and this amendment has 
that component to it; and I think we 
should be focused on the value of solar 
energy and other aspects of renewable 
energy. In fact, Texas Southern Uni-
versity, a Historically Black College in 
my congressional district, is one of the 
forerunners, if you will, of research 
into solar energy. This is a viable, com-
parable, important aspect of our en-
ergy policy and our energy resources 
for the future. 

So this should not be only a pointed, 
if you will, emphasis on the Yucca 
Mountain issue, though I would argue 
that those of us who made arguments 
in opposition to it still maintain that 
we should find some alternatives to the 
approach being utilized in the Yucca 
Mountain effort; but this amendment, I 
believe, is an important amendment. 

Let me simply say this with respect 
to the energy and water bill. I am 
gratified that included in the bill there 
is a great emphasis, if you will, on the 
Department of Energy resources and 
science programs. As a member of the 
House Committee on Science, I support 
the $3.48 billion in those programs. Let 
me also say that I support the $4.48 bil-
lion for the Army Corps of Engineers 
and raise the issue that is of serious 
note in my region and that is flooding. 

I have worked to provide dollars for 
the SIMS Bioproject in the 18th Con-
gressional District and the White Oak 
Bioproject in the 18th Congressional 
District and obviously need more as-
sistance from the Army Corps of Engi-
neers, and I would recommend to this 
body that the Army Corps of Engineers 
works more closely with the local offi-
cials to the extent that when they are 
involved in projects, that when the 
local officials or local entities are not 

involved in matching funds or not in-
volved in being as cooperative as they 
should be, that the Congress should be 
made aware, the agency should make 
that known because then our projects 
are delayed when they are funded 
through this bill because of the lack of 
local cooperation. 

So I am hoping to work more exten-
sively with the Army Corps of Engi-
neers on local projects, particularly 
with flooding in the region I come from 
in Houston, and particularly in the 
18th Congressional District. 

Those narrow issues do not in any 
way undermine the importance of this 
amendment that I rise to support, and 
hopefully my colleagues will see the 
value in our investment in renewable 
energy resources; and as well I will ap-
plaud my own constituents, Texas 
Southern University, that has done 
great work under the leadership of our 
deceased professor who had done such 
great work for this.
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I would argue this is a good amend-

ment, a strong amendment, and I ask 
my colleagues to support it.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, we all recognize the 
difficulties in dealing with appropria-
tions bills. The committee, under noble 
leadership, has done an admirable job 
in dealing with priorities, but I think 
we ought to support this amendment 
because it is a statement of intent by 
the U.S. House of Representatives to, 
in fact, embrace the type of visionary 
leadership that came from this podium 
right behind me on May 9, 1961. 

As we all know, on May 9, 1961, Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy stood at this 
well and challenged America to go to 
the moon and bring a man safely back 
within the decade. And that is the type 
of visionary leadership and over-the-
horizon thinking that we now need in 
our energy policy in the United States. 

Many of us have been talking about 
the need for us to embrace a new Apol-
lo energy project to, in fact, establish 
very high bar goals for us that, to date, 
we have not done; that we need to em-
brace a goal of eliminating our addic-
tion to Middle Eastern oil; that we 
need to embrace a goal of significantly 
reducing our global climate change gas 
emissions; and, most importantly, we 
need to embrace a goal of building 
these new technologies here of hybrid 
cars and solar power and wind power 
rather than giving those jobs to Den-
mark, Germany and Japan. 

So I think we ought to pass this 
amendment as a statement of congres-
sional intent to move in that direction. 
And just to make a suggestion to my 
colleagues as to why this is not pie in 
the sky, I just want to share a picture 
of a home in Virginia. This is a picture 
of the home of Alden and Carol Hatha-
way. They live in Hillsboro, Virginia. 
It is a nice home. I have seen it. They 
built it for $360,000, just a little more 
than a conventional home. 

This is a comfortable home. It is nice 
looking, and it has net zero energy 
usage off the grid. These folks, using 
existing technologies, have a net zero 
use of energy that is not produced in 
their home. This is technology that is 
on the very cusp of being market-based 
if we do a little more work on solar, 
wind, and things like they have, which 
is an in-ground heat pump. I just point 
this out because we are at a very excit-
ing moment in time where we can push 
these technologies over the top because 
the prices are coming down so radi-
cally. 

I want to mention the Yucca Moun-
tain situation. I have been a supporter 
of the effort to move forward in Yucca 
Mountain, and I understand it is im-
portant to continue that funding 
stream, but I want to confirm my un-
derstanding is the amount proposed by 
the Udall amendment actually moves 
us a little closer to the number pro-
posed by the administration, which I 
would give some credence to in this as-
sessment. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. INSLEE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Colorado to elaborate on 
that. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing, and I would just say to him that 
that is the case. The President’s pro-
posal is about $174 million below what 
is proposed in this legislation. 

And I, too, do not want to interfere 
with the work that is going on in Ne-
vada when it comes to Yucca Moun-
tain, but this would direct $30 million 
from the $174 million, more than the 
President recommended, into this ac-
count, which would help us hurry the 
future, bend the curve, and get us to 
the point where these technologies are 
available to all Americans, thereby 
creating jobs, protecting the environ-
ment, and, frankly, making us more se-
cure on the international front. 

Mr. INSLEE. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 
gentleman for his explanation, and I 
appreciate his leadership on that. 

Mr. Chairman, I would note that we 
do have a problem with nuclear waste, 
but we have a problem in not having a 
visionary energy policy. I hope we can 
support the Udall amendment.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to Mr. UDALL’s Amendment. 

Last year I voted to endorse the Department 
of Energy and the President’s finding that 
Yucca Mountain is the best choice for a na-
tional nuclear waste depository. Science and 
safety illustrate that Yucca Mountain is in our 
Nation’s interest. National security further illus-
trates that Yucca Mountain is in our Nation’s 
interest. 

As such, Chairman HOBSON has rightly 
made funding the Nuclear Waste Program one 
of his highest energy priorities. The Chair-
man’s mark provides a total of $765 million for 
nuclear waste disposal, an increase of $174 
million over the budget request and $308 mil-
lion more than fiscal year 2003. These addi-
tional funds are provided to enable the Depart-
ment to open the Yucca Mountain repository 
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on schedule in 2010, with particular emphasis 
in developing a rail line in Nevada that avoids 
the Las Vegas metropolitan area. 

From a New Jersey perspective this site is 
long over due. We live in the most densely 
populated state in the nation, with 49 percent 
of our power generated by nuclear energy and 
for many years now, those wastes have been 
stored on the grounds of our two nuclear reac-
tor sites. 

The time has come for the waste to be sent 
to a single national repository as was prom-
ised in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 
and for which New Jersey taxpayers have 
contributed millions of dollars in their energy 
bills into the nuclear waste fund, specifically 
set up to pay for the costs of characterizing 
and developing the Yucca Mountain Site. 

Mr. Chairman, for all of these reasons, I 
urge my colleagues to oppose this amend-
ment and support the underlying bill.

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Chairman, last year I 
spoke in opposition to the approval of Yucca 
Mountain as a site for the Nation’s nuclear 
waste and I rise again to urge support for the 
Porter-Udall amendment to reduce funding for 
Yucca. 

My home state, Utah, produces no nuclear 
waste. However, we are engaged in our own 
battle against storing out of state nuclear 
waste at a site called Skull Valley. 

Our neighbor, the State of Nevada also pro-
duces no nuclear waste. Yet, this Congress in-
sists that Nevada should bear the responsi-
bility for housing thousands of tons of spent 
fuel. Not only is Nevada expected to house 
this waste, but states like Utah are expected 
to allow the transportation of these hazardous, 
life-threatening fuel rods through our neighbor-
hoods. 

This great Nation depends on the concept 
of shared responsibility. The transportation of 
this waste throughout the Nation is a huge risk 
that has not been properly considered. In the 
event of an accident, either at Yucca or on the 
way to Yucca, all of our fellow Americans will 
be forced to live with the consequences. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in opposing 
funding for Yucca Mountain and in supporting 
the Porter-Udall amendment.

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

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

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. UDALL) will 
be postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

NON-DEFENSE SITE ACCELERATION 
COMPLETION 

For Department of Energy expenses, in-
cluding the purchase, construction, and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and 
other expenses necessary for non-defense en-
vironmental management site acceleration 
activities in carrying out the purposes of the 
Department of Energy Organization Act (42 
U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), including the acquisition 
or condemnation of any real property or any 
facility or for plant or facility acquisition, 
construction, or expansion, $170,875,000, to re-
main available until expended.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word, and I 
would like to engage the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON) in a 
colloquy. 

Mr. Chairman, water is a treasured 
resource everywhere in this Nation. 
For my constituents, degraded water 
quality in the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta stemming from increased salin-
ity is a growing problem. The fiscal 
year 2003 omnibus appropriation bill 
recognized this growing problem by 
dedicating $2 million for planning stud-
ies to enlarge the Los Vaqueros Res-
ervoir. The omnibus bill also dedicated 
Central Valley Project storage feasi-
bility funding towards Sites Reservoir, 
the Upper San Joaquin River and Shas-
ta Dam in California. 

All of this funding was the result of 
many years of debate and compromise 
and serves as one strong step towards 
fixing California’s water supply prob-
lems, and I appreciate the help in this 
effort of the gentleman from Ohio. 

Today’s appropriation bill thankfully 
continues this step, but a very large 
piece of the puzzle is missing: Los 
Vaqueros funding. With the fact that 
the Senate version of this bill contains 
$1 million in funding for this important 
water quality mechanism, I would like 
to ask the gentleman for his commit-
ment in funding this important project 
in the conference report. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POMBO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to enter into a discussion with 
the chairman of the Committee on Re-
sources, and would tell him that I un-
derstand the need for this important 
project, and I will commit to my friend 
from California to do the best I can to 
secure funding for this project in the 
conference. 

Mr. POMEROY. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the Chair-
man’s hard work in helping to resolve 
California’s water problems, and I 
thank him for his tireless effort and his 
help on this issue. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remainder 
of the bill, to page 39 line 23, be consid-
ered as read, printed in the RECORD, 
and open to amendment at any point. 

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

There was no objection. 
The text of the bill from page 17, line 

15, through page 39, line 23, is as fol-
lows:

NON-DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
For Department of Energy expenses nec-

essary for non-defense environmental serv-
ices activities conducted as a result of nu-
clear energy research and development ac-
tivities that indirectly support the acceler-
ated cleanup and closure mission at environ-
mental management sites, as well as new 
work scope transferred to the Environmental 
Management program, including the pur-
chase, construction, and acquisition of plant 
and capital equipment and other necessary 

expenses, $320,468,000, to remain available 
until expended.
URANIUM ENRICHMENT DECONTAMINATION AND 

DECOMMISSIONING FUND

For necessary expenses in carrying out 
uranium enrichment facility decontamina-
tion and decommissioning, remedial actions, 
and other activities of title II of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 and title X, subtitle A, of 
the Energy Policy Act of 1992, $392,002,000, to 
be derived from the Fund, to remain avail-
able until expended, of which $51,000,000 shall 
be available in accordance with title X, sub-
title A, of the Energy Policy Act of 1992.

SCIENCE

For Department of Energy expenses includ-
ing the purchase, construction and acquisi-
tion of plant and capital equipment, and 
other expenses necessary for science activi-
ties in carrying out the purposes of the De-
partment of Energy Organization Act (42 
U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), including the acquisition 
or condemnation of any real property or fa-
cility or for plant or facility acquisition, 
construction, or expansion, and purchase of 
not to exceed 15 passenger motor vehicles for 
replacement only, including not to exceed 
one ambulance, $3,480,180,000, to remain 
available until expended.

NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

For nuclear waste disposal activities to 
carry out the purposes of Public Law 97–425, 
as amended, including the acquisition of real 
property or facility construction or expan-
sion, $335,000,000, to remain available until 
expended and to be derived from the Nuclear 
Waste Fund: Provided, That of the funds 
made available in this Act, $70,000,000 shall 
be used to initiate development of a rail line 
in the State of Nevada, connecting the exist-
ing national rail network with the reposi-
tory site on the Nevada Test Site: Provided 
further, That none of the funds provided in 
this or any other appropriations Act may be 
used for the planning, design, or develop-
ment of the rail corridors that pass near the 
Las Vegas Metropolitan Area, specifically 
the Valley Modified Corridor and the Jean 
Corridor, and variations thereof, as these 
corridors are delineated in the Final Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement for a Geologic 
Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear 
Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at 
Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada, dated 
February 2002: Provided further, That 
$65,000,000 of the $70,000,000 made available in 
this Act for Nevada rail transportation shall 
be available only if the Secretary designates 
rail as the preferred mode of transportation 
within Nevada and selects a Nevada rail cor-
ridor within 60 days of enactment of this Act 
and commences the necessary environmental 
and engineering analysis to develop and 
issue a Record of Decision for a specific rail 
alignment within the selected rail corridor 
by June 30, 2005: Provided further, That not to 
exceed $2,500,000 shall be provided to the 
State of Nevada solely for expenditures, 
other than salaries and expenses of State 
employees, to conduct scientific oversight 
responsibilities and participate in licensing 
activities pursuant to the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act of 1982 (Public Law 97–425), as 
amended: Provided further, That not to ex-
ceed $6,500,000 shall be provided to affected 
units of local governments, as defined in 
Public Law 97–425, to conduct appropriate ac-
tivities pursuant to the Act: Provided further, 
That the distribution of funds to the State of 
Nevada and affected units of local govern-
ment shall be solely for activities approved 
in advance by the Department of Energy: 
Provided further, That the funds for the State 
of Nevada shall be made available solely to 
the Nevada Division of Emergency Manage-
ment by direct payment and to affected 
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units of local government by direct payment: 
Provided further, That within 90 days of the 
completion of each Federal fiscal year, the 
Nevada Division of Emergency Management, 
the Governor of the State of Nevada, and 
each affected unit of local government re-
ceiving payments under this section shall 
provide certification to the Department of 
Energy that all funds expended from such 
payments have been expended for activities 
authorized by Public Law 97–425 and this 
Act. Failure to provide such certification 
shall cause such entity to be prohibited from 
receiving any further Federal funding pro-
vided for similar activities: Provided further, 
That none of the funds herein appropriated 
may be: (1) used directly or indirectly to in-
fluence legislative action on any matter 
pending before Congress or a State legisla-
ture or for lobbying activity as provided in 
18 U.S.C. 1913; (2) used for litigation ex-
penses; or (3) used to support multi-State ef-
forts or other coalition building activities: 
Provided further, That all proceeds and recov-
eries realized by the Secretary in carrying 
out activities authorized by the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended, includ-
ing but not limited to, any proceeds from the 
sale of assets shall be available without fur-
ther appropriation and shall remain avail-
able until expended.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For salaries and expenses of the Depart-
ment of Energy necessary for departmental 
administration in carrying out the purposes 
of the Department of Energy Organization 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), including the hire 
of passenger motor vehicles and official re-
ception and representation expenses (not to 
exceed $35,000), $224,329,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, plus such additional 
amounts as necessary to cover increases in 
the estimated amount of cost of work for 
others notwithstanding the provisions of the 
Anti-Deficiency Act (31 U.S.C. 1511 et seq.): 
Provided, That such increases in cost of work 
are offset by revenue increases of the same 
or greater amount, to remain available until 
expended: Provided further, That moneys re-
ceived by the Department for miscellaneous 
revenues estimated to total $123,000,000 in 
fiscal year 2004 may be retained and used for 
operating expenses within this account, and 
may remain available until expended, as au-
thorized by section 201 of Public Law 95–238, 
notwithstanding the provisions of 31 U.S.C. 
3302: Provided further, That the sum herein 
appropriated shall be reduced by the amount 
of miscellaneous revenues received during 
fiscal year 2004, and any related unappropri-
ated receipt account balances remaining 
from prior years’ miscellaneous revenues, so 
as to result in a final fiscal year 2004 appro-
priation from the General Fund estimated at 
not more than $101,329,000. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Inspector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, $39,462,000, to remain available 
until expended.

ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES 

NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY 
ADMINISTRATION 

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

For Department of Energy expenses, in-
cluding the purchase, construction, and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and 
other incidental expenses necessary for 
atomic energy defense weapons activities in 
carrying out the purposes of the Department 
of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et 
seq.), including the acquisition or condemna-
tion of any real property or any facility or 

for plant or facility acquisition, construc-
tion, or expansion; one fixed wing aircraft 
for replacement only; and the purchase of 
not to exceed six passenger motor vehicles, 
of which four shall be for replacement only, 
including not to exceed two buses; 
$6,117,609,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2006.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION

For Department of Energy expenses, in-
cluding the purchase, construction and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and 
other incidental expenses necessary for 
atomic energy defense, defense nuclear non-
proliferation activities, in carrying out the 
purposes of the Department of Energy Orga-
nization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), includ-
ing the acquisition or condemnation of any 
real property or any facility or for plant or 
facility acquisition, construction, or expan-
sion, $1,280,195,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2006.

NAVAL REACTORS

For Department of Energy expenses nec-
essary for naval reactors activities to carry 
out the Department of Energy Organization 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), including the ac-
quisition (by purchase, condemnation, con-
struction, or otherwise) of real property, 
plant, and capital equipment, facilities, and 
facility expansion, and the purchase of not 
to exceed one bus; $768,400,000, to remain 
available until expended.

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Administrator in the National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration, including official recep-
tion and representation expenses (not to ex-
ceed $12,000), $341,980,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2006.
ENVIRONMENTAL AND OTHER DEFENSE 

ACTIVITIES
DEFENSE SITE ACCELERATION COMPLETION

For Department of Energy expenses, in-
cluding the purchase, construction, and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and 
other expenses necessary for atomic energy 
defense site acceleration completion activi-
ties in carrying out the purposes of the De-
partment of Energy Organization Act (42 
U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), including the acquisition 
or condemnation of any real property or any 
facility or for plant or facility acquisition, 
construction, or expansion; $5,758,278,000, to 
remain available until expended. 

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

For Department of Energy expenses nec-
essary for defense-related environmental 
services activities that indirectly support 
the accelerated cleanup and closure mission 
at environmental management sites, includ-
ing the purchase, construction, and acquisi-
tion of plant and capital equipment and 
other necessary expenses, and the purchase 
of not to exceed one ambulance for replace-
ment only, $990,179,000, to remain available 
until expended.

OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

For Department of Energy expenses, in-
cluding the purchase, construction, and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and 
other expenses necessary for atomic energy 
defense, other defense activities, in carrying 
out the purposes of the Department of En-
ergy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), 
including the acquisition or condemnation of 
any real property or any facility or for plant 
or facility acquisition, construction, or ex-
pansion, $666,516,000, to remain available 
until expended.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

For nuclear waste disposal activities to 
carry out the purposes of Public Law 97–425, 
as amended, including the acquisition of real 

property or facility construction or expan-
sion, $430,000,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

CERRO GRANDE FIRE ACTIVITIES 
(RESCISSION) 

From unobligated balances under this 
heading, $75,000,000 are cancelled.
POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS 
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION FUND

Expenditures from the Bonneville Power 
Administration Fund, established pursuant 
to Public Law 93–454, are approved for offi-
cial reception and representation expenses in 
an amount not to exceed $1,500. During fiscal 
year 2004, no new direct loan obligations may 
be made.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHEASTERN 

POWER ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and 
maintenance of power transmission facilities 
and of marketing electric power and energy, 
including transmission wheeling and ancil-
lary services, pursuant to the provisions of 
section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (16 
U.S.C. 825s), as applied to the southeastern 
power area, $5,100,000, to remain available 
until expended; in addition, notwithstanding 
the provisions of 31 U.S.C. 3302, up to 
$19,000,000 collected by the Southeastern 
Power Administration pursuant to the Flood 
Control Act to recover purchase power and 
wheeling expenses shall be credited to this 
account as offsetting collections, to remain 
available until expended for the sole purpose 
of making purchase power and wheeling ex-
penditures.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, 
SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and 
maintenance of power transmission facilities 
and of marketing electric power and energy, 
for construction and acquisition of trans-
mission lines, substations and appurtenant 
facilities, and for administrative expenses, 
including official reception and representa-
tion expenses in an amount not to exceed 
$1,500 in carrying out the provisions of sec-
tion 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (16 
U.S.C. 825s), as applied to the southwestern 
power area, $28,600,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That, notwith-
standing the provisions of 31 U.S.C. 3302, up 
to $1,512,000 collected by the Southwestern 
Power Administration pursuant to the Flood 
Control Act to recover purchase power and 
wheeling expenses shall be credited to this 
account as offsetting collections, to remain 
available until expended for the sole purpose 
of making purchase power and wheeling ex-
penditures; in addition, notwithstanding 31 
U.S.C. 3302, beginning in fiscal year 2004 and 
thereafter, such funds as are received by the 
Southwestern Power Administration from 
any State, municipality, corporation, asso-
ciation, firm, district, or individual as ad-
vance payment for work that is associated 
with Southwestern’s transmission facilities, 
consistent with that authorized in section 5 
of the Flood Control Act, shall be credited to 
this account and be available until expended.
CONSTRUCTION, REHABILITATION, OPERATION 

AND MAINTENANCE, WESTERN AREA POWER 
ADMINISTRATION

For carrying out the functions authorized 
by title III, section 302(a)(1)(E) of the Act of 
August 4, 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7152), and other re-
lated activities including conservation and 
renewable resources programs as authorized, 
including official reception and representa-
tion expenses in an amount not to exceed 
$1,500, $171,000,000, to remain available until 
expended, of which $167,236,000 shall be de-
rived from the Department of the Interior 
Reclamation Fund: Provided, That up to 
$166,000,000 collected by the Western Area 



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7138 July 18, 2003
Power Administration pursuant to the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 and the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1939 to recover purchase power 
and wheeling expenses shall be credited to 
this account as offsetting collections, to re-
main available until expended for the sole 
purpose of making purchase power and 
wheeling expenditures.

FALCON AND AMISTAD OPERATING AND 
MAINTENANCE FUND

For operation, maintenance, and emer-
gency costs for the hydroelectric facilities at 
the Falcon and Amistad Dams, $2,640,000, to 
remain available until expended, and to be 
derived from the Falcon and Amistad Oper-
ating and Maintenance Fund of the Western 
Area Power Administration, as provided in 
section 423 of the Foreign Relations Author-
ization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995.

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission to carry out 
the provisions of the Department of Energy 
Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), in-
cluding services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
3109, the hire of passenger motor vehicles, 
and official reception and representation ex-
penses (not to exceed $3,000), $192,000,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, not to exceed $192,000,000 of revenues 
from fees and annual charges, and other 
services and collections in fiscal year 2004 
shall be retained and used for necessary ex-
penses in this account, and shall remain 
available until expended: Provided further, 
That the sum herein appropriated from the 
General Fund shall be reduced as revenues 
are received during fiscal year 2004 so as to 
result in a final fiscal year 2004 appropria-
tion from the General Fund estimated at not 
more than $0.

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

SEC. 301. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, including section 303(c)(1) 
of title III of the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 
253(c)(3)), none of the funds in this or any 
other appropriations Act for fiscal year 2004 
or any previous fiscal year may be used to 
make payments for any management and op-
erating contract of the Department of En-
ergy unless that contract was awarded using 
competitive procedures within the past fifty 
fiscal years or unless the Secretary of En-
ergy, not later than sixty days after the date 
of enactment of this Act, publishes in the 
Federal Register and submits to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate a notifica-
tion of intent to use competitive procedures 
for the procurement of each management 
and operating contract when the current 
term of each such contract expires. 

(b) The Secretary may not impose any con-
ditions on the competition of a management 
and operating contract that is funded under 
this or any other appropriations Act that 
may have the effect of biasing the competi-
tion in favor of the incumbent contractor or 
otherwise providing for anything less than 
full and open competition of such contracts. 

(c) For purposes of this section, the term 
‘‘management and operating contract’’ 
means a contract for the management and 
operation of a Department of Energy labora-
tory, facility, site, or plant as used in sub-
part 17.601 of the Federal Acquisition Regu-
lation. 

(d) For purposes of this section, the terms 
‘‘competitive procedures’’ and ‘‘full and open 
competition’’ have the meanings provided in 
section 4 of the Office of Federal Procure-
ment Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 403). 

(e) The provisions of subsection (a) in this 
section apply to contracts awarded for a 
term of one year or more, not to interim ex-
tensions of less than one year used to extend 
contract performance until a long-term con-
tract is placed or to provide continuity of 
service between contracts.

SEC. 302. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used to—

(1) develop or implement a workforce re-
structuring plan that covers employees of 
the Department of Energy; or 

(2) provide enhanced severance payments 
or other benefits for employees of the De-
partment of Energy, under section 3161 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 1993 (Public Law 102–484; 42 U.S.C. 
7274h). 

SEC. 303. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used to augment the 
$15,000,000 made available for obligation by 
this Act for severance payments and other 
benefits and community assistance grants 
under section 3161 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Pub-
lic Law 102–484; 42 U.S.C. 7274h) unless the 
Department of Energy submits a reprogram-
ming request subject to approval by the ap-
propriate congressional committees.

SEC. 304. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used to prepare or initiate 
Requests For Proposals (RFPs) for a pro-
gram if the program has not been funded by 
Congress. 

(TRANSFERS OF UNEXPENDED BALANCES)

SEC. 305. The unexpended balances of prior 
appropriations provided for activities in this 
Act may be transferred to appropriation ac-
counts for such activities established pursu-
ant to this title. Balances so transferred may 
be merged with funds in the applicable estab-
lished accounts and thereafter may be ac-
counted for as one fund for the same time pe-
riod as originally enacted.

SEC. 306. None of the funds in this or any 
other Act for the Administrator of the Bon-
neville Power Administration may be used to 
enter into any agreement to perform energy 
efficiency services outside the legally de-
fined Bonneville service territory, with the 
exception of services provided internation-
ally, including services provided on a reim-
bursable basis, unless the Administrator cer-
tifies in advance that such services are not 
available from private sector businesses.

SEC. 307. When the Department of Energy 
makes a user facility available to univer-
sities and other potential users, or seeks 
input from universities and other potential 
users regarding significant characteristics or 
equipment in a user facility or a proposed 
user facility, the Department shall ensure 
broad public notice of such availability or 
such need for input to universities and other 
potential users. When the Department of En-
ergy considers the participation of a univer-
sity or other potential user as a formal part-
ner in the establishment or operation of a 
user facility, the Department shall employ 
full and open competition in selecting such a 
partner. For purposes of this section, the 
term ‘‘user facility’’ includes, but is not lim-
ited to: (1) a user facility as described in sec-
tion 2203(a)(2) of the Energy Policy Act of 
1992 (42 U.S.C. 13503(a)(2)); (2) a National Nu-
clear Security Administration Defense Pro-
grams Technology Deployment Center/User 
Facility; and (3) any other Departmental fa-
cility designated by the Department as a 
user facility.

SEC. 308. The Administrator of the Na-
tional Nuclear Security Administration may 
authorize the manager of a covered nuclear 
weapons research, development, testing or 
production facility to engage in research, de-
velopment, and demonstration activities 
with respect to the engineering and manu-

facturing capabilities at such facility in 
order to maintain and enhance such capabili-
ties at such facility: Provided, That of the 
amount allocated to a covered nuclear weap-
ons facility each fiscal year from amounts 
available to the Department of Energy for 
such fiscal year for national security pro-
grams, not more than an amount equal to 2 
percent of such amount may be used for 
these activities: Provided further, That for 
purposes of this section, the term ‘‘covered 
nuclear weapons facility’’ means the fol-
lowing: 

(1) the Kansas City Plant, Kansas City, 
Missouri; 

(2) the Y–12 Plant, Oak Ridge, Tennessee; 
(3) the Pantex Plant, Amarillo, Texas; 
(4) the Savannah River Plant, South Caro-

lina; and 
(5) the Nevada Test Site.
SEC. 309. Funds appropriated by this or any 

other Act, or made available by the transfer 
of funds in this Act, for intelligence activi-
ties are deemed to be specifically authorized 
by the Congress for purposes of section 504 of 
the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 
414) during fiscal year 2004 until the enact-
ment of the Intelligence Authorization Act 
for fiscal year 2004. 

SEC. 310. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
any other law, using funds appropriated in 
this title, the Secretary of Energy shall pro-
ceed with planning and analyses for external 
regulation of the Department’s laboratories 
under the Office of Science as directed in the 
report accompanying this bill.

TITLE IV 
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
programs authorized by the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act of 1965, as amended, 
for necessary expenses for the Federal Co-
Chairman and the alternate on the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission, for payment 
of the Federal share of the administrative 
expenses of the Commission, including serv-
ices as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, and hire 
of passenger motor vehicles, $33,145,000, to 
remain available until expended.
DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Defense Nu-
clear Facilities Safety Board in carrying out 
activities authorized by the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended by Public Law 100–
456, section 1441, $19,559,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

DELTA REGIONAL AUTHORITY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Delta Re-
gional Authority and to carry out its activi-
ties, as authorized by the Delta Regional Au-
thority Act of 2000, as amended, notwith-
standing sections 382C(b)(2), 382F(d), and 
382M(b) of said Act, $2,000,000, to remain 
available until expended.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Commission 
in carrying out the purposes of the Energy 
Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended, and 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 
including official representation expenses 
(not to exceed $15,000), and purchase of pro-
motional items for use in the recruitment of 
individuals for employment, $618,800,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That of the amount appropriated herein, 
$33,100,000 shall be derived from the Nuclear 
Waste Fund: Provided further, That revenues 
from licensing fees, inspection services, and 
other services and collections estimated at 
$538,844,000 in fiscal year 2004 shall be re-
tained and used for necessary salaries and 
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expenses in this account, notwithstanding 31 
U.S.C. 3302, and shall remain available until 
expended: Provided further, That the sum 
herein appropriated shall be reduced by the 
amount of revenues received during fiscal 
year 2004 so as to result in a final fiscal year 
2004 appropriation estimated at not more 
than $79,956,000.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the Inspec-
tor General Act of 1978, as amended, 
$7,300,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2005: Provided, That revenues from 
licensing fees, inspection services, and other 
services and collections estimated at 
$6,716,000 in fiscal year 2004 shall be retained 
and be available until expended, for nec-
essary salaries and expenses in this account 
notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302: Provided fur-
ther, That the sum herein appropriated shall 
be reduced by the amount of revenues re-
ceived during fiscal year 2004 so as to result 
in a final fiscal year 2004 appropriation esti-
mated at not more than $584,000.

NUCLEAR WASTE TECHNICAL REVIEW BOARD 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Nuclear 
Waste Technical Review Board, as author-
ized by Public Law 100–203, section 5051, 
$3,177,000, to be derived from the Nuclear 
Waste Fund, and to remain available until 
expended. 

TITLE V 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 501. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used in any way, directly or 
indirectly, to influence congressional action 
on any legislation or appropriation matters 
pending before Congress, other than to com-
municate to Members of Congress as de-
scribed in 18 U.S.C. 1913. 

SEC. 502. (a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE 
EQUIPMENT AND PRODUCTS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that, to the greatest extent 
practicable, all equipment and products pur-
chased with funds made available in this Act 
should be American-made. 

(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi-
nancial assistance to, or entering into any 
contract with, any entity using funds made 
available in this Act, the head of each Fed-
eral agency, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice 
describing the statement made in subsection 
(a) by the Congress. 

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER-
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE 
IN AMERICA.—If it has been finally deter-
mined by a court or Federal agency that any 
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a 
‘‘Made in America’’ inscription, or any in-
scription with the same meaning, to any 
product sold in or shipped to the United 
States that is not made in the United States, 
the person shall be ineligible to receive any 
contract or subcontract made with funds 
made available in this Act, pursuant to the 
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro-
cedures described in sections 9.400 through 
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations. 

SEC. 503. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be transferred to any depart-
ment, agency, or instrumentality of the 
United States Government, except pursuant 
to a transfer made by, or transfer authority 
provided in, this Act or any other appropria-
tion Act.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
points of order?

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order that section 310 of the 
bill violates clause 2 of rule XXI of the 

rules of the House of Representatives 
prohibiting legislation on appropria-
tion bills. 

Section 310 extends requirements on 
the DOE that are inconsistent with its 
authority to self-regulate its facilities 
and contractors for nuclear safety and 
worker health and safety provided for 
in its organic statutes. Section 310 re-
quires the Secretary of Energy to fund 
infrastructure improvements at non-
defense science facilities to comply 
with the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion and Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration regulations. 
This requires the Secretary to imple-
ment infrastructure improvements not 
currently required by law. 

The language in section 310 clearly 
constitutes legislation on an appropria-
tion bill in violation of clause 2 of rule 
XXI of the Rules of the House. I there-
fore insist on my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
wish to be heard on the gentleman’s 
point of order? 

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule. 
The Chair finds that the section pro-

poses explicitly to supersede existing 
law. As such, it constitutes legislation 
in violation of clause 2(b) of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained and 
the provision is stricken. 

Are there any amendments?
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, let me take this time 

to first thank and express my apprecia-
tion on behalf of the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce to the chairman of 
the subcommittee who brings this bill 
before us today and to the ranking 
member from Indiana for the extraor-
dinary cooperative spirit in which this 
subcommittee of the Committee on Ap-
propriations has worked with our au-
thorizing committee, the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, on so many 
issues of importance when it comes to 
funding the energy programs of our 
country that are under our commit-
tee’s jurisdiction. 

This is a great example of how the 
appropriators can and should work 
with authorizing committees. We just 
saw a point of order that was ruled by 
the chairman on behalf of our com-
mittee to strike language that would 
have legislated on this appropriation 
bill. We have had many discussions 
with the chairman and ranking mem-
ber and our staffs over the past few 
days, and have worked through the bill 
to both approve those changes our 
committee agrees with the appropri-
ators that should be included in this 
appropriation bill, and to find the lan-
guage, such as the one we just objected 
to and might have been proposed au-
thorizing language on an appropriation 
bill. The spirit by which that has been 
accomplished has been, I hope, an ex-
ample for all the authorizing commit-
tees and the appropriators. 

I want to thank the chairman again 
personally for the way in which he has 
approached us and asked us for these 
discussions and, in fact, worked with 

the ranking member for us to reach 
these agreements and these conclu-
sions. I wish it was true of all the sub-
committees of the Committee on Ap-
propriations. What occurred this week 
in another appropriations matter, 
where legislation was added that was 
strictly objected by the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, and which has 
now produced a bill which will have 
very great difficulty moving through 
this House, is a bad example of that 
kind of relationship. 

All of the authorizing chairmen that 
I work with on the committees of juris-
diction, who work very hard with the 
staffs, who are extraordinarily com-
petent in these areas, and the Members 
who spend all their waking hours work-
ing in these committees in these spe-
cific authorizing areas are offended 
when legislation comes on an appro-
priation bill changing the policies or in 
some way affecting the policies that we 
so carefully try to work out for the 
benefit of this body, both on the Demo-
cratic and Republican side of the aisle. 
And when we find we do not have the 
cooperation of an appropriating com-
mittee, it really is disturbing. 

This is a good example of how the 
process should work. I wanted to come 
to the floor to thank the chairman and 
the ranking member for showing, I 
hope, the other subcommittees of the 
Committee on Appropriations how it 
should be done, how it ought to be 
done, and how the relationship between 
authorizing and appropriating commit-
tees should, in fact, be a strong and co-
operative and workable one. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAUZIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to also say thank you to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana for his cour-
tesies that he extended to us in work-
ing out a couple of things we had. And 
I did not get a chance to, but I also 
want to thank the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. BOEHLERT), the gentleman 
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) of Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure, 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. TOM 
DAVIS), and all the other chairmen we 
worked with to get this bill to the floor 
today. 

I think everybody has been very rea-
sonable in working together, because 
there were some jurisdictional things, 
but we all understood what we were 
trying to do, and I very much appre-
ciate the gentleman’s comments and 
the cooperation not only of the gen-
tleman himself, but the staffs of each 
of the Members I mentioned in working 
with our staff to work this out. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman, 
and he makes a good point. I should 
also say that I speak for the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. TOM DAVIS), the 
gentleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), 
and the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
BOEHLERT), all of whom were invited 
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into this process as authorizing chair-
men to work with this Committee on 
Appropriations. 

And, again, all of us want to thank 
the gentleman for the way in which he 
has approached the serious duties we 
have in authorizing the programs that 
the gentleman so diligently worked to 
correctly appropriate for. I thank the 
gentleman for that. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TOM DAVIS OF 
VIRGINIA 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. TOM DAVIS of 

Virginia: 
On page 38, line 20, strike all after ‘‘502.’’ 

through ‘‘(c)’’ on page 39, line 7.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read and printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
(Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia asked 

and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, first of all, I want to asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the 
gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask the amendment 
be adopted.

The Buy American Act applies to supplies 
costing more than $2,500 and establishes a 
preference for domestic supplies that are man-
ufactured in the U.S. Generally, it applies to 
acquisitions below the $177,000 Trade Agree-
ments Act of 1979, TAA threshold. 

Commercial firms are required to certify 
compliance with the Buy American Act, poten-
tially exposing them to civil false claims and 
other sanctions, even if they have made a 
good faith effort to comply with the Govern-
ment-unique requirements. This creates sig-
nificant financial and legal burdens for indus-
try, given that more and more information 
technology and goods so critical for the Gov-
ernment’s needs being sourced in our global 
economy from around the world. 

Some companies have responded to Buy 
American Act restrictions by establishing cost-
ly, labor-intensive product tracking systems 
that are not needed in their commercial busi-
ness, to ensure that products being sold to the 
Government meet the government-unique re-
quirements. In a few cases, companies have 
simply stopped selling certain products in the 
federal marketplace, denying access to some 
of the latest, more cost-effective products. 

The Buy American Act imposes financial 
and legal burdens on the taxpayers and the 
commercial companies that sell to the Govern-
ment. This restriction on the Government’s 
ability to obtain needed technology goods from 
the World market is a cold war anachronism. 
Given our growing reliance on information 
technology and other advanced products—and 
the current global nature of industry, the Gov-
ernment’s ability to get the goods it needs at 
reasonable prices will be crippled by this re-
strictive provision. 

Therefore, I ask support of my amendment.
Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

support of the amendment, and advise 
the gentleman that we accept it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. TOM DAVIS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. WILSON OF NEW 

MEXICO 
Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mrs. WILSON of New 

Mexico:
At the end of the bill (preceding the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. . None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used to release water 
from the San Juan Chama Project or Middle 
Rio Grande Project for the purpose of com-
plying with the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read and printed 
in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from New Mexico? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentlewoman yield? 
Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. I yield 

to the gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, we have 

no objection to gentlewoman’s amend-
ment. If she wishes to explain it brief-
ly, that is fine. 

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Re-
claiming my time, Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman for his acceptance 
of my amendment, but I would like to 
briefly explain it. 

Back in 1962, this Congress approved 
a water project in northern New Mex-
ico and southern Colorado that builds 
26 miles of tunnels to take water from 
the Colorado River system down for 
the city of Albuquerque, which is south 
of this map, and it goes through these 
tunnels to Herron Reservoir. Those 
water works started within the last 
month, and Albuquerque has started 
taking that water out of the Rio 
Grande River under multiple contracts 
with Federal agencies to get that water 
there. 

Unfortunately, two judges in Denver, 
Colorado, recently came out with an 
opinion that threatens to undo water 
all throughout the West, and will mean 
that citizens in cities and counties 
throughout the country can no longer 
plan for their water future. This $42 
million project now is threatened. It 
provides a third of the water for the 
city of Santa Fe, almost all of the fu-
ture water for the city of Albuquerque, 
and it is not native water. This is not 
Rio Grande water. It is from Colorado, 
and it was purchased by the people of 
New Mexico and brought here. 

What this judge has decided is that 
they can order Federal agents who run 
these dams to pour the water into the 
river and require it stay there because 
there is a fish down at the bottom end 
of the river that might need it.
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These are man-made structures. It is 

not water native to the Rio Grande, 

and all this amendment says is that no 
funds can be used for these Federal 
agents running these dams to take 
water that is not theirs for the purpose 
of enforcing the Endangered Species 
Act. 

We should not be ordering agencies 
to breach contracts on water delivery 
that have existed for 40 years. These 
agencies have no water rights. They 
did not buy this water. If the courts 
can order this, they can order anybody 
who has bought a bottle of water at the 
Circle K or at Sam’s Club to walk down 
to any river in this country and pour it 
in because that is exactly what this 
ruling in Denver has done. 

We are supporting the restoration of 
the fish downstream, with restoration 
of the channel, with breeding projects 
at the zoo, with leasing of rights, but 
we cannot allow Federal judges to seize 
water and overturn water law in the 
entire West. 

This is an interim fix with bipartisan 
support. It is supported by Bill Rich-
ardson, the Governor of New Mexico, 
by Senator BINGAMAN and Senator 
DOMENICI, by New Mexico’s Attorney 
General Patsy Madrid, by Mayor Marty 
Chavez, Mayor Larry Delgado, both 
Democrats, mayors of the city of Santa 
Fe and of Albuquerque, and broadly 
supported throughout our community. 

We have to protect water rights and 
protect the law that allows these 
projects to be built in the first place. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment spon-
sor has good intentions. She wants to 
protect the cities and protect the water 
supply for the cities of Albuquerque 
and Santa Fe. I also share her concerns 
and wish it was just as easy as offering 
an amendment to protect the water 
supply for our cities. I am sad to say 
that this amendment does not solve 
the problems we face in New Mexico 
and across the West on water. It is a 
Band-Aid. 

Representatives for the six tribes in 
the Middle Rio Grande have told me 
this amendment will force them into a 
lawsuit. If the San Juan Chama and 
Middle Rio Grande water is off the 
table, then tribal water is some of the 
only water left in the river. The De-
partment of Interior has said they will 
take tribal waters to satisfy the ESA. 
Is the gentlewoman prepared to settle 
the tribe’s lawsuit in her amendment? 

Settling one’s lawsuit and creating 
another lawsuit does not seem to me to 
be much of a solution. Legislatively 
distinguishing one lawsuit, but cre-
ating another one does not seem like it 
is getting us to the point we want to be 
at. 

This amendment does not deal with 
the realities we face in the West in 
terms of water. Our water resources 
are overallocated. The amendment 
does not deal with that. We have an ex-
ploding population growth in New Mex-
ico, 20 percent over the last 10 years. 
Population is stretching our water re-
sources to the limits. We are in the 
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midst of a serious drought. Our water 
infrastructure is outmoded for current 
needs. This amendment fails to deal 
with these realities and many other 
crucial issues. 

I am working on legislation which 
addresses these realities, and I hope 
that the gentlewoman and other mem-
bers of the New Mexico House delega-
tion will join me in this effort. We need 
legislation that sets up incentives to 
conserve our water resources and de-
velop collaborative solutions at the 
local level. We need legislation which 
restores and protects the Rio Grande 
River and the surrounding Bosque. We 
need to encourage technological solu-
tions for new sources of water, and we 
need to harness technology to increase 
water efficiency. 

This amendment accomplishes none 
of these important objectives, nor does 
this amendment move us toward sus-
tainable water practices.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WIL-
SON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. HEFLEY 
Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. HEFLEY:
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following:
SEC. ll. Total appropriations made in 

this Act (other than appropriations required 
to be made by a provision of law) are hereby 
reduced by $272,110,000.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, once 
again I rise to offer an amendment to 
cut the level of funding in this appro-
priations bill, to cut by it approxi-
mately $272.1 million, or approximately 
1 percent of the total outlays of the 
bill. The reason it is structured a little 
differently this time instead of 1 per-
cent across-the-board cut, I do not 
want there to be any mistake about it, 
that we mean that 1 percent has to 
come out of every single program in 
this bill. 

There are some wonderful programs 
in this bill the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. HOBSON) has put together and 
funded. There are probably some pro-
grams that the gentleman would agree 
need more money, and there may be 
some programs that the gentleman 
would agree probably should go out of 
existence because they are not working 
very well, so they should be elimi-
nated. 

The way this is structured is if we 
cut these funds, it would be up to the 
administration to decide where these 
cuts should go. I suppose we will once 
again hear about the impact these cuts 
would have on certain programs, but 
this amendment is particularly de-
signed not to bring that into play. It is 
possible that a 1 percent cut could im-
pact some of the small programs. That 
is why it is left up to the administra-
tion to decide where it is to come from. 

But let us look at what a 1 percent 
cut would mean to some of the pro-
grams. In the $33.1 million line item for 
the Appalachian Regional Commission, 
this would mean a cut, $331,000. I said 
thousand. That is something we do not 
understand up here because we do not 
use that term. We talk in millions and 
billions. It would be $331,000. 

One businessman has said that a 
businessman who could not find a way 
to save a penny out of a dollar should 
not be in business, and that is what we 
are talking about with this amend-
ment. We are talking about a penny 
out of a dollar. 

My reasons are simple. They are tell-
ing us this very week that next year 
our deficit will be $475 billion. That is 
4.2 percent of the entire budget, and 
viewed in that light, the 1 percent cut 
that I am talking about is probably not 
adequate. 

As I said yesterday on a similar 
amendment, when I came to Congress, 
we had a $200 billion deficit, and all of 
us, most of us, many of us, were con-
vinced that is something we absolutely 
had to come to erase, we had to come 
to grips with. I am offering this amend-
ment to say this needs to be a priority 
again. We need to balance our budget. 
Good things may fall by the wayside 
because a better value, that of bal-
ancing the budget, comes into play. 

We are looking at doubling the 
amount from when I came here, and we 
do not seem to be worried about it at 
all. Given that context, I do not think 
asking the administration to find a 
savings of 1 cent on a dollar is too 
much to ask. Mr. Chairman, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

I was the Speaker’s delegate to the 
budget when we balanced the budget. I 
am very aware of budget priorities. I 
am also an appropriator. 

I have great difficulty with every-
body saying the administration’s deci-
sions are right. We had a discussion 
earlier which I agreed with that we 
have great infrastructure problems in 
this country that are not being taken 
care of and will cost more money if we 
do not fix them in the future. 

It is very interesting to me that the 
gentleman picked the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission to mention, be-
cause if I had my way, I would have ze-
roed it all out, but I cannot tell the 
Chairman how many Members of Con-
gress have come to me and complained 
to me about the fact that I went with, 
not my wish, but I went with what the 
President and the OMB, what their pro-
vision was in the bill. I cannot tell how 
many Members have come and said, 
this is death. This is the end of the 
world. 

So $331,000 may not sound like much, 
but I can tell the Chairman that to the 
Members that have all come to me, 
they want it increased dramatically. 
They want me to double the money; 
and the Senate is at about $71 million, 

which shows what I am up against 
when I go to conference on this bill. 
Frankly, they are $220 million above 
this bill when we go to deal with them, 
so I think we have been pretty good 
with our 302(b) allocation. 

I strongly oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to indi-
cate my strong opposition to the 
amendment offered. I think of all of 
the discrete decisions that have been 
made on individual projects that were 
carefully considered, an across-the-
board cut is certainly not the way to 
approach the legislative process, and I 
am strongly opposed to the amend-
ment.

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

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) 
will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH 

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. KUCINICH:
Page 39, after line 24, insert the following: 
SEC. 504. The Nuclear Regulatory Commis-

sion shall revoke the license to the Davis 
Besse nuclear power plant, in accordance 
with the petition filed with the Nuclear Reg-
ulatory Commission under section 2.206 of 
title 10, Code of Federal Regulations on Feb-
ruary 3, 2003, March 27, 2003, and July 7, 2003, 
(Accession No. ML030370067).

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order against the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON) reserves a 
point of order. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to offer an amendment to revoke the 
operating license of the Davis Besse 
nuclear power plant. I do so because of 
the substantial safety issues at this re-
actor and the poor response by the 
plant owner and the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission. 

I offer this amendment to ensure the 
safety of the residents of the 10th Con-
gressional District of Ohio who live 
less than 100 miles from the Davis 
Besse Nuclear Power Station. Due to 
its proximity to the plant and the pre-
vailing wind conditions, people and 
property within the 10th Congressional 
District would be detrimentally af-
fected if a nuclear accident were to 
occur at the Davis Besse facility. 

This amendment is not a permanent 
shutdown. It would merely require the 
Davis Besse owners to reapply for a 
new license. This would force a vastly 
improved assessment of the nuclear 
plant before it restarts. The basic fact 
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is that Davis Besse came far too close 
to a serious loss of coolant accident. 
The reactor core, the heart at the reac-
tor, at the Davis Besse nuclear plant, 
sits within a metal pot designed to 
withstand pressures of up to 2,500 
pounds per square inch. 

The pot, called the reactor vessel, 
has carbon steel walls nearly 6 inches 
thick to provide the necessary 
strength. Because the water cooling 
the reactor contains boric acid, which 
is highly corrosive to carbon steel, the 
entire inner surface of the reactor ves-
sel is covered with 3/16-inch stainless 
steel protection. This is the first line of 
defense to protect us from radiation. 

I want to point to this picture here. 
Water routinely leaked onto the reac-
tor vessel’s outer surface, and because 
the outer surface lacked a protective 
steel coating, boric acid ate its way 
through the carbon steel wall until it 
reached the back side of the inner 
liner. The cavity was 7 inches long, 6 
inches wide and 6 inches deep. High 
pressure from the reactor vessel pushed 
the stainless steel outward into the 
cavity formed by the boric acid.

b 1100 

An engineering analysis by First En-
ergy revealed that the bulging stain-
less steel was beginning to crack. 
These cracks certainly suggest that 
given enough time, the reactor wall 
would have ruptured. Any tear or rup-
ture in this wall would drain the reac-
tor and require the emergency backup 
safety systems to work properly to 
avoid a major accident. 

Experts have concluded that if the 
hole was not discovered, the reactor 
would have ruptured in the next year 
of operation. In short, a small leak in 
a critical area that began around 1996 
came far too close to creating a serious 
nuclear accident. 

I want to point to another card here 
that illustrates what happened when 
the NRC asked for information about 
what was going on at Davis-Besse. 
First Energy, the company running 
this plant, removed the photograph of 
the reactor head that was taken during 
April of 2000. This is the photograph. 
This company removed this photograph 
from a packet of information that was 
given to the NRC. Damage from the 
corrosion is clearly indicated in the 
photograph. There is an evident red 
river of boric acid flowing from the top 
of the reactor head. This company re-
moved this photograph from a file in 
order to cover up the kind and extent 
of damage that was occurring. 

A recent report by the Union of Con-
cerned Scientists entitled, ‘‘Davis-
Besse: The Reactor With a Hole in Its 
Head,’’ documented the potential fail-
ures of the safety systems that would 
have been necessary if the steel liner 
had ruptured. The report concludes 
that the nuclear industry backup safe-
ty systems fail all too often for the nu-
clear industry to depend on them. 

Last week, First Energy made public 
that an essential safety system was in-

operable since the plant began its oper-
ation in 1977. A valve that needed to be 
open to supply cooling water to meas-
ure explosive hydrogen in a loss-of-
cooling accident has been closed for 25 
years and is now rusted shut. Accord-
ing to First Energy, a crack developed 
in a control nozzle in 1990. By 1995, the 
crack grew all the way through the 
nozzle. Boric acid from the water leak-
ing through the crack began attacking 
the reactor vessel head. By 1999, the re-
actor vessel head corrosion was bad 
enough that iron oxide, rust particles, 
were being detected in the containment 
atmosphere. Once it opened, the hole 
widened by nearly 2 inches per year. 

It is clear that First Energy and the 
NRC have failed my constituents. Of 
course, complacency on the part of the 
plant’s owner and the NRC really 
caused the hole in the reactor head.

The following are examples of this compla-
cency: 

Workers did not discover the damage during 
visual inspections of the reactor vessel head 
in 1998 and again in 2000. Boric acid crystals 
coated the reactor vessel head masking the 
metal surface. 

When problems with leaking CRDM flanges 
surfaced years ago, workers at Davis-Besse 
proposed a modification that would enable 
better inspections of the reactor vessel head. 
Management approved this modification, but 
then deferred its implementation. 

When boric acid crystals were repeatedly 
found coating the outer surface of the reactor 
vessel head, workers at Davis-Besse merely 
tried cleaning them away. The plant’s design 
required all components coming into contact 
with reactor water to be made of corrosion-re-
sistant materials or to be clad with a protective 
layer of stainless steel. The outer surface of 
the reactor vessel head was neither corrosion-
resistant nor coated with stainless steel. Man-
agement tolerated a degraded condition pro-
hibited by the plant’s design. 

Armed with knowledge about leaking CRDM 
flanges at Davis-Besse causing the outer sur-
face of the reactor vessel to be coated with 
boric acid crystals, about the high likelihood 
that one or more CRDM nozzles would be 
cracked, and about elevated iron oxide levels 
within the containment building, management 
lobbied the NRC in fall 2001 to allow it to skip 
the reactor vessel head inspection mandated 
by the end of the year. 

There is also evidence of complacency by 
the NRC. 

The NCR’s Inspector General recently con-
cluded: 

During the review of the potentially haz-
ardous condition at Davis-Besse, the NRC 
staff considered the financial impact to the li-
censee of an unscheduled plant shut down. 
The fact that FENOC sought and staff allowed 
Davis-Besse to operate past December 31, 
2001, without performing inspections was driv-
en in large part by a desire to lessen the fi-
nancial impact on FENOC that would result 
from an early shutdoen. 

NRC appears to have informally established 
an unreasonably high burden of requiring ab-
solute proof of a safety problem, versus lack 
of reasonable assurance of maintaining public 
health and safety, before it will act to shut 
down a power plant. The staff articulated this 
standard to OIG as a rationale for allowing 

Davis-Besse to operate until February 16, 
2002. 

There is significant evidence that 
FirstEnergy falsely represented the condition 
of the pressure vessel and associated piping 
in order to avoid an NRC-ordered shutdown, 
and knowingly and recklessly exposed the 
people of Ohio to a grave and preventable 
safety risk. 

Unfortunately, the NRC has recently issued 
a draft decision to deny my petition. They just 
don’t get it. The NRC must place the safety of 
people before the profits of the nuclear indus-
try.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, does the 
gentleman withdraw this amendment? 
I insist upon my point of order. 

Mr. KUCINICH. The gentleman in-
sisting upon the point of order, I will 
withdraw the amendment using this 
opportunity to call this to the atten-
tion of the public. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. MANZULLO 
Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. MAN-

ZULLO:
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following:
SEC.ll. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used—
(1) to acquire manufactured articles, mate-

rials, or supplies unless section 2 of the Buy 
American Act (41 U.S.C. 10a) is applied to the 
contract for such acquisition by substituting 
‘‘at least 65 percent’’ for ‘‘substantially all’’; 
or 

(2) to enter into a contract for the con-
struction, alteration, or repair of any public 
building or public work unless section 3 of 
the Buy American Act (41 U.S.C. 10b) is ap-
plied to such contract by substituting ‘‘at 
least 65 percent’’ for ‘‘substantially all’’.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order 
is reserved. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of this amendment is to make 
the Army Corps of Engineers and parts 
of the Department of Energy and De-
partment of the Interior increase the 
American content of the parts that 
they buy from 50 percent to 65 percent. 
These types of materials are to be used 
in construction projects that are sup-
plied right here in America and there is 
no hardship in applying that higher 
standard. The bulldozers, tractors, 
dredging equipment, pumps, drills, 
these items are all made right here in 
America and, it helps out the strug-
gling manufacturing base. 

The congressional district that I rep-
resent, the biggest city, Rockford, is 
between 10.5 and 11 percent unemploy-
ment. We lost two factories just this 
past week. It continues over and over 
again, the erosion of our manufac-
turing base. Nationwide we are down to 
about 14.5 million manufacturing jobs. 
We are losing 57,000 manufacturing jobs 
each month for the past 34 months. 
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What we are saying here is very sim-

ple. When using taxpayers’ dollars, use 
that money to buy products that are 
made in America, at least up to the 65 
percent, to help stabilize our manufac-
turing base plus also to provide the 
jobs so people can pay the taxes in 
order to keep those government agen-
cies going.

Mr. Chairman, because of the rules, I 
ask unanimous consent to withdraw 
my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise today to engage 

in a colloquy with the chairman. In 
1999, the Army Corps of Engineers de-
clared that the Cherry Creek Reservoir 
was in need of a $100 million expansion. 
The need for the expansion was based 
on whether projections forecasting not 
just one but two 1,000-year storms hit-
ting the arid front range of Colorado in 
a 2-week period. 

Not only would the expansion be ex-
pensive, it would also inundate several 
neighborhoods and a high school. Given 
the questionable assumptions that the 
proposal was based on, the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) and I have 
asked for and received limitation lan-
guage in the annual energy and water 
appropriations bill over the last two 
cycles blocking the Corps of Engineers 
from moving forward until an inde-
pendent review of the dam’s safety is 
completed. 

Over the past year or so, a State and 
local task force has been working with 
the National Weather Service and the 
Corps of Engineers toward completion 
of an independent review of the under-
lying weather models used by the corps 
and the long-term safety needs in the 
Cherry Creek Basin. My understanding 
is that the group believes it will be 
able to complete its work later this 
year. It is my sincere hope that they 
will do so. 

I understand that the bill does not 
specifically include any money for the 
corps to move forward with a dam safe-
ty study at this time, and I would ask 
the chairman and ranking member of 
the subcommittee to work with the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) 
and me to ensure that the study will 
not move forward until such time as 
this independent peer review panel has 
completed its work. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I agree with the 
gentleman’s comments and will try to 
work with him. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. INSLEE 

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. INSLEE:
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following:
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may, after December 31, 2003, be 
used by the Department of Energy to dispose 
of any low-level radioactive waste in a land-

fill that does not meet all requirements and 
standards applicable to landfills containing 
hazardous waste under Federal law, or under 
a State regulatory program authorized by 
section 3006 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act 
(42 U.S.C. 6926), with respect to landfill lin-
ing, leachate collection systems, and ground-
water and soil column monitoring systems.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order against the gen-
tleman’s amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order 
is reserved. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I bring 
this amendment to the House’s atten-
tion really to deal with a weakness in 
our existing laws regarding the dis-
posal of low-level nuclear waste. In the 
State of Washington, the Department 
of Energy has plans to ship into the 
Hanford site tons and tons of what is 
characterized as low-level nuclear 
waste for disposal in unlined trenches. 
Unfortunately, because of existing law, 
they may at the moment under RCRA 
statutes be allowed to do that. But this 
is clearly something we need to resolve 
because current RCRA law would not 
allow us to dispose of levels of Drano 
and paint cans, but does allow us to 
dispose of low-level nuclear waste in 
unlined trenches. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. INSLEE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand the concerns of the gentleman 
from Washington, and I agree that we 
should not be placing low-level radio-
active waste into unlined trenches; and 
it should not take the Department of 
Energy several years to figure that 
out. I will work with the gentleman 
and with the Assistant Secretary, 
Jesse Roberson, at DOE to resolve this 
expeditiously. If we cannot get satis-
faction from DOE, then we will address 
this in conference, and our conference 
is a little while off; but I do not dis-
agree with the gentleman. 

Mr. INSLEE. I thank the gentleman. 
I am very appreciative of his interest 
in this. I do think we need to light a 
fire under this process. I look forward 
to working with the gentleman in the 
conference committee. 

Mr. HOBSON. Make sure you keep 
poking at us as we get towards con-
ference. 

Mr. INSLEE. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. Chairman, based on the state-

ment of the gentleman, I withdraw the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY 

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. MARKEY:
Page 39, after line 24, insert the following:
SEC. 504. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to issue any license, 
approval, or authorization for the export or 
reexport, or the transfer or retransfer, either 
directly or indirectly, the Democratic Peo-
ples’ Republic of North Korea of—

(1) any special nuclear material or byprod-
uct material; 

(2) any nuclear production or utilization 
facilities; or 

(3) any components, technologies, sub-
stances, technical information, or related 
goods or services used (or which could be 
used) in a nuclear production or utilization 
facility; except that, this restriction shall 
not apply to exports, reexports, transfers, or 
retransfers of radiation monitoring tech-
nologies.

Mr. MARKEY (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, this is 

a very simple amendment, and it is 
based upon a very complex, controver-
sial, but ultimately ineffective, set of 
agreements which we reached with the 
North Korean Government making a 
promise to that government that we in 
conjunction with our allies would 
transfer two nuclear power plants to 
the Government of North Korea if they 
agreed in turn to put their full nuclear 
program under full scope safeguards. It 
has become clear through the Clinton 
administration and through the Bush 
administration that Kim Jong-Il is 
pathologically incapable of handling 
nuclear materials in a responsible way, 
and retrospectively it is now quite 
clear that the nature of the bargain 
that we made with Kim Jong-Il was 
fundamentally flawed. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I know 
the gentleman wants to explain his 
amendment, but I am advised that the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
has passed similar language to this 
about three times. If that is correct, 
then I am willing to accept the amend-
ment on its face. If there is a problem, 
we will have to work it out in con-
ference at some point; but in an effort 
to expedite the process here on the 
floor, I am willing to accept the 
amendment at this point if the ranking 
member has no objection. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I would have no ob-
jection. 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gentleman 
very much for his acceptance of the 
amendment. And just so it is clear 
what it was that was just accepted, it 
is basically saying that the United 
States writ large should not and will 
not transfer any nuclear power plants 
or material or personnel that could 
help them with nuclear power plants as 
part of any deal in the future; that if 
they want electricity, that we will 
build coal-fired plants for them, we 
will build natural-gas-fired plants for 
them, but we are not going to transfer 
materials that could be used for a nu-
clear weapons program to Kim Jong-Il 
in North Korea. 

That is the essence of the amend-
ment. It has passed the House floor 435–
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0 during the Clinton administration 
and during the Bush administration, 
but there are personnel inside of both 
administrations that continue to be-
lieve that there is a way in which we 
can transfer nuclear materials to the 
North Korean Government, and the 
Congress has said over and over again 
it is not a good idea. I appreciate the 
gentleman from Ohio accepting the 
amendment. I do want to work with 
him, as does the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COX), towards the goal of 
removing any obstacles that might be 
created in the future.

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

The amendment was agreed to. 
SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 

OF THE WHOLE 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, pro-
ceedings will now resume on those 
amendments on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed in the fol-
lowing order: the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. ANDREWS), the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
UDALL), and the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
HEFLEY). 

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

b 1115 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment. 

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 194, noes 213, 
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 391] 

AYES—194

Akin 
Andrews 
Bachus 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 

Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Burns 
Burton (IN) 
Cannon 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Cole 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Crane 
Culberson 
Cunningham 

Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Delahunt 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Ehlers 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Feeney 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Forbes 
Fossella 

Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gilchrest 
Goss 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Harman 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 

Leach 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lucas (KY) 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (NC) 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Olver 
Otter 
Owens 
Pallone 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Rothman 

Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauscher 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Watt 
Wexler 
Woolsey 

NOES—213

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Allen 
Baca 
Baird 
Ballance 
Becerra 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burr 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capuano 
Carson (OK) 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 

Emanuel 
Emerson 
English 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foley 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hill 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kilpatrick 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson (CT) 

Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
Lowey 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Manzullo 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCotter 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Oxley 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 

Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 

Sherwood 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 

Turner (OH) 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—27 

Barton (TX) 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bonilla 
Burgess 
Carter 
Cox 
Davis (TN) 
DeLay 
Dreier 

Ferguson 
Gallegly 
Gephardt 
Granger 
Janklow 
Jefferson 
Johnson, Sam 
Millender-

McDonald 
Paul 

Quinn 
Reynolds 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Taylor (NC) 
Walsh 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Young (AK)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN (during the vote). 
Members are reminded there are 2 min-
utes remaining in this vote. 

b 1137 

Messrs. CROWLEY, MCKEON, 
BALLANCE, Ms. LEE, and Messrs. 
PITTS, ACKERMAN, JONES of North 
Carolina, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 
TOWNS, and Mr. MEEKS of New York 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. BARRETT of South Carolina, 
MILLER of Florida, HERGER, BRADY 
of Texas, ISRAEL, HUNTER, MAR-
KEY, PAYNE, NEAL of Massachusetts, 
FORBES, and CANNON changed their 
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UDALL OF 

COLORADO 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. UDALL) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment. 

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute 

vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 153, noes 251, 
not voting 30, as follows:

[Roll No. 392] 

AYES—153

Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Bartlett (MD) 
Becerra 

Bell 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boswell 
Bradley (NH) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 

Capps 
Capuano 
Carson (IN) 
Clay 
Conyers 
Crowley 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
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Davis (IL) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Doggett 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Filner 
Foley 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Green (WI) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hensarling 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 

Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Platts 

Pomeroy 
Porter 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Renzi 
Rodriguez 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sabo 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Stark 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 

NOES—251

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 

Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 

Herger 
Hill 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
Marshall 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 

Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 

Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reyes 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spratt 

Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Terry 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Wynn 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—30 

Ballenger 
Barton (TX) 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bonilla 
Burgess 
Carter 
Davis (TN) 
DeLay 
Dreier 
Ferguson 

Gallegly 
Gephardt 
Granger 
Harman 
Janklow 
Jefferson 
Johnson, Sam 
Lipinski 
Millender-

McDonald 
Paul 

Quinn 
Reynolds 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Walsh 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Young (AK)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN (during the vote). 
Members are reminded there are 2 min-
utes remaining in this vote. 

b 1146 

Mr. CLYBURN changed his vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. SANDLIN, DOGGETT, and 
McDERMOTT changed their vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I 
was unavoidably detained during rollcall vote 
Nos. 392 and 391. I would ask that the 
RECORD reflect that had I been present I 
would have voted ‘‘no’’ on rollcall vote No. 392 
(Udall amendment) and ‘‘no’’ on rollcall vote 
No. 391 (Andrews amendment).

b 1145 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. HEFLEY 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on amendment No. 2 offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 82, noes 327, 
not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 393] 

AYES—82 

Akin 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Brady (TX) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Cannon 
Capuano 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Collins 
Cox 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doggett 

Duncan 
Everett 
Feeney 
Flake 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gibbons 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hostettler 
Hunter 
Isakson 
Jenkins 
Jones (NC) 
Kennedy (MN) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Matheson 
McCotter 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Musgrave 
Myrick 

Norwood 
Otter 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Porter 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Schrock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (WA) 
Stearns 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Terry 
Toomey 
Wilson (SC) 

NOES—327

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Ballenger 
Becerra 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Burns 
Burr 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Castle 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Cole 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 

Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Green (TX) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 

Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
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McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 

Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 

Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—25 

Barton (TX) 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bonilla 
Burgess 
Carter 
Davis (TN) 
DeLay 
Dreier 

Ferguson 
Gallegly 
Gephardt 
Granger 
Janklow 
Jefferson 
Johnson, Sam 
Millender-

McDonald 

Paul 
Quinn 
Reynolds 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Taylor (NC) 
Walsh 
Waxman 
Young (AK)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 
The CHAIRMAN (during the vote). 

Members are advised that there are 2 
minutes remaining in this vote.

b 1206 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Energy and 

Water Development Appropriations Act, 
2004’’.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther amendments, under the order, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington) having as-
sumed the chair, Mr. ISAKSON, Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
2754) making appropriations for energy 
and water development for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2004, and for 
other purposes, pursuant to the pre-
vious order of the House of the legisla-
tive day of July 17, 2003, he reported 
the bill, as amended pursuant to that 

order, back to the House with further 
sundry amendments adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
further amendment reported from the 
Committee of the Whole? If not, the 
Chair will put them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. HOYER 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

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

Mr. HOYER. I am at this time, Mr. 
Speaker. 

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. HOYER moves to recommit the bill, 

H.R. 2754, to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The vote 

on final passage will be a 5-minute 
vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 99, noes 310, 
not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 394] 

AYES—99 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capuano 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
Deutsch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 

Farr 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hill 
Hoeffel 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Markey 
Matheson 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 

McGovern 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Miller, George 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Owens 
Pastor 
Pelosi 
Porter 
Rangel 
Rodriguez 
Rothman 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Schakowsky 
Sherman 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tauscher 
Tierney 
Towns 

Udall (CO) 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 

Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 

Wexler 

NOES—310

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Clay 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 

Frost 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 

Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
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Taylor (MS) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner (OH) 

Turner (TX) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Waters 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 

Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—25 

Barton (TX) 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bonilla 
Burgess 
Carter 
Davis (TN) 
DeLay 
Dreier 

Ferguson 
Gallegly 
Gephardt 
Granger 
Janklow 
Jefferson 
Johnson, Sam 
Millender-

McDonald 

Paul 
Quinn 
Reynolds 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Taylor (NC) 
Walsh 
Waxman 
Young (AK)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington) (during the 
vote). There are 2 minutes remaining 
in this vote.

b 1248 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Messrs. 
BELL, HINCHEY, GREEN of Texas, 
REYES, ORTIZ, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas and Mr. HONDA changed their 
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. DEUTSCH and Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE changed their vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). The question 
is on the passage of the bill. 

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

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
This vote may be followed by a 5-

minute vote on the motion to instruct 
on H.R. 1308. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 377, nays 26, 
not voting 32, as follows:

[Roll No. 395] 

YEAS—377

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Allen 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 

Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 

Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Herger 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 

Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 

Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—26 

Akin 
Andrews 
Capuano 
Doggett 
Feeney 
Flake 

Franks (AZ) 
Gibbons 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Hostettler 
Kind 

Kucinich 
Matheson 
Meehan 
Miller (FL) 
Petri 
Porter 

Ramstad 
Royce 
Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 
Stearns 
Strickland 

Tancredo 
Toomey 

NOT VOTING—32 

Barton (TX) 
Berkley 
Berman 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Burgess 
Carter 
Davis (TN) 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dreier 
Everett 

Ferguson 
Fletcher 
Gallegly 
Gephardt 
Granger 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Janklow 
Jefferson 
Johnson, Sam 
Millender-

McDonald 

Northup 
Paul 
Quinn 
Reynolds 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Taylor (NC) 
Velazquez 
Walsh 
Waxman 
Young (AK)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised that 2 
minutes remain in this vote. 
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So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table.

f

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 1308, TAX RELIEF, SIM-
PLIFICATION, AND EQUITY ACT 
OF 2003 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on the 
motion to instruct conferees on the 
bill, H.R. 1308. 

The Clerk will designate the motion. 
The Clerk designated the motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to instruct 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BELL) 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 188, nays 
201, not voting 46, as follows:

[Roll No. 396] 

YEAS—188

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Castle 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 

Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Hall 
Hastings (FL) 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 

Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
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McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 

Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 

Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NAYS—201

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Feeney 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 

Goss 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 

Ose 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schrock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner (OH) 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—46 

Baird 
Barton (TX) 
Berkley 
Berman 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boucher 
Burgess 
Capuano 
Carter 
Cox 
Davis (TN) 
Deal (GA) 
DeGette 
DeLay 

Dooley (CA) 
Dreier 
Everett 
Ferguson 
Fletcher 
Gallegly 
Gephardt 
Granger 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Janklow 
Jefferson 
Johnson, Sam 
Linder 
McNulty 
Meehan 

Millender-
McDonald 

Ortiz 
Pascrell 
Paul 
Quinn 
Reynolds 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Shays 
Smith (WA) 
Taylor (NC) 
Velazquez 
Walsh 
Waxman 
Young (AK)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington) (during the 
vote). The Chair reminds Members 
there are 2 minutes remaining in this 
vote. 
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Ms. HARRIS changed her vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the motion to instruct was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

f

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE—MAN-
NER OF CONDUCTING MARKUP 
OF LEGISLATION IN COMMITTEE 
ON WAYS AND MEANS 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, under rule 
IX, I rise to a question of the privileges 
of the House, and I offer a resolution 
(H. Res. 324) and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 324

Whereas during a meeting of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means on July 18, 2003, 
for the consideration of the bill H.R. 1776, 
the chairman of the Committee on Ways and 
Means offered an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute; 

Whereas during the reading of that amend-
ment the chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee directed majority staff of the 
committee to ask the United States Capitol 
Police to remove minority-party members of 
the committee from a room of the com-
mittee during the meeting, causing the 
United States Capitol Police thereupon to 
confront the minority-party members of the 
committee; 

Whereas pending a unanimous-consent re-
quest to dispense with the reading of that 
amendment the chairman deliberately and 
improperly refused to recognize a legitimate 
and timely objection by a member of the 
committee: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives disapproves of the manner in which 
Representative Thomas conducted the mark-
up of legislation in the Committee on Ways 
and Means on July 18, 2003, and finds that 
the bill considered at that markup was not 
validly ordered reported to the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, the resolution 
constitutes a question of the privileges 
of the House. 

The minority leader, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI), 
will be recognized for 30 minutes; and 

the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
MCCRERY) will be recognized for 30 
minutes as the designee of the Speaker. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI). 

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

Mr. Speaker, it is my duty as the 
House Democratic leader to offer this 
resolution. Earlier today the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means Democrats 
were subjected to an indignity, an in-
dignity that no Member should have to 
endure. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, par-
liamentary inquiry. 

Ms. PELOSI. I do not yield, Mr. 
Speaker. I do not yield, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
House will be in order. 

Mr. HOYER. The minority leader is 
speaking, Mr. Speaker.

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. MCCRERY. Point of order, Mr. 

Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 

gentlewoman yield for the parliamen-
tary inquiry? 

Ms. PELOSI. I do not yield, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. For the 
parliamentary inquiry? 

Ms. PELOSI. I do not yield. There is 
half an hour on the other side. They 
have plenty of time to make their 
point. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman will suspend. 

The gentleman will state his point of 
order. 

Mr. MCCRERY. The majority has not 
been supplied with a copy of the resolu-
tion, Mr. Speaker; and it is hard for us 
to proceed without a copy of the reso-
lution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will supply copies, but the gen-
tleman has not stated a point of order. 
The resolution has been read. 

Mr. MCCRERY. I thank the Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI), 
the minority leader, will proceed.

Ms. PELOSI. I will proceed, Mr. 
Speaker, but not before saying that I 
do not appreciate the gentleman 
trivializing a rare occasion of this 
House when a leader of a party stands 
up for a point of privilege on the House 
floor. If the gentleman wanted a copy 
of the resolution, he knew he could go 
right to the well and get it at the desk. 

Now I would like to proceed. Earlier 
today, the Committee on Ways and 
Means Democrats were subjected to an 
indignity, an indignity that no Member 
should have to endure; but it appears 
that indignity is the order of the day 
on the majority side. 

As the Democratic Members of the 
Ways and Means Committee were cau-
cusing in a committee room while a 
bill was being read for amendment, the 
chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means summoned the Capitol Po-
lice to remove them from that room. 
Make no mistake about this: the police 
were summoned to remove these Demo-
cratic Members because the chairman 
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did not want them in the room, not for 
any other reason. The facts could not 
be clearer. 

As the Democratic Members of the 
Committee on Ways and Means were 
leaving the rostrum to caucus prior to 
other events, the chairman told his 
staff to call the police. How out-
rageous. 

I will not even go into how the mark-
up was conducted; I will leave that to 
the members of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. I will not talk about 
the fashion in which the Chair rammed 
through the reporting of the legisla-
tion; the members of the Committee on 
Ways and Means will do that. I want to 
focus on how the chairman can call 
upon the Capitol Police to evict Mem-
bers at his whim from the committee 
space. We cannot let this stand. We 
cannot let this go unchallenged. Mr. 
Speaker, this resolution recites the 
facts, and my colleagues have heard 
them.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL), the very distin-
guished ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I would 
hope that this discussion at the end of 
the day would tend to bring more civil-
ity to the relationship between the mi-
nority and the majority Members. We 
can continue the animosity. We can 
continue the ill feelings. But this 
would not serve our Nation well, and it 
certainly should not make Democrats 
or Republicans more proud to be a 
Member of this august body. We should 
be proud when we differ when we de-
bate; but once we start eroding and 
abusing the powers of the majority, we 
do not do it for this Congress, but we 
do it for the Congress that follows. We 
do not have that right. No one person 
has the right to take away the rights 
that have been given to us by the Con-
stitution in this great Nation.
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Last night, just before midnight, a 
substitute pension bill was filed. After 
midnight, its description was filed. The 
underlying bill was a $230 billion bill of 
207 pages. The substitute was a $50 bil-
lion bill and 90 pages. Members of our 
committee, Democratic members and I 
would suspect Republicans as well, had 
no clue as to the fact that this was 
coming up on a Friday; and when it did 
come up, we did not have time to read 
to see what were the major differences 
between the substitute and the under-
lying bill. 

When the chairman of the committee 
asked for unanimous consent to waive 
the reading of the substitute, I ob-
jected and there was some discussion, 
but I maintained the objection because 
the Chair really had made up his mind 
that he was going to move forward 
with that legislation. 

After talking with some of the senior 
members of the minority, we decided 
that we had go to the library. This li-
brary has been used historically since I 

have been on that committee for dis-
cussions with majority, minority, col-
lectively. It has been used by the Trade 
Caucus, Republicans and Democrats. It 
is a beautiful place right behind our 
beautiful hearing room. 

We went back there just to discuss 
what was in the substitute and how we 
would handle it. We were not there, I 
want to emphasize that all of these 
things are recorded because the time 
factor is so essential. I was not in that 
room 2 minutes when I was approached 
by the chairman’s chief of staff who 
asked me and the Democrats to leave 
the library. I asked why. She told me 
because the chairman wanted to use 
the library for the Republican mem-
bers. I asked her to advise the Chair 
that we were not leaving. 

It was less than 3 minutes that a 
House Capitol policeman came and said 
that a disturbance has been reported. 
All of the Democrats were in the li-
brary at this time with the exception 
of the gentleman from California (Mr. 
STARK) who was outside to make cer-
tain that if there was an attempt to 
waive the rules, the reading of the sub-
stitute, that he could object. 

The police officer asked us to leave 
because he was reported that there was 
a disturbance. I asked what did he in-
tend to do because we were not leaving. 
He said he would report to his superior. 

In less than 3 minutes a lieutenant 
came of the Capitol policemen. I asked 
him why was he there, and he stated 
because the patrolman had received 
this message, and he had received no-
tice that he was to remove us. I told 
him what I told the police officer, that 
we had decided collectively that we 
would not be moved, and I asked what 
they intended to do. He said that he 
had to get a better reading of this from 
the Sergeant of Arms. 

The Sergeant of Arms came and said 
he was advised by the Capitol Police 
that the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means asked that we be re-
moved from the room. I said we would 
not be removed, and the Sergeant of 
Arms said that he thought that was an 
issue to be resolved by Members of 
Congress and members of the com-
mittee. 

I suggest to you that once we start 
taking away the privacy of Members, 
the privacy of members of the com-
mittee the privilege to use space that 
is there for the sole purpose of us to de-
liberate, then it is a situation that ef-
fects not me, not the Democrats on the 
Committee on Ways and Means, not 
the Democrats and Republicans in this 
House of Representatives, but it effects 
this institution. 

We should not allow the abuse of 
power or personalities to interfere with 
the responsibilities we have. We have a 
responsibility to pass this Congress, 
certainly, if not in better shape, than 
in no worse shape than the great insti-
tution that we inherit it.

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

Mr. Speaker, I should begin by apolo-
gizing to the gentlewoman from Cali-

fornia (Ms. PELOSI), the minority lead-
er. I probably should not have inter-
rupted her. She, due her to her long 
service in this House and certainly as a 
minority leader, deserves the respect of 
all Members on both sides and I cer-
tainly did not mean to show disrespect. 
I was merely trying to get a copy of 
the resolution. Perhaps I should have 
known to go down to the well and re-
quest one rather than interrupting the 
gentlewoman, and I apologize. 

With respect to the matter at hand, 
it is unfortunate that we are here this 
afternoon debating this motion. The 
events which led to the introduction of 
this proposal are indeed unfortunate. 
Our view, and certainly my view, of the 
events as they were seen and under-
stood by me differ substantially from 
those presented by the minority. 

First of all, with respect to the rules 
being followed by the committee, by 
the majority, by the chairman, it is 
clear that no rules were violated in 
terms of our presenting to the minor-
ity the underlying bill which was intro-
duced in April of this year, nor was it 
a violation of the rules in terms of the 
timing with which we gave the minor-
ity a copy of the chairman’s substitute 
to the underlying bill. In fact, that 
chairman’s substitute was delivered to 
the minority the night before the 
mark-up. There is no requirement in 
the rules that the chairman’s sub-
stitute be given to the minority at any 
certain time prior to the mark-up. So 
the majority and the chairman lived up 
to the rules of the House in getting to 
the mark-up today. 

Now, what transpired at the mark-up 
is, again, unfortunate. The minority 
chose for whatever reason to object to 
a unanimous consent request that the 
bill be considered as read so that the 
committee might undertake an expla-
nation of the bill and proceed to ques-
tions on the bill. That is an extraor-
dinary objection. It has never been 
made in my time that I can recall on 
the committee. And, in fact, when we 
were in the minority on that com-
mittee, we did not even have legisla-
tive language at the Committee on 
Ways and Means. We marked up by 
concept. So I did not really understand 
the reason, the rationale for the objec-
tion of the minority member to waive 
the reading of the bill. 

And as all of you know, had the mi-
nority insisted and had the bill been 
read in its entirety, we would have 
wasted a lot of time in committee 
today. In fact, when the bill began to 
be read line by line by the head of the 
Joint Committee on Taxation, the en-
tire membership on the minority party 
stood up and walked out of the mark-
up except for the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK). 

So if the intent of the minority had 
been to gain an understanding of the 
bill through a reading of the bill, it 
would make sense that they would at 
least remain and hear the reading of 
the bill. So I think one can conclude 
that their intent was not really to gain 
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an understanding of the bill but to 
cause disruption in the mark-up of the 
committee. 

After the Democratic members left 
the room, the hearing room, left one of 
their members at the dias, there tran-
spired more than one exchange between 
the minority member and majority 
members of the committee, culmi-
nating in a manner exhibited by the 
minority member which in my view 
warranted the chairman of the com-
mittee calling the Sergeant at Arms to 
preserve order in the committee; and I 
believe that is the reason the Sergeant 
at Arms was called and rightly so. 

After the Sergeant at Arms and the 
police arrived at the committee to pre-
serve order, it is true they did go back 
to an ante-room of the hearing room 
we call the library and discussed with 
the minority a request that they move 
to another office. I do not know ex-
actly what got the Capitol Police and 
the Sergeant at Arms to go back there, 
because I was not privy to that. How-
ever, I was privy to the chairman only 
minutes after the police and the Ser-
geant at Arms had gone to the library, 
instructing the staff to go back to the 
library and tell the police, the Ser-
geant at Arms that it was all right if 
the minority remained in the library, 
and I believe that instruction was 
given. 

Bottom line, Mr. Speaker, I do not 
believe there is any basis for the reso-
lution that is before us, certainly no 
basis on which a Member of this House 
would vote to approve this resolution.

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

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL). 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, we are 
not going to have much of a dispute 
here. First of all, we were not saying 
that the majority violated any rules by 
giving us the substitute 2 minutes be-
fore midnight and the description right 
after midnight. That is your preroga-
tive to do. We think it is wrong. We are 
not charging you with violating rules. 
And the time fact as to when we got up 
to leave, yes, we did. We had to decide 
what we were going to do, and we did 
get up and leave the gentleman from 
California (Mr. STARK) behind. 

The question is, did the chief of staff 
come as soon as we got up and say that 
the Chair told us to leave the room? 
And even though you may not know 
who directed the sergeant, the police to 
take us out of the room, the record will 
show they received a call and they 
know who they received it from. It was 
from the chief of staff from the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means or someone 
saying they were speaking for the 
chief, and it was after that that the po-
lice came. 

I do not know whether the chairman 
rescinded the direction to kick us out 
of the room, but what we are saying 
today is that that never should have 
happened. That room belongs to us just 
as much as it belongs to the Repub-

licans. So we are not arguing with you 
about violating the rules, but when we 
objected, that is the only thing that we 
have. We used the tools that we have. 
We did not give you unanimous consent 
to have the substitute to be considered. 
You may call it a waste of time. We 
have call it our constitutional preroga-
tive. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. SHAW), a member of the com-
mittee.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, so what? I 
mean, so far, we have had a discussion 
of he said, who said, cops came, Ser-
geant of Arms was called, these types 
of things, but let us look at the resolu-
tion. 

The resolution says that the House of 
Representatives disapproves the man-
ner in which the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS) conducted the 
mark-up of legislation in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means on July 18, 
2003, and find that the bill considered 
at that mark-up was not validly or-
dered reported to the House. Well, I 
think it is important that we talk 
about what happened.
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The only thing that was in dispute is, 
and that I can see here is, to whether a 
timely objection was made to dispense 
with the reading of the bill itself, and 
the Democrats or the minority party 
were all back in the library with the 
exception of one; and he was engaged in 
a conversation with the staff when the 
motion was made, and at that time, 
the chairman said, Hearing no objec-
tion, it is considered as read and open 
for amendment at any time. 

With that, the lone minority Member 
in the room got up and left. At that 
time, the chairman yielded the floor to 
the main sponsor of the bill, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN), on 
the majority side. The gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) then proceeded to 
describe the bill and talk about the bill 
for a number of minutes, for a long pe-
riod of time, at which time the minor-
ity party had plenty of time to come 
back into the room, but they had all 
left. 

Now, if you were to say that this was 
an improperly crafted, improperly 
passed bill, then all the minority has 
to do at any time is to get up and leave 
the room. There was clearly a quorum 
in the room. The bill was called up and 
it was voted upon. That is what we are 
here to decide. 

Now, if we are to decide personal-
ities, then this is not the place for it. 
As a matter of fact, our rules of the 
House decorum says that we are not 
supposed to get involved in that, but 
we could get involved in it for a long 
time, for a lot of Members; and we can-
not do that because of the decorum of 
this House of Representatives. 

My friend, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL), and he is my 
friend, he objected that the minority 
has the right to use any of the rooms, 

just as the majority does. I am sorry, 
that is not the way the rules of the 
House are written. The gentleman from 
California (Mr. THOMAS) controls those 
rooms, but that is not what is com-
plained about here. 

What is complained about here and 
what we are here to debate today is 
whether or not there was a proper han-
dling of the rules with regard to the 
legislation itself, the legislation itself. 
There is a lot of blame to go around. 

I quite frankly, prior to the start of 
this hearing, I tried to get the Speaker 
or somebody to try to work this out so 
this thing could be defused over the 
weekend. It desperately needs defusing. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
is one of the premier, if not the pre-
mier, committees within this House of 
Representatives. We do need to work 
on some decorum within the com-
mittee; we know that. It is the premier 
committee in the House of Representa-
tives. 

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

Mr. SHAW. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, would 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW) 
care to share with the House your view 
on a Member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means calling the Capitol 
Police on other duly elected Members 
of Congress? That is one of the——

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, I would say to the gentleman, 
I was sitting there right next to the 
chairman. The minority Member that 
was sitting there alone, the only one in 
there, physically threatened a majority 
Member.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, now to 
speak to this resolution, the objection 
of which is that the office of the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and 
Means called the police on the Demo-
cratic Members who were assembling 
in a room, I am pleased to yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN). 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, let me, if 
I might, first correct, I think, a couple 
of the factual issues. 

I can assure you that the Democratic 
Members wanted to participate in the 
debate on the pension legislation. In 
fact, when the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. PORTMAN) was debating the issue, 
we were confronting the Capitol Police, 
and that was the reason why we are not 
back in the room. By the time we fin-
ished with the Capitol Police, the 
markup was over. 

Let me also point out that the police 
were called before the gentleman from 
California’s (Mr. STARK) episode began. 
We were confronted with the Capitol 
Police before the unanimous consent 
request was brought forward. 

Mr. Speaker, I started this day look-
ing forward to the committee markup 
on H.R. 1776. That is a bill that I have 
worked on with the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) for many months. 
We have worked with the chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. We 
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have worked with Members on both 
sides of the aisle on that legislation. It 
is important legislation to working 
people of this country, and there are 
different views among Democrats on 
provisions in that legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I could defend that bill 
on its merit, and I look forward to 
doing just that, but I cannot defend the 
manner in which our committee acted 
this morning. 

I have devoted much of my public ca-
reer to process issues. I have served on 
the ethics committee for over 6 years, 
and I have served as a cochair of our 
ethics task force. I am a former speak-
er of the Maryland legislature. Process 
is important in what happened in the 
Committee on Ways and Means this 
morning. Mistakes were made, and it 
reflects badly on each one of us. We 
need to move forward, but to move for-
ward we must acknowledge our mis-
takes. 

H.R. 1776 desperately needs to be con-
sidered in a fair manner before the 
Committee on Ways and Means for its 
integrity and integrity of the process. 

It is the committee’s responsibility 
to guarantee to the public that a fair 
process is used, order is maintained, 
and each Member’s right is protected. 
That is our collective responsibility. 

Mr. Speaker, since this morning I 
have talked to Members on both sides 
of the aisle, and I am pleased that the 
Speaker’s on the floor listening to this 
debate. I think it is absolutely essen-
tial, and I know I am supported by 
both Democrats and Republicans, that 
H.R. 1776 be returned to the Committee 
on Ways and Means for a full markup, 
with opportunity of all Members to 
participate. As one of the principal 
sponsors, I hope that will be accom-
plished and we will be able to have a 
full markup on that legislation. 

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

Before I yield to the gentleman from 
Colorado, I would point out that the 
chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, as the chairman of any 
standing committee, has the preroga-
tive to call the Sergeant at Arms to 
maintain order in his committee, and 
that was the basis of the chairman’s 
call for the Sergeant at Arms.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
MCINNIS), a member of the committee. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to begin by saying, with all due re-
spect to my colleague, whose com-
ments we have just heard, a lot of 
those comments I happen to agree 
with; but with due respect, you were 
not in the room at the time that an in-
cident occurred not dealing with proc-
ess but dealing with order in the com-
mittee; and with all due respect to 
your fellow colleagues, with the excep-
tion of one, the rest of you were all out 
of the room in another room. That par-
ticular individual was not arguing 
process. In fact, that particular indi-
vidual threatened me with physical 
harm. 

Now, fellow colleagues of mine real-
ize that I like engagement, but it was 
clear there was going to be fairly 
prompt disorder beyond the magnitude 
that was probably originally antici-
pated when a member of the minority 
committee made his first comments. I 
think it was entirely appropriate, en-
tirely appropriate, with considering my 
own actions, I think it was entirely ap-
propriate for the chairman of that 
committee to call the Sergeant at 
Arms and the Capitol Police so that 
order in the committee could be main-
tained. 

I think this discussion about process 
at midnight or process of when the po-
lice were in the library is all, and I am 
not saying this in a derogatory fashion, 
but is all diversionary from the fact 
that we were within moments, frankly 
myself and another Member on your 
side of the aisle, were within moments 
of, I would guess, a physical engage-
ment; and I considered that threat seri-
ous. I considered the bodily threat not 
just to the order of the committee but 
to me, and I fully intended to defend 
myself. 

So to calm this down, I know that is 
the purpose of why the chairman had 
done that, and I think any one of you 
in the same exact position that that 
chairman was in would have done ex-
actly the same thing. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN), a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, one of the 
people who was evicted from the room. 

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

Mr. LEVIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
sincere belief that at the end of the day 
we will all be reading from the same 
page. 

In order for us to really resolve this 
issue, truth has to prevail. I suggest to 
the majority that we will be referring 
to the timing of the telephone calls, 
which is recorded. No one is going to 
dispute in this House that the police 
were called and they arrived in the li-
brary prior to the time that the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. STARK) 
and members of the majority had any 
problem. I repeat, the police were 
called and arrived, and I am referring 
to the time clock and the record. So 
that is all I have to say about this. 
Whether they should have been called 
and they were not called to stop any 
disturbance, they were called to get us 
out of that room.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, indeed, the 
gentleman from California’s (Mr. 
THOMAS) chief of staff stood nearby 
where we were meeting with a member 
of the Capitol Police and said this to 
the police and at least one member of 
the staff, that the chairman has asked 
me to get the police to remove Demo-
crats from this room. 

This is the United States of America. 
This is not a police state. This is sup-

posed to be the people’s House, and you 
call members of the police to evict us 
from having a discussion. We were dis-
cussing that bill that we had only seen 
a few minutes before, because it was 
delivered at midnight, delivered at 
midnight and maybe the gentleman 
from California (Mr. THOMAS) and the 
rest of you did not like our insisting 
that the bill be read; but the rules say 
that we have the right to have a bill 
read word for word, and you have no 
right to trample, once again, on the 
rights of the minority of the United 
States House of Representatives. 

That is what is at stake here, and 
you can try to change the subject. You 
can try to gloss over it. You can try to 
make excuses. You can try to say the 
gentleman from California (Mr. STARK) 
said such and such to so and so. No, the 
issue, this is not a partisan squabble. 
This is not a matter of personality. 
This is a matter of our basic rights as 
representatives of the people of the 
United States; and darn it all, we are 
going to stand here and stand here to 
defend not only our rights but the 
rights of the people of the United 
States of America.

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself so much time as I may con-
sume. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, none of 
us, at least who have spoken here on 
the floor, knows who told who what 
when; but I do know, I do know that I 
was told by a member of the staff, the 
majority staff of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, that that staff person 
went back to the library, which is the 
room in question, it is not the hearing 
room, that the Democrats were asked 
to move from. It was the library and 
prior to the Sergeant at Arms and the 
police getting there, the staff person 
went back and notified the minority 
that that room was to be used during 
the markup, it was reserved, and they 
would have to move to 1129, which is 
another Ways and Means room just 
down the hall.

b 1400 

So I want everyone to know that that 
transpired before the Sergeant at Arms 
and the police got to the library to ask 
the minority to move out of that room. 

So I think what we have here, in 
total, to support this proposal, this res-
olution, is a very short period of time, 
minutes, during which the Sergeant at 
Arms, the Capitol police were told by 
someone to remove the Democrats 
from the library to another room, to 
another Ways and Means room; and 
very shortly after the Capitol police, 
Sergeant at Arms arrived in the li-
brary, the chairman of the committee, 
in my presence, directed the staff to go 
back and tell the police and the Ser-
geant at Arms that it was all right for 
the minority to use the library. 

So even if it was the chairman who 
directed, ordered the police and the 
Sergeant at Arms to the library spe-
cifically to tell the Democrats to move 
out of that room, it would have been a 
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mistake that was corrected almost im-
mediately by the chairman. And for 
that you bring a resolution to the floor 
of the House? I think that those who 
would do this might have a bad mem-
ory with respect to their own actions 
at times during their lives and wish 
that their actions would not be judged 
so harshly for so short a period of time. 

So, insofar as any other basis for this 
resolution, as I have pointed out, there 
is no basis for determining that the 
committee was out of order or acted 
contrary to the rules of the House. 

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

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I will 
make an inquiry about the remaining 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). The gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI) 
has 14 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. MCCRERY) 
has 13 minutes remaining. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
just make note of the fact that the 
gentleman from Louisiana has just 
stipulated to the facts that the police 
were called to go to the library to evict 
the Democratic Members from that 
room. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL). 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, we are 
getting closer to the truth. And if what 
the majority is saying is that somehow 
the chairman recognized that what he 
did was wrong and rescinded that, we 
in that room had no idea that it was re-
scinded. The police had us in that 
room. They sent for their superior, and 
they sent for the Sergeant of Arms. 
The same person who came to tell us 
that the chairman wanted us to leave 
could have very easily come into that 
room and said that the chairman had 
changed his mind. That did not happen.

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. HAYWORTH), a member of the com-
mittee. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the resolution and I do 
so understanding that people of good-
will can and often do disagree. I realize 
also that frustrations abound, indeed, 
as a private citizen reading of certain 
machinations that went on in this 
House when roles were reversed. 

But that is not the subject here 
today. The subject here today is, was 
the chairman within his rights when 
order was threatened in the committee 
to call the Sergeant at Arms? In other 
words, a test of what is reasonable. 

Mr. Speaker, were I in the Chair at 
the time when order was disrupted, 
when a physical threat was issued by a 
member of the minority party, and par-
liamentary rules preclude me from 
naming that Member, although I can 
say it was a very stark picture of a 
confrontation, you better believe, Mr. 
Speaker, I would have called the Ser-
geant at Arms to restore order. 

Reject the resolution. It is dead 
wrong and a disservice to the House. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
note that, unfortunately, the gen-
tleman did not hear the stipulation to 
the fact that the police were called be-
fore any conversations took place be-
tween those individuals, and they were 
called to evict the Democratic mem-
bers from the hearing room. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. MAT-
SUI). 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the Democratic leader for yielding me 
this time. 

It is really unfortunate what is going 
on here. My colleague on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle, his reputation 
is being besmirched in order to avoid 
the real issue, and I think it is really 
outrageous that the gentleman from 
Louisiana is doing this. 

This is not about the gentleman from 
California (Mr. STARK), because the 
Capitol police came to visit us, and I 
was in that room in the library behind 
the Committee on Ways and Means 
hearing room, before the completion of 
the reading of the bill was going on. 
That was before the gentleman from 
California (Mr. STARK) and the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS) 
had even their discussion; and, as a re-
sult of that, the Capitol police were 
called before the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK) had even said any-
thing. 

As a result of that, what the gen-
tleman is doing to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. STARK) is doing major 
damage to his credibility at the same 
time when the real fault is the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. He called the Capitol police. 
And, frankly, when later on the Ser-
geant of Arms came in himself, he said, 
he said to all of us, he said I was called, 
we were called because there was a dis-
turbance. There was a disturbance 
back here in this room, and we were 
asked to remove all of you. 

This was not about the gentleman 
from California (Mr. STARK). This was 
about removing Members on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle on the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means from a 
room that was not being used because 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means just decided to lose 
his temper on the situation. I think it 
is really outrageous. We ought to de-
bate the issues. We ought not to try to 
point the finger at somebody who was 
innocent in this discussion. 

I really think it is really outrageous. 
I think the gentleman from Louisiana 
owes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. STARK) an apology by trying to 
make the issue about him rather than 
about the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and I would tell my friend from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MATSUI) that he was not in 
the hearing room and, therefore, he 
cannot speak with any authority about 

the time line within which events tran-
spired. I was in the hearing room. I 
know that the behavior of the minority 
prior to the completion of the reading 
of the bill warranted the Sergeant at 
Arms being called. So I would caution 
the gentleman not to make absolute 
statements which he cannot back up 
with any certainty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Washington (Ms. 
DUNN). 

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I want to re-
iterate what the gentleman from Lou-
isiana just stated. I think it is very im-
portant, since we are at the point of 
considering such a resolution on the 
floor of the House, for us to look at 
this situation as one in which there are 
two ships passing in the night. 

My Democratic colleagues seem to be 
referring to activities that happened in 
the library, with which we are all fa-
miliar. We are talking about the reason 
that the Sergeant at Arms was called 
to the committee in the first place. It 
is a situation that is not unknown to 
my colleagues on the Committee on 
Ways and Means. The gentleman in 
question has created this sort of situa-
tion before, so it is not anything new. 
We all understand that. There have 
been letters written in the past, signed 
by members of the minority caucus, 
castigating the behavior of the gen-
tleman in question. That is why the 
Sergeant at Arms was called to our 
committee. I just have to say that if I 
had been sitting in the Chair at that 
moment I would have felt constrained 
to call the Sergeant at Arms. 

And I am sorry that the members of 
our wonderful committee that does 
most of its work with great dignity, 
who were missing all but one of its mi-
nority members because they were hav-
ing a caucus in the library, but we who 
were sitting in the hearing room and 
all the people who were in the audience 
saw exactly what was going on; not the 
first time, not the second time, but it 
happened many, many times. This was 
a time when I believe it was entirely 
appropriate for the chairman to use his 
authority to regain order in the hear-
ing room by calling the Sergeant at 
Arms. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS). 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise to speak in support of the resolu-
tion. As many of you know, I am a man 
of peace. During the 1960s, many of us 
involved in the Civil Rights movement 
were threatened with arrest for sitting 
in at lunch counters, standing in at 
segregated theaters, or marching for 
the right to vote; and sometimes we 
were arrested and jailed. We were 
charged with disturbing the peace or 
disorderly conduct, and we were very 
peaceful and we were orderly. 

I never thought that as a Member of 
Congress I would be threatened with 
arrest by sitting in the library of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. As a 
Member of Congress and as a member 
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of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
I thought, I really believed that it was 
a safe place to meet and to discuss the 
business of the committee. 

It is unreal, it is unthinkable that 
another Member of Congress would 
threaten to have another arrested for 
carrying out his or her congressional 
duties. In another period of time, a few 
short years ago, some of us stood up to 
Bull Conner in Birmingham, Alabama, 
and we stood up to Sheriff Clark in 
Selma, Alabama. And I must say to the 
chairman of this committee, we will 
not be intimidated. We will not be im-
mobilized. We live in a democracy and 
not a police state. 

What happened today in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means should 
cause a sense of righteous indignation 
among all of us. As Democrats, as 
Members of this House, the People’s 
House, we will not get lost in a sea of 
despair. We will continue to stand up 
and fight for what is right and for what 
is fair. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, may I 
request the time remaining on each 
side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. MCCRERY) 
has 91⁄2 minutes remaining, and the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI) has 91⁄4 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KLECZKA), 
a member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS) 
took the floor to relate what happened. 
And although I was not in the room, I 
did speak to the Democrat that was in 
the room. The comments of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. STARK) 
were preceded by the words, ‘‘shut up.’’ 
And that was by the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS), inciting the 
gentleman from California (Mr. STARK) 
to respond. Now, that sort of slipped 
his memory when he talked to us be-
fore. 

So, now, here is the scenario. Here is 
a man in excess of 70 years old threat-
ening a man 30 years his junior, and 
the chairman was afraid that the 30-
year-old junior was going to get beat 
up. Hello. 

Mr. Speaker, since your election, you 
have conducted this House with total 
honor. You have made all of us proud 
to be Members of Congress. But it is 
one thing to defend one of your own, 
but it is surely another to do so less 
than honorably, in fact, dishonorably 
and dishonestly. 

The fact of the matter is the police, 
who have a lot of things to do around 
here protecting the Americans, were 
called because of a disturbance against 
Democrats. I was in the room when the 
police came. Two officers came to clear 
us out because we were causing a dis-
turbance. 

So do not go lying about what hap-
pened. It is an embarrassment enough, 

and this could be resolved by the chair-
man in question apologizing to all of 
us, and the issue would be done with.
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Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. HULSHOF), a member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, hope-
fully to further clarify some of the 
questions that have been asked, and I 
see the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL) has been provided a transcript 
from this morning’s Committee on 
Ways and Means markup, what I would 
like to do is read the relevant portions, 
I think, which then necessitated the 
calling of the Sergeant at Arms. 

This would be at page 15, line 331, the 
chairman stated, ‘‘If the gentleman 
will suspend. If the gentleman from 
California would understand he is read-
ing the table of contents, which is at 
the beginning of the bill.’’ 

The remaining minority Member 
said, ‘‘Oh, that.’’

Line 335, ‘‘Chairman Thomas. He will 
then move to the body of the bill. That 
is how these things work.’’ To which 
the sole Member of the minority party 
that was left in the room said this at 
line 337, ‘‘Its eloquence overwhelms me, 
Mr. Chairman, just like your intellect 
does. It is—oh, you think you are big 
enough to make me, you little wimp? 
Come on. Come over here and make 
me. I dare you.’’

The transcript indicates in brackets 
‘‘laughter,’’ to which the minority 
member then said, ‘‘You little fruit-
cake. You little fruitcake. I said you 
are a fruitcake.’’

Now, what the transcript does not in-
dicate, and I would have to stay with 
the transcript, and just as many of us 
who have had previous experience in 
criminal courtrooms or civil court-
rooms, the transcript is, of course, the 
cold recitation of words that are spo-
ken. 

If Members will permit me to charac-
terize just a bit, I was sitting next to 
the gentleman from Colorado, and I 
would tell the Speaker that the words 
specifically regarding, ‘‘Are you big 
enough to make me, you little wimp? 
Come on. Come over here and make 
me. I dare you,’’ I happened to turn 
around in my chair because I am on the 
lower dais and looked up, and it was 
the sole Democratic member who was 
remaining who was directing those 
words directly at the gentleman from 
Colorado. 

If Members would permit me to char-
acterize a little bit more, even though 
laughter erupted, as someone who was 
witnessing this event, Mr. Speaker, the 
words were uttered in a very serious 
tone, dare I say in a threatening tone. 
I do not think I am mischaracterizing 
the import of these words. 

This, of course, was done during the 
reading of the bill. Ultimately, the 
chairman was able to get a unanimous 
consent request. That is later reflected. 
Then we were able to move and con-

sider the bill, but this was done before 
the Capitol Police were called; and 
were I the chairman in the same situa-
tion, I, too, would have contacted the 
Sergeant at Arms to return decorum to 
our committee room. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Mrs. JONES), the newest member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
was not in the room when the inter-
action occurred between the gentleman 
from California (Mr. STARK) and other 
Members of Congress, but I was in the 
library when the police came in and 
said that Democrats were causing a 
disturbance, and the police were re-
quired to come. 

This is the second time I have been 
on the floor of the House and been re-
quired to do something that is distaste-
ful for me as a Member of Congress. 
The first was with the Committee on 
Standards of Conduct, and the second 
is with the chairman of my committee. 

Members know I have been a judge. 
When a judge hosts a courtroom, he or 
she sets the standard. The chairman 
must set the standard in a committee 
room. We are talking about an inter-
action that went on this day, but I 
came from the Committee on Financial 
Services where I had a chairman who 
allowed members of the committee to 
speak and did not cause members to 
react to his response. 

If Members check the transcript of 
our hearings, every time someone says 
something, the chairman has a re-
sponse for whatever witness it is. 

Mr. Speaker, I have respect for the 
chairman. I find it hard to stand here 
today, but the reality is that he called 
the police on his colleagues, and no one 
can take a thing away from that.

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. SHAW). 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I would say 
to the gentlewoman, a respected mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and 
Means who was a judge, I would say 
that I also was a judge, and if anyone 
had conducted themselves like that in 
my courtroom, they would have been 
held in contempt of court. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT), a former judge of the 
Supreme Court of Texas and a member 
of the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, there is 
no small amount of irony that the bill 
in question before the committee today 
was H.R. 1776. The democracy that our 
forebears brought to being in this land 
requires our continual vigilance. We 
are reminded of the words of James 
Madison that there are more instances 
of abridgement by gradual encroach-
ments of those in power than by vio-
lent and sudden usurpation. 

Mr. Speaker, a committee chairman 
today ordered the police to evict Mem-
bers of this Congress from a committee 
room on the edge of the markup. When 
Officer Spriggs arrived in that room, 
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the committee library, he was not 
looking for the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK). He was there, as he 
said, to clear the room on the instruc-
tions of the chief of staff of the com-
mittee chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

My friends, this is how tyranny be-
gins. It is our responsibility to stand 
against a police state, to stand in favor 
of open dialogue rather than to permit 
a bill to pass with only the votes of one 
party and move toward a one-party 
state.

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut (Mrs. JOHNSON), a member 
of the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, this is simple, serious, and 
sad. Significant errors of utterance and 
judgment were made by members of 
the Committee on Ways and Means of 
both parties this morning. The chair-
man responded to what were fast-paced 
comments and actions. There were 
good reasons for the chairman’s judg-
ments and actions and good reasons 
why he altered those judgments and ac-
tions as circumstances changed. For 
that he is to be commended. To elevate 
an incident of which no Member on ei-
ther side of the aisle is proud is de-
structive to this body. 

I regret the minority party’s decision 
to enshrine in a resolution some facts 
while omitting others crucial to the 
flow of events. That does this House no 
good, and I urge opposition to this res-
olution. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. TANNER), a member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman. 

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

Mr. TANNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
a question on behalf of all of those 
Members who were not in any of those 
rooms: If it was the gentleman from 
California (Mr. STARK) in the hearing 
room with the fruitcake, why did you 
sic the cops on the Democrats in the li-
brary? 

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I was not 
going to speak, but I must say to the 
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
MCCRERY), you know if you are using 
whatever confrontation took place be-
tween the gentleman from California 
(Mr. STARK) and the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. MCCRERY), that is abso-
lutely not true. The policeman came to 
the library, one, before that happened; 
and, second, if the problem was in the 
hearing room between the gentleman 
from California (Mr. STARK) and the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
MCINNIS), why would the policemen 
come to the library to begin with? 
They came in there, and the gentleman 
may not know it, but we asked, Why 
are you here? 

They said, we have been given orders 
to remove you from the library. It had 

nothing, nothing whatsoever to do with 
what went on in the hearing room. 
That is the truth.

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, the pre-
vious speaker says that is the truth, 
but the fact is he was not there. He has 
no independent knowledge of who 
called the Sergeant at Arms or the rea-
son for it. I resent the gentleman’s 
tone. It is erroneous. His statement is 
erroneous. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY), a 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
was present during this confrontation, 
not just present but the physically 
closest member to the incident. I saw 
it firsthand. I was not in the library or 
out of the room; I was there. 

First, I think the official transcript 
puts a lie to this resolution. Further-
more, being the person sitting in front 
of the lone minority member, who in 
my opinion, in fact, my knowledge, in-
stigated this confrontation, what I wit-
nessed was a profanity-laced, angry, 
degrading, physical confrontation that 
was growing in volume, not lessening. 
It was a tirade completely inappro-
priate to this Congress and to that 
committee. 

What I did, my action was to turn to 
the audience, looking for young people, 
hoping that there was no young person 
in that committee room who would 
witness the behavior of the gentleman 
who instigated this incident. Had it 
been me, I, too, would have made a 
phone call * * * 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand that the gentleman’s words be 
taken down. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the words.
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Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, it 
has come to my attention, rightly so, 
that at the conclusion of my remarks, 
I need to clarify the words that I spoke 
in this House in order to also set an ex-
ample for decorum and civility. At the 
end of my remarks, I made reference to 
an emotional state and bodily func-
tions when, in fact, what I really was 
referencing was potential bodily con-
duct. 

To clarify and also because I really 
do hold our colleagues in deference, I 
would ask unanimous consent to with-
draw that portion of my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, and I do not 
intend to object, I thank the gen-
tleman very much for trying to bring 
civility back to the House which is 
very important. In consultation with 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
STARK), who was the only Democrat on 
the committee who the police were not 
called to throw out of the library be-
cause he was not in the library, he was 

in the committee room, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. STARK) has ac-
cepted your apology. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the words are withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I am very 

pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. MENEN-
DEZ), the very distinguished Chair of 
the Democratic Caucus. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, we 
can hear all the spin and diversion that 
the majority wants to lay there, but 
this is the point: this morning in the 
People’s House, the heart of our great 
American democracy, the Republican 
chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means called the police, the police, 
in an attempt to break up a meeting of 
House Democrats. 

Why did he call the police? Because 
he did not like what Democrats were 
meeting about and that Democrats as 
the minority availed themselves of 
what little protection they have under 
the rules. This is what Republicans 
have come to in the running of this 
House. If they do not like what we say, 
even in a private meeting, they will try 
to have us arrested. If we object, and 
they do not like it, they will try to 
have us arrested. Does that sound like 
America to you? Or does that sound 
like some sort of police state? Our dis-
tinguished Speaker should be in the 
chair and alarmed that this happened 
under your watch. Power corrupts and 
absolute power corrupts absolutely. An 
example of that is the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY) calling the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to track 
down Texas legislators. Where does 
this end? This institution cannot and 
must not tolerate this sort of abusive 
and intimidating behavior. And this 
one will not be swept under the rug 
until justice is done. 

Some of us come from families that 
fled this kind of persecution. I never 
thought that I would see that persecu-
tion take place right here in the peo-
ple’s House, the very place where peo-
ple are sent to the greatest democracy 
in the world. 

Some claim that the gentleman from 
California (Mr. THOMAS) had the police 
called in response to a disturbance, but 
why was the majority chief of staff es-
corting the police back to the library 
where the Democrats were meeting? 
The answer is obvious. The chairman 
was annoyed and wanted to break up 
that meeting of Democrats, and he was 
willing to use the police to do it. As 
the chairman of the Democratic Cau-
cus, I want you to know that our Mem-
bers will not be silenced on behalf of 
the 136 million Americans we represent 
in this House. 

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

Hyperbole is something that is used 
often for effect, even in fictional writ-
ing. On the floor of the House debating 
something this serious, I think it has 
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no place. And to claim that the police 
were there to arrest Democrats is in-
deed hyperbole. No one ever suggested 
that anyone was to be arrested. There 
is no evidence to that. Not even any 
hearsay to that. The fact is they were 
being asked to move from that room to 
another Ways and Means hearing room.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄4 minutes to 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
WELLER). 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I look 
around this room today and I see 
friends on both sides of the aisle. On 
my committee I have friends that are 
Democrats and friends that are Repub-
licans, and I think no one wishes we 
were going through this exercise today. 
But as one of those who was in the 
room, and I think those who were in 
the room are the best witnesses to be 
speaking today, not those who were 
not at the room and heard what might 
have occurred, but those who actually 
witnessed it. 

I often think, what would I have done 
if I was the chairman? I think all of us, 
Republicans and Democrats, a lot of us 
would like to be a chairman someday, 
what would we do if we were in the 
same situation? And going back to that 
room this morning, going to the offi-
cial transcript of this morning’s mark-
up of H.R. 1776, again let me refer to 
the record, the official record, line 337, 
beginning with the sole remaining mi-
nority party Member in the committee 
room at that time: 

‘‘Its eloquence overwhelms me, Mr. 
Chairman, just like your intellect 
does.’’

Clearly the question would be, what 
would you do if you were the chairman 
and you had a member there that was 
using invective, innuendo, name-call-
ing, physically threatening another 
colleague? Would you have worked to 
restore order? I am one of those who 
stands and believes that if I was the 
chairman today, I would have sum-
moned the Sergeant at Arms to ask for 
order as well. 

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

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
20 seconds to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I, too, was sitting closest to the lone 
minority member in the Chamber. I 
was there in the Chamber next to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY). I 
heard the comments. It was very, very 
clear that a physical threat was made, 
that a situation was getting out of con-
trol, that we had a physical situation 
on our hands; and if I were in the posi-
tion that the chairman was, I believe 
that the Capitol Police or the Sergeant 
at Arms should have been called to re-
store order. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
20 seconds to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. LEWIS), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I also was seated in front of the mi-

nority member. I can validate every-
thing that has been said here on the 
majority side. It was a situation that 
seemed to be getting out of control. It 
was getting out of control. Again, if I 
would have been the chairman, I would 
have done exactly what Chairman 
Thomas did. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
20 seconds to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. ENGLISH), a member 
of the committee. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, unlike 
any of the speakers on the other side, I 
was also in the room. I saw what was 
said. I saw what was implied. And I saw 
the behavior of the chairman close up. 
May I say what is embarrassing the 
House today is not the behavior of the 
chairman. I think he did what in his 
judgment was right to proceed with 
what became a very contentious hear-
ing. What I am very unhappy about is 
the fact that this resolution has even 
been brought to the floor. It is an em-
barrassment to this institution.
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Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), the distinguished 
whip for the Democrats. 

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, we are a 
Nation of laws. This House was estab-
lished to make those laws. We have a 
manual. It is called Jefferson’s Manual. 
It has in it the Constitution of the 
United States of America. It has as 
well the rules that Jefferson put for-
ward. 

At page 123 it says, ‘‘the weaker 
party can only be protected from those 
irregularities and abuses which these 
forms were intended to check, and 
which the wantonness of power is but 
too often apt to suggest to large and 
successful majorities.’’

Mr. Speaker, I have great respect for 
you, and you run this House fairly. But 
this is another instance, not an iso-
lated incidence, not a unique incidence 
of the arbitrary use of power. The Com-
mittee on Rules shuts us down. It does 
not give us amendments. It does not 
give us time to debate. It does not ade-
quately give us substitutes. It shuts 
down the majority. It shuts down the 
minority. This is not what Jefferson 
had in mind nor, I suggest to you, our 
Founding Fathers. 

This is indeed not an isolated inci-
dent. The police were called. There is a 
dispute of facts as to why the police 
were called. But there seems to be no 
dispute that they did not go to the 
committee room. They went to the li-
brary, presumably because that is 
where they were told to go. They know 
the difference, believe me, to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. MCCRERY), 
they know the difference. 

This is not an isolated or unique inci-
dence. The police were called by the 
Speaker of the Texas House to go ar-
rest 55 members of the Texas House be-

cause they would not go along with the 
majority. 

Let me read from page 18 of the tran-
script of the proceedings. 

‘‘Mr. Yin, as you go through, would 
you periodically indicate which page 
you are on.’’ They are reading the bill. 
‘‘We are going to be going through the 
titles, and if it lengthens out, it gets 
more complicated.’’ Mr. THOMAS is 
speaking. ‘‘I know you have just begun 
on page 3 in doing that.’’ Under the 
rules, the reading of the bill, what is 
the next thing that is said? ‘‘And, with-
out objection, it is considered as read. 

‘‘Mr. STARK: I object. 
‘‘Mr. THOMAS: The gentleman was too 

late.’’
Absent was a request for objection. 

That, my friends, is the gravamen of 
this case. You are trampling on the 
rights of the minority. You are tram-
pling on the rules of this institution. 
This is America. This is not American. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, assum-
ing that the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia has only one remaining speaker 
and that is to close, I yield 20 seconds 
to the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
HULSHOF), a member of the committee. 

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, what I 
would say to the previous speaker is 
the transcript is in fact true. What was 
not included was that in the transcript 
at the conclusion, again on page 18, 
line 24, ‘‘And, without objection, it is 
considered as read.’’ At that point, the 
chairman struck the gavel. 

Mr. HOYER. * * * 
Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

20 seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HERGER), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, it is an 
incredible privilege and honor to serve 
in this body. 

This is not a happy or a proud day for 
any one of us. We were all here late 
last night until midnight. Those of us 
who serve on the Committee on Ways 
and Means, as I do, were here early this 
morning. I was sitting throughout the 
entire meeting. I was sitting up on the 
dias. I personally looked down and was 
able to see what took place, and I sup-
port our chairman in his calling for 
support at that time.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. MCCRERY) 
has 1 minute and 10 seconds remaining. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the remaining time. 

It is time for the House to bring to a 
close this resolution. I would say that 
in no way has the minority, which 
brought this resolution to the floor, 
proved any facts which would substan-
tiate a rationale for passage of this res-
olution, and I would urge all Members 
on both sides of the aisle to reject this 
resolution and vote ‘‘no.’’ 

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

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the remaining time. 
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First, I want to congratulate the 

Chair on the dignified manner in which 
he has conducted the proceedings 
today. 

It is clear from the debate today that 
the Republicans have a major problem 
with the democratic process. It is clear 
that the Republicans are in denial 
about their behavior, and it is clear 
that the Democrats must draw a line in 
the sand on the repression of our rights 
in this Congress. 

My resolution does just that. It says 
to the Republican majority that our 
constituents have a right to be heard. 
Every day that right is abused; but 
today, the Republicans went over the 
edge. 

The facts are these: the police came 
to the library behind the committee, 
while the bill was still being read. 
There is no confusion as to why the po-
lice went to the library, and the police 
did not go to the library once or twice. 
They went to the library three times to 
evict the Democratic Members. First 
came the policeman and then came 
their superior and then came a rep-
resentative of the Sergeant at Arms of-
fice to clear the room, to evict the 
Members from that room. 

That is why, and if there is any chal-
lenge to these facts, we can take up 
this discussion under oath under the 
auspices of the Committee of Stand-
ards of Official Conduct. 

We must insist on this House sup-
porting the resolve that it is wrong for 
the Chair to conduct his committee 
meetings and have part of that be by 
calling the police, and we must insist 
that the markup that took place is not 
validly ordered reported to the House. 

There is no confusion. The question 
before the House is this: Is it right for 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means to call the police to 
evict Democratic Members from their 
meeting place? Again, the police came 
not once, not twice, but three times. 

A vote for my resolution is a vote to 
reject that kind of behavior. It is 
wrong for the committee Chair to call 
the police, and my Republican col-
leagues just do not know that; and the 
country should know that about them. 
Why is it not clear to you that it is not 
right to call the police to evict your 
colleagues from a room? 

What should be a stunning fact to the 
American people is that the Repub-
licans in the House of Representatives 
need to be convinced that it is wrong 
to call the police to evict their Demo-
cratic colleagues from their meeting. I 
say that over and over again. 

We talk about the power of ideas. We 
heard the brilliant speech yesterday of 
the Prime Minister of Great Britain, 
talking about liberty and the pride we 
should take in our contribution to it 
throughout the world and about the 
power of ideas; but the power of our ex-
ample speaks louder than all of that. 
And what is the example that we show 
to the rest of the world when we have 
a chairman of the committee calling 
the police to evict his colleagues from 
a room? 

The Greeks had a word for it, ‘‘hu-
bris.’’ It was about power, abuse of 
power, arrogance; and it is a tragic 
flaw. We cannot allow your tragic flaw 
to shut down the voices of the Amer-
ican people. We will fight you every 
step of the way, every day in this 
House of Representatives. 

I want to thank my Democratic col-
leagues for staying, for their thought-
ful presentations during this difficult 
debate, and for their love of this insti-
tution; and I urge my colleagues to 
support this very important resolution, 
important to the integrity of this 
House of Representatives.

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to protest the outrageous display of discour-
tesy and disrespect shown to Democratic 
members of the House and Minority Leader 
PELOSI. In a brazen display of disregard for 
Democratic members of the House, the Cap-
itol Police were dispatched on three occasions 
to disrupt the reading of legislative text by 
Democratic members who serve on the Ways 
and Means Committee. The Members were at-
tempting to ascertain the text of the legislation 
that was drafted without their consultation and 
for which their dissent would not be heard or 
heeded. 

The actions of the Republican Chairman 
and the Members of the committee was in-
deed egregious and beyond the pale of House 
decorum. Indeed, the actions and attitudes 
witnessed, and the rhetoric and rationale put 
forward by the majority dishonors the founda-
tion of civility and respect of the House of 
Representatives. It is clear that a political fis-
sure exists between the majority and the mi-
nority. I call upon my majority colleagues to 
embrace the age-old methodology and attitude 
of, ‘‘. . . do unto others as you would have 
them do unto you.’’

Today was a sad day in the annals of 
House deliberations. I hope that the American 
public does not have to ever witness this type 
of behavior again. I also hope that my es-
teemed colleagues will re-embrace the spirit 
and method of appropriate House decorum.

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. MCCRERY 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
privileged motion at the desk. 

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. McCrery moves to lay the resolution 

on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to table of-
fered by the gentleman from Louisiana 
(Mr. MCCRERY). 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 170, noes 143, 
not voting 122, as follows:

[Roll No. 397] 

AYES—170

Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 

Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bass 
Beauprez 

Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 

Blunt 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burns 
Calvert 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Feeney 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 

Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Ose 

Pearce 
Petri 
Pickering 
Platts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Schrock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tauzin 
Terry 
Thomas 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—143

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Grijalva 
Hall 
Hastings (FL) 

Hill 
Hoeffel 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McIntyre 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 

Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
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Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 

Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 

Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 

NOT VOTING—122

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Baca 
Barton (TX) 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boucher 
Burgess 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Camp 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carter 
Case 
Costello 
Cox 
Cubin 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLay 
Dingell 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Etheridge 

Everett 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Fletcher 
Gallegly 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hensarling 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Issa 
Istook 
Janklow 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kaptur 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Lampson 
Linder 
Lipinski 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Nethercutt 

Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pascrell 
Paul 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Pitts 
Price (NC) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Sabo 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Shuster 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Thornberry 
Toomey 
Udall (CO) 
Velazquez 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waxman 
Wynn

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington) (during the 
vote). There are 2 minutes remaining 
in this vote. 

b 1600 

Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri and Mr. 
PAYNE changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ 
to ‘‘no.’’

So the motion to table was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table.
Stated for:
Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoidably 

detained and was unable to vote on rollcall 
No. 397. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘aye’’.

Stated against:
Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall vote 

No. 397 on the motion to table H. Res. 324, 
I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I regret that I 
had an event in my congressional district. Had 
I been present, I would have voted ‘‘no’’ on 
rollcall No. 397. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid-
ably detained on Friday, July 18, 2003, and 
missed rollcall No. 397. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘no.’’

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. KILPATRICK. I was unable to cast a 
vote on the following rollcall votes, Nos. 396 
and 397. I was forced to return to my congres-
sional district on official business after rollcall 

vote No. 395. Had I been in attendance, I 
would have voted ‘‘yes’’ on rollcall vote No. 
396 and ‘‘no’’ on No. 397.

f

REPORT ON HOUSE RESOLUTION 
288, REQUEST FOR DEPARTMENT 
OF TRANSPORTATION RECORDS 
ON USE OF AGENCY RESOURCES 
RELATING TO MEMBERS OF 
TEXAS LEGISLATURE 

Mr. KIRK, from the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, 
submitted a privileged report (Rept. 
No. 108–220) on the resolution (H. Res. 
288) directing the Secretary of Trans-
portation to transmit to the House of 
Representatives not later than 14 days 
after the date of the adoption of this 
resolution all physical and electronic 
records and documents in his posses-
sion related to any use of Federal agen-
cy resources in any task or action in-
volving or relating to Members of the 
Texas Legislature in the period begin-
ning May 11, 2003, and ending May 16, 
2003, except information the disclosure 
of which would harm the national secu-
rity interest of the United States, 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I would be 
glad to yield for the purpose of inquir-
ing of the majority regarding the 
schedule for the week to come. 

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

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

The House will convene on Monday 
at 12:30 p.m. for morning hour debates 
and 2 p.m. for legislative business, and 
will consider several measures under 
suspension of the rules. A final list of 
those measures will be sent to Mem-
bers’ offices by the end of the day. Any 
votes called on those measures will be 
rolled until 6:30 p.m. 

On Tuesday, we plan to consider the 
fiscal year 2004 Foreign Operations Ap-
propriations Act. Next week we also 
expect to consider H.R. 2210, which is 
the School Readiness Act; H.R. 2738 and 
H.R. 2739, which is the U.S.-Chile and 
the U.S.-Singapore Free Trade Agree-
ment Implementation Acts; the fiscal 
year 2004 Commerce, Justice, State, 
Judiciary and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act; H.R. 2427, which is the 
Pharmaceutical Market Access Act; 
and H.R. 2765, the District of Columbia 
Appropriations Act. 

In addition to these bills, we also 
may consider the fiscal year 2004 VA-
HUD Appropriations Act. 

Finally, I would like to note that we 
are expecting a busy week leading into 
this August recess. We are likely to 
work late some nights, including Fri-

day evening, as we work to resolve 
these important pieces of legislation. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
and would be happy to answer any 
questions. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand the School Readiness Act or the 
Head Start Reauthorization bill will be 
on the floor. Let me ask if you expect 
to have an open rule on that bill? Spe-
cifically, while you are getting infor-
mation, we want to be assured hope-
fully that we will be allowed to offer 
such amendments as we deem to be ap-
propriate and that we will be allowed 
to have a substitute for the majority’s 
bill. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would continue to yield, I 
do not know if a decision has been 
made on that yet. Apparently, there 
are over a dozen amendments, and the 
Committee on Rules has not made a de-
cision yet with regard to the substitute 
or the rule. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman, and I would urge the 
gentleman, and I know he may not 
have control over this, but urge him to 
urge his leadership, of which he is a 
member, as well as the Committee on 
Rules, to give us an open rule so that 
this bill, which is an extraordinarily 
important bill to our country, be fully 
debated and the alternatives that 
Members would like to offer can be 
considered. I would hope that he can 
work in that vein. 

The Medicare prescription drug legis-
lation, when does the gentleman expect 
the conferees will have a substantive 
meeting to seriously start resolving 
their differences, and might we see a 
conference report prior to the August 
recess? 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, our 
intent was to a conference report be-
fore this House before the August re-
cess. It is a very complicated bill, a 
very important issue, and perhaps the 
most important one that Congress will 
tackle this year. 

The conferees have met, and the staff 
is working. It looks as though it would 
be difficult to have legislation before 
us before the August recess. We do not 
want to rush this important bill or set 
arbitrary deadlines, but the conferees 
will continue to work and the staff will 
continue to work hard to reach agree-
ment on as many issues as possible be-
fore the August recess. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, we think 
taking the time to do this right is bet-
ter than doing it immediately or 
quickly. It is, obviously, of great im-
portance to our seniors but as well to 
our families in America. We appreciate 
the fact that it is going to be given 
some time. We hope that there will be 
full participation in that conference. 

On the child tax credit, and there was 
discussion about this on the floor just 
a few days ago. We are very concerned 
about the fact that checks will be 
going to people on July 25. The individ-
uals who were included in the Senate 
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bill but were dropped in conference will 
not be receiving a check. That is large-
ly because we have yet to pass a bill. It 
is now almost 37 days since we ap-
pointed conferees, and the checks for 
those who will get the credit go out 
next Friday. What is the status of that 
piece of legislation? 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, we did 
have a good debate on the floor the last 
night, the night before that, and I un-
derstand we may have another this 
afternoon. Some of the points made in 
those debates would reflect some of the 
difficulties of coming together with re-
gard to this conference. 

The House bill, we believe, is more 
appropriate because it covers more 
families and more children, and we 
think it is fairer than the Senate bill. 
The Senate has a different point of 
view. We are still working out those 
difference. I cannot tell the gentleman 
when the conference will resolve those 
differences, but, as with Medicare, we 
are certainly hoping for a resolution as 
soon as possible, perhaps before the re-
cess, but it is certainly not guaranteed. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to my friend, I know the dif-
ferences that the chairman pointed to 
and you have pointed to in terms of 
making this either permanent or at 
least 10 years in authorization. I do 
not, frankly, think there would be op-
position to making this permanent on 
our side. However, we are concerned 
that in the effort to make it permanent 
we will fail to make it at least tem-
porary, which we could then follow up 
by making it permanent. I appreciate 
the gentleman’s comments. 

Drug reimportation is an issue. 
Which day does the gentleman expect 
to have the drug reimportation bill on 
the floor? Do you know when it will be 
on the floor? 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, it 
would appear because of the appropria-
tions schedule we are going to have to 
play that by ear. We expect to bring 
the drug reimportation legislation to 
the floor next week, probably late next 
week, given the appropriations sched-
ule. We are hoping to have as many as 
four appropriations bills on the floor 
next week, and so the timing of the 
drug reimportation bill will depend on 
the progress we make in the first few 
days in regard to the appropriations 
bills. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, lastly, the 
gentleman indicated that we may be 
meeting Friday night. Is the gentleman 
pretty confident that our Members 
need to make definite plans to be here 
on Friday, or is there an expectation 
that we could get our work done on 
Thursday? Is Friday a contingency or 
is the majority sure that we are going 
to be meeting on Friday? 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, it looks 
now as though it would be very dif-
ficult to avoid a Friday session. Look-
ing at the legislation laid out, even if 
we are in late, it looks like Friday is 
more likely. It is likely that we will be 
here, and they should make travel 
plans accordingly. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his information. 

f

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 1308, TAX RELIEF, SIM-
PLIFICATION, AND EQUITY ACT 
OF 2003 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a privileged motion. 

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. VAN HOLLEN moves that the managers 

on the part of the House in the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the House amendment to the Senate amend-
ment to H.R. 1308 be instructed as follows: 

1. The House conferees shall be instructed 
to include in the conference report the provi-
sion of the Senate amendment (not included 
in the House amendment) that provides im-
mediate payments to taxpayers receiving an 
additional credit by reason of the bill in the 
same manner as other taxpayers were enti-
tled to immediate payments under the Jobs 
and Growth Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 
2003. 

2. The House conferees shall be instructed 
to include in the conference report the provi-
sion of the Senate amendment (not included 
in the House amendment) that provides fam-
ilies of military personnel serving in Iraq, 
Afghanistan, and other combat zones a child 
credit based on the earnings of the individ-
uals serving in the combat zone. 

3. The House conferees shall be instructed 
to include in the conference report all of the 
other provisions of the Senate amendment 
and shall not report back a conference report 
that includes additional tax benefits not off-
set by other provisions. 

4. To the maximum extent possible within 
the scope of conference, the House conferees 
shall be instructed to include in the con-
ference report other tax benefit for military 
personnel and the families of the astronauts 
who died in the Columbia disaster. 

5. The House conferees shall, as soon as 
practicable after the adoption of this mo-
tion, meet in open session with the Senate 
conferees and the House conferees shall file a 
conference report consistent with the pre-
ceding provisions of this instruction, not 
later than the second legislative day after 
adoption of this motion.

b 1615 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HOUGHTON) 
each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN). 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, this motion instructs 
the House conferees to adopt the child 
tax credit bill that was passed by the 
Senate more than a month ago, a bill 
that the President said he is eager to 
have on his desk and to sign. This mo-
tion before the House is identical to 
the motion passed by this House June 
12, a motion offered by the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO) at the time. It is 36 days 
later, more than a month. Yet we have 
seen no action. The time has come for 
the House Republicans to stop playing 

politics with the child tax credit. The 
people who are going to suffer are the 
12 million children from 6.5 million 
low-income working families, families 
who earn an annual income of between 
$10,500 and $26,600 a year, families out 
there working very hard day in and day 
out to make ends meet. 

What happened? How did they get cut 
out? Let us just go back a little over a 
month just to review a little history 
here. During the recent conference on 
the tax bill, that was the tax bill 
passed out of this House, $350 billion-
plus, a package that disproportionately 
benefits the very wealthiest in our 
country, during the House-Senate con-
ference on that tax bill, a provision 
was removed. It was a provision that 
was originally offered by a Democratic 
Senator in the United States Senate. It 
was a provision for basic fairness and 
basic decency. Indeed, it was one of the 
only provisions in that tax cut bill that 
benefits low-income, working families. 

While that bill accelerated tax cuts 
that had been previously passed by this 
Congress, while that bill accelerated 
the cut in the tax rates for the very 
wealthiest Americans, and while we ac-
celerated the child tax credit for mil-
lions of other Americans, the Repub-
lican conferees on the House and the 
Senate side decided to remove that one 
provision in the bill that helped those 
low-income working families, that pro-
vided a child tax credit to those fami-
lies with under $26,000 in income. 

It was a shameful moment. But at 
least the Senate recognized the prob-
lem and Democrats and Republicans on 
the Senate side passed a bill very 
quickly to fix that particular problem, 
to make sure that we restored the child 
tax credit for those low-income Ameri-
cans who had been taken out of the 
bill. The President, who originally 
through the Vice President, DICK CHE-
NEY, had agreed with the plan to re-
move that provision that helped low-
income families with a child tax credit, 
reversed position as well and the Presi-
dent said, I want to sign that tax bill, 
the child tax credit fix that was passed 
by the Senate. And then the bill came 
over to this body. We actually had, as 
I said, a motion to instruct conferees 36 
days ago where we told the House con-
ferees, let us go with the Senate bill. 
Yet the House leadership has prevented 
that from happening. 

Next Friday, as the Democratic whip 
indicated, next Friday, July 25, many 
Americans are going to go to their 
mailboxes, and they are going to find a 
tax rebate check there. Because of the 
nature of this bill, the wealthiest in 
our country are going to find some 
very big checks. In fact, the wealthiest 
1 percent will receive on average 
$100,000 in tax cuts. Many other Ameri-
cans will receive much smaller checks. 
But there is one group of Americans 
that is going to go to their mailboxes 
and find nothing at all and that is the 
low-income working families who were 
cut out of the bill and for whom the 
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Republican leadership in the House re-
fuses to provide relief right now, fami-
lies whom we know are struggling each 
day as hard as every American. 

There is also another group that was 
left out. It was a group of Americans 
who have been fighting for our country 
overseas, 200,000 men and women who 
served in Iraq and Afghanistan in com-
bat operations and in other combat 
around the world. The House bill left 
them out, the Senate bill provided a 
fix, and yet this House Republican 
leadership will not allow us to provide 
that fix now. The House bill contains 
bad news for the children of those 
200,000 men and women. It leaves in 
place current law and under current 
law many families will have tax in-
creases because combat pay for their 
services is not counted for the purposes 
of the child tax credit. So under cur-
rent law, an E–5 or an E–6 sergeant 
with 6 years of service and two children 
is paid $29,000 a year. If he did not serve 
in combat, both of his children would 
be entitled to the full $1,000 child tax 
credit. But if he goes to combat for 6 
months, his credit would be dropped to 
approximately $450 under the House 
bill. The Senate bill, which the Presi-
dent says he wants to sign, is designed 
to fix it. Let us get on with it. 

Let me just quote from the former 
White House press secretary, Ari 
Fleischer, back in the week of June 12. 
Mr. Fleischer said he, the President, 
‘‘wants to sign that legislation, hopes 
that the Congress will get it to him 
quickly. He believes what the Senate 
has done is the right thing to do, a 
good thing to do, and he wants to sign 
it.’’

Let us get on with the business. Let 
us make sure that we treat those fami-
lies, those hardworking families fairly. 
There is no reason at a time when the 
very wealthiest in our country are get-
ting huge tax breaks that we should 
not provide the child tax credit for 
those low-income working Americans. 
It is the right thing to do. It is the de-
cent thing to do. Let us adopt this res-
olution. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I respect the gentleman 
from Maryland as an individual, I hear 
what he has to say; but I must say I 
disagree with some of these points that 
he has made. We have passed our own 
bill. Why should we go and pass the 
Senate bill? Our own bill is our own 
bill. That is what we want. 

This is not a new issue or a new mo-
tion from our colleagues in the House. 
I once again urge my associates and 
my Members here to reject the motion 
to instruct conferees. We have debated 
this issue for several days now. I will 
not prolong the debate, particularly 
with the lateness of this hour and the 
discussion, the turmoil we had earlier 
for those who are seeking to return to 
their districts. 

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

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this motion, and I 
wanted just to say thank you to my 
colleague from Maryland for his out-
standing leadership on the issue and 
for offering this motion today. 

Our colleague on the other side of the 
aisle asked a question: We passed our 
bill over here, why would we want to 
deal with the Senate bill? I think that 
therein lies the issue. It is probably 
very cynical what the thoughts on the 
other side of the aisle have expressed 
about the child tax credit; and keeping 
that in mind, the child tax credit to 
working families who work hard, pay 
their taxes and they are not going to 
get the benefit of this tax break where 
the millionaires, about 184,000 of them, 
are going to get $93,000 in a tax break 
come next week. The cynicism lies 
here, that, in fact, the majority leader 
on the Republican side of the aisle said 
about this child tax credit, that ain’t 
nothing going to happen. As a matter 
of fact, the editorial page in the Wall 
Street Journal just a couple of weeks 
ago commended the majority leader for 
his action which in fact would be that 
the bill that passed here in the House 
would never be accepted by the United 
States Senate, the other body, and, 
therefore, nothing would happen, it 
would die. So what they did here was a 
political ploy to do nothing. That is 
what is so sad about this. 

Further, the majority leader here, 
the majority leader in the Senate said, 
We don’t have time to do this. We don’t 
have time to do this and it’s not that 
important. And then the other night 
when we debated this motion on the 
floor and it was because this motion, as 
my colleague from Maryland pointed 
out passed, this very motion passed on 
June 12 with a bipartisan majority, 205–
201, that meant that Democrats and 
Republicans together voted to do what 
the other body had done. And the 
chairman of the House Committee on 
Ways and Means said, Well, that’s not 
a binding resolution. We don’t have to 
do anything about that, so that the 
will of the majority is thwarted once 
again. That is what is so sad about 
this. 

Let me just say, it has been 7 weeks. 
We have discussed how the extension of 
the child tax credit was stolen from 6.5 
million families, 12 million children, a 
million of whom are in military and 
veterans families. We have discussed 
how these low-wage-earning families 
pay more in taxes than Enron, a multi-
billion dollar company who paid no 
taxes in the last 4 or 5 years. It is in-
credible. 

But this injustice has affected women 
disproportionately. Two-thirds of the 
parents who will not be receiving this 
tax cut are women. Fifty-six percent of 
single parents will receive no tax as-
sistance from the tax cut passed in 
May, including almost 4 million single 
mothers representing 54 percent of all 

families that have been left out. Stay-
at-home moms fare little better. More 
than a million married couples with a 
stay-at-home mom, 55 percent of all 
married-couple families, were left out. 
They have been left out by this Repub-
lican majority. On average, the fami-
lies of these women would have re-
ceived $276 in this year alone had the 
tax credit been extended to them. 

As I said the other night when we 
were discussing how families in the 
military and Head Start and teaching 
in Head Start were left out of this tax 
cut, that might not sound like a lot of 
money to some, particularly those mil-
lionaires who are going to get $93,000, 
what do they care about $276, but it can 
be a difference between a child going to 
school with or without school supplies, 
it helps the families of the 9 million 
children in this country without health 
insurance pay for the health care serv-
ices that they need. 

Assisting these families, these 12 mil-
lion children, is a moral issue. It is a 
matter of values. The President said a 
month ago that he wants this House to 
act on this, to accept the other body’s 
bill, bring justice to 6.5 million fami-
lies. Let us give them that. I would 
just say, I call on the President, be-
cause his leadership here in the House 
has seen it and left the field. They do 
not want to do anything about this. So 
I call on the President, use your moral 
authority, do something about those 
6.5 million working families. Yes, they 
pay taxes, sales taxes, property taxes, 
payroll taxes. They deserve to get that 
child tax credit as well as those mil-
lions of others who next Friday are 
going to get their check. And why is it 
because they make $10,500 a year up to 
$26,000 a year that they are not deserv-
ing? It is wrong. We should pass this 
motion to instruct. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS). 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the gentleman from 
Maryland’s thoughtful motion to in-
struct conferees. I thank him for his 
vigilance in standing up for hard-
working, lower-income families.

b 1630 
This instruction tells the conferees 

to ignore the bogus Republican child 
tax credit fix passed in this House and 
urges them to follow the Senate provi-
sions that would extend the child tax 
credit to lower-income families to 
make sure they receive a rebate check 
when they start going out on July 25, 
2003. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate has already 
passed a bill that would make sure that 
our working families, those earning be-
tween $10,500 and $26,000, would receive 
their share of one of the largest tax 
cuts in this Nation’s history. That bill 
costs $9.7 billion; and, unlike the huge 
$80 billion Republican tax credit 
rammed through the House, the Senate 
bill is paid for. 
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Mr. Speaker, what I find truly as-

tounding by this entire process is what 
it says about our values in this House. 
We should be trying to help all Ameri-
cans, those with means and those with-
out. 

The Office of Management and Budg-
et recently announced that this year’s 
Federal deficit will hit $455 billion. I do 
not think it is any secret that this 
record deficit is a direct result of tax 
cuts that primarily benefit the 
wealthiest 1 percent of Americans. And 
yet I ask my colleagues can we not 
spend $3.5 billion of money, money that 
is offset in the Senate bill to let the 
men and women of our Armed Forces 
who fight bravely for our country and 
the men and women who serve our 
food, who provide day care for our kids, 
who drive our buses, collect our gar-
bage, to tell them that they matter? 

Because, Mr. Speaker, $3.5 billion is 
all it would take of the trillion dollar-
plus tax cut to help 6.5 million working 
families, including families of the 
brave men and women who served our 
country so heroically in Iraq, Afghani-
stan, and around the world. Is it too 
much to give these families their min-
uscule piece of a tax cut to let them 
know they matter as much as a mil-
lionaire and that their children matter 
as much as the children of big political 
donors? Are these questions we should 
really have to answer? 

Instead of helping, the Republican 
leadership designed a child tax credit 
that was overpriced and not paid for. 
They loaded it up with extra goodies so 
that it cost a whopping $82 billion. 
Without Senate support they knew it 
would be nearly impossible to pass out 
of conference and may fail altogether. 

Mr. Speaker, the Republicans did not 
vote to expand the tax credit. They 
voted to kill it. But I urge my compas-
sionate conservative friends to put the 
money where their rhetoric is.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN of Maryland’s thoughtful Motion to 
Instruct Conferees. This instruction tells the 
conferees to ignore the bogus Republican 
Child Tax Credit ‘‘fix’’ passed in this House 
and urges them to follow the Senate provi-
sions that will extend the child tax credit to 
lower-income families to make sure they re-
ceive a rebate check when they start going 
out on July 25, 2003. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate has already 
passed a bill that would make sure that our 
working families, those earning between 
$10,500 and $26,000 will receive their share 
of one of the largest tax cuts in history. That 
bill costs $9.7 billion and unlike the gar-
gantuan $80 billion Republican tax credit 
rammed through the House—the Senate bill is 
paid for. 

Mr. Speaker, what I find truly astounding 
about this entire process is what it says about 
our values in this House. We should be trying 
to help all Americans—those with means and 
those without. 

The Office of Management and Budget re-
cently announced that this year’s federal def-
icit will hit $455 billion. I don’t think it’s any se-
cret that this record deficit is a direct result of 
tax cuts that primarily benefit the wealthiest 
one percent of Americans. 

And yet, I ask my colleagues, can we not 
spend $3.5 billion—money that is offset in the 
Senate bill—to let the men and women of our 
Armed Forces, who fight bravely for our coun-
try—and the men and women who serve our 
food, who provide day care help for our kids, 
who drive our buses, collect our garbage—to 
tell them that they matter. 

Because, Mr. Speaker, $3.5 billion is all it 
would take of the trillion-plus dollar tax cut to 
help 6.5 million working families—including 
families of the brave men and women who 
served our country so heroically in Iraq. in Af-
ghanistan and around the globe. 

Is it too much to give these families their 
miniscule piece of the tax cut—to let them 
know they matter as much as a millionaire and 
that their children matter as much as the chil-
dren of big political donors. Are these ques-
tions we should really have to answer? 

Instead of Helping the Republican leader-
ship designed a child tax credit that was over-
priced and not paid for—they loaded it up with 
extra goodies to that it costs a whopping $82 
billion. Without Senate support they knew it 
would be nearly impossible to pass out of con-
ference and may fail altogether. 

Mr. Speaker, the Republicans did not vote 
to expand the child tax credit, they voted to kill 
it. 

But, I urge my compassionate conservative 
friends to put the money where your rhetoric 
is. Correct your intentional mistake. Pass the 
Senate provisions. These families need the 
help now. 

Mr. Speaker, that is money well spent.
Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I re-

serve the balance of my time. 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, this im-
portant motion to instruct conferees 
must be considered in context of what 
has happened here today and what has 
happened here this year. Today we 
have seen arrogance boil over with the 
order from the Committee on Ways and 
Means chairman to have the Capitol 
Police remove some of our colleagues 
and me from a committee room where 
we were attempting to develop our al-
ternatives to pension protection for 
every worker in the United States. It is 
that same committee from which this 
child tax credit arose. 

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN) has made clear that one 
of the groups that will be most signifi-
cantly impacted by the decision on this 
motion to instruct are the children of 
our military families. In fact, it is a 
very significant amount. According to 
the Children’s Defense Fund, a quarter 
of a million children are in active-duty 
military families who will not qualify 
for this child tax credit unless the gen-
tleman from Maryland’s (Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN) motion is not only approved 
today but followed by the conference 
committee. 

But this is not the first time that the 
Committee on Ways and Means, the 
same committee whose chairman sent 
the police out after Democratic col-
leagues on the committee today, has 
shown disinterest in the plight of our 
military families. Indeed, there is a bill 

that has been sitting on this desk since 
March 27 of this year called the 
‘‘Armed Forces Tax Fairness Act.’’ 
That bill passed the United States Sen-
ate unanimously, 97 to nothing. That 
bill would ensure that there would be 
no taxes applied to the small $6,000 
death benefit payable to the families of 
those who are killed in conflict such as 
in Iraq, and it would provide certain 
other benefits to military families. 

When that measure came before the 
House Committee on Ways and Means, 
proceeded to do things like stick on an 
amendment to help foreign gamblers 
who bet off track at American race-
tracks, to help companies that make 
tackle boxes, to help a variety of other 
special interests, and they loaded it up. 
And to add the final indignity, they 
added to that bill called the ‘‘Armed 
Forces Tax Fairness Act’’ a provision 
to grant amnesty to those corporations 
that renounced their American citizen-
ship and posted their mailbox in Ber-
muda to dodge their fairshare taxes to 
pay for what is happening in Iraq and 
what is happening in America. 

That bill, that disinterest Repub-
licans show here against the instant 
bill we now consider, the child tax 
credit, and the fact that children in 
200,000 military families have been left 
out by this Republican majority, by 
their refusal to accept the thinking in 
the gentleman from Maryland’s (Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN) motion, it is somewhat 
ironic that this very week when the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN) makes his motion, I under-
stand that the United States Govern-
ment has decided that it will expend 
money to pay about 200,000 to 250,000 
Iraqi military officers. The Members 
heard that right. Iraqi military offi-
cers, to pay them 200,000 of 250,000 a sti-
pend, with either our tax dollars or 
money they find over in Iraq, I guess. 

Why not do something for the chil-
dren of 200,000 of our military families 
who have been left out by the same Re-
publican majority that showed the cal-
lous indifference to let the Armed 
Forces Tax Fairness Act sit up here 
since March 27? Because they want to 
use legislation like this to advance an-
other agenda. And what is that agenda? 
It is an agenda that says if we sap the 
strength of the Federal Treasury 
enough, we can totally dismantle our 
Government. 

We know this week that America 
has, even according to the White 
House, the largest deficit in the history 
of the United States, that we are head-
ed toward a debt ceiling that keeps 
going up, $10 trillion of debt, and in-
stead of targeting the relief to these 
military families and to these civilian 
families that are out there working in 
our hospitals, in our nursing homes, 
picking up the garbage, doing the dirty 
work of our society but working, try-
ing to advance themselves and provide 
for their children, many single-mother 
households trying to provide for their 
children and work at the same time, 
why do those people get left out? 
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What the Republicans propose at this 

time is to add to the largest deficit in 
the history of the United States about 
another $80 billion to address the child 
tax credit because they say if we can-
not provide most of this relief to the 
people that make well over $100,000, we 
are not going to do anything for those 
thousands of military children. We are 
not going to do anything for the person 
who is out working in the nursing 
home. They do not deserve this benefit. 

The truth of the matter is it has be-
come very clear listening to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS), 
the same person who called out the po-
lice today, that he is not really con-
cerned whether this bill passes or not. 
He made it clear when he talked to the 
Wall Street Journal stating that 
‘‘there are worse things than the [child 
tax credit bill] not happening.’’ There 
may be worse things than in a single 
week deciding to pay Iraqi military of-
ficers, 250,000 of them, at the same time 
we deny relief to children in 200,000 
military families, but it is hard to con-
ceive what he has in mind.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, let me thank the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) for a 
very sensitive motion to instruct, rec-
ognition that my good friends on the 
other side of the aisle, many of whom 
really want to support this motion to 
instruct, many of whom find great 
credibility in our arguments; and I ap-
preciate that, having great respect for 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
HOUGHTON), the manager of the motion 
on the other side of the aisle. 

But what I would say is wanting to 
do so and not doing is a travesty. 
Frankly, we heard this week that our 
deficit is almost $500 billion, created by 
the Republicans. The tax plan that 
they have put forward, instead of the 
child tax credit, costs $80 billion. The 
tax credit to take care of 6.5 million 
families, some 200,000 to 300,000 chil-
dren, costs only $3.5 billion. I know we 
can add. I realize that Members in this 
body can add, and they can also sub-
tract. A $450 billion plus, $500 billion 
deficit, the Republicans put a plan on 
the floor of the House costing $80 bil-
lion, leaving out 4 million children 
from a child tax credit when all they 
have to do is turn and go to this well 
and take up the Senate bill that costs 
only $3.5 billion. It will take care of 6.5 
million families, including our men 
and women who are in Afghanistan and 
Iraq. And yet we find a travesty that is 
occurring when our Republican friends 
refuse to address these concerns. 

I could give all the arguments of who 
pays taxes and who does not. Just take 
out a calculator. Families that make 
between $10,000 and $26,000 a year pay 

sales tax and payroll tax. How dare you 
say they pay no tax. More importantly, 
they are the lowest-paid workers. Our 
men and women in the military get 
$1,000 a month. The war in Iraq is cost-
ing $4 billion a month. What a dif-
ference. And this Republican leader-
ship, when their own Members would 
like to vote for a straight-up vote on 
the child tax credit, refuses to allow 
them to vote, casting then a pall over 
this particular House. 

On July 25, next Friday, checks will 
go out to only 2 million families. Four 
million families will go longing for a 
refund that could help energize this 
economy. It is well-known that the 
$90,000 that has been given to the rich-
est of Americans will not infuse energy 
into the economy. They are not con-
sumers. In essence, they are hoaders of 
money. And they will put it in all 
kinds of investments, that they will 
buy nothing. But those who have to get 
school children supplies and clothing 
will make a difference. 

For all of you who think you are rich 
and can turn a head and smile and look 
one way or the other as if this does not 
impact you, I am glad that I am stand-
ing for the least of those, and I would 
hope that most Americans would be 
concerned because you are sitting in 
great comfort. You are allowed to 
come, freedom of movement, freedom 
of rights because men and women are 
on the front lines fighting for your 
rights. And it is an insult, an absolute 
insult that we do not have Americans 
that can embrace the concept we do 
care about the least of those. 

I would argue that my colleagues 
join together and vote for a stand-
alone child tax credit. I ask them to 
support the motion to instruct. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE). 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I think 
we are going to have to come here al-
most every night to make the point of 
how outraged we are on the Demo-
cratic side that the House has not re-
solved this issue and that once again 12 
million children are being excluded 
from the child tax credit. I do not 
know how many times the Democrats 
are going to have to get up here and 
tell the Republicans that they are not 
doing anything about this issue. 

It is amazing to me, because times 
are tough. And I said last night, and I 
will say again, in my own family I have 
young children and I am not worried 
about being able to provide for them.
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But I know that in my district there 
are a lot of families, parents who have 
difficult times. When we tell them that 
they are going to be excluded from this 
child tax credit and the checks are 
going to go out next Friday to people 
who are a little higher income but not 
to them because they happen to be a 
lower income, it just does not seem 

fair. It is tough for them to get along. 
Times are tough. There is a high unem-
ployment rate. 

The Republicans keep saying that 
their tax cuts and their tax policies are 
going to turn the economy around, but 
they are not. Certainly not in my 
State, in my district. And for the Re-
publican leadership to keep talking 
about how they are going to give all of 
these tax breaks to wealthy individ-
uals, even millionaires, but, at the 
same time, do not want to give tax 
breaks to the parents of these 12 mil-
lion children who are earning between 
$10,000 and $26,000 a year is really 
heartless. I feel for the families, that 
they are not able to take advantage of 
this and somehow help out. We should 
be making an effort to help them out. 

The worst part of it, too, is when we 
hear about the fact that some of these 
parents are people that may be in com-
bat or in Iraq and facing the potential 
every day of being killed or seriously 
injured and yet, for some reason, this 
other piece of legislation that might 
help them out, even if this does not, 
even if the Republicans do not want to 
give the child tax credit to them, this 
other piece of legislation that would 
help them out, I guess, is now in con-
ference; but the conference has never 
met. 

The Republicans do not want to ad-
dress this issue. They just want to go 
home. We are not going to let them go 
home until they give this tax credit to 
these 12 million children. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. How much time re-
mains, Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The gentleman from New 
York (Mr. HOUGHTON) has 29 minutes 
remaining, and the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) has 3 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, if I 
may inquire of my friend, the gen-
tleman from New York, and I have 
great respect for the gentleman, 
whether he intends to use any of his 
time. We are obviously getting near 
the end. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. No, I do not, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WOOLSEY). 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, do my 
colleagues know that my district is one 
of the most affluent districts in this 
Nation? In fact, they are the people 
who benefit the most from the Repub-
lican tax cuts. But do my colleagues 
know what they are asking me, Mr. 
Speaker? They are saying, why in the 
world are the 12 million children that 
belong to the hardest-working families 
and the most struggling families in 
this Nation not benefiting from the 
child tax credit? They do not under-
stand how these low-income families, 
those who work hard to make ends 
meet, why they cannot get a little bit 
so they can buy something extra for 
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their children, so they can possibly 
take a vacation, so that they can have 
enough money to buy shoes when the 
school year begins. 

Mr. Speaker, I was a single mom on 
welfare 35 years ago, and I had three 
very small children, 1, 3, and 5 years 
old. I was working. When my kids 
would outgrow their shoes, two boys 
and a girl, and those boys grew like 
weeds, I am telling you, my heart 
would stop, because I was scared to 
death I might not have the money to 
buy them decent shoes. The people I 
work for who elected me, women who 
had been on welfare and who have 
walked my walk, they know, they 
know the difference between having it 
all and having enough and making sure 
that other people have what they need 
to survive also. 

My constituents support the child 
tax credit. They want to hear just why 
the Republicans refuse to bring it to 
the floor, and they want it debated; 
and so do I, Mr. Speaker.

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

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, may 
I ask how much time is left. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland has 1 minute re-
maining. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the remaining time. This 
is a question of basic fairness. It is a 
question of priorities. 

This House recently passed a $350 bil-
lion tax bill, weighted disproportion-
ately to the very wealthiest in this 
country. And in the conference on that 
bill, we cut out the child tax credit for 
12 million low-income working fami-
lies. 

The Senate solution is to take $3.5 
billion and address that issue to make 
sure that we treat those children with 
decency. The House Republican leader-
ship has said no. They said, we will 
only accept that $3.5 billion addition if 
you pass an additional $83 billion tax 
cut package. So they are holding those 
kids hostage to this other package at 
the same time that we have a record 
$450 billion deficit in this country. As a 
result of those deficits which have been 
fueled by the tax cuts to the wealthi-
est, this past week we were $8 billion 
short on the No Child Left Behind bill. 

Mr. Speaker, we are being unfair to 
the basic priorities of the people of the 
country. We should adopt this motion 
to instruct.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to instruct 
offered by the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. VAN HOLLEN). 

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

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 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 motion will be post-
poned. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JULY 
21, 2003 

Mr. NORWOOD. 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 debates. 

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

There was no objection. 
f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 

Mr. NORWOOD. 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 Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
f

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

THE CLEAR ACT OF 2003 

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

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I am 
afraid to say that it has happened and 
happened again. A week ago, I rose to 
tell my colleagues the case of a brutal 
crime committed by criminal illegal 
aliens in New York. This time it hap-
pened near a small town in southern Il-
linois. 

Mr. Speaker, near Cobden, Illinois, in 
the congressional district of my col-
league, the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. COSTELLO), three men, two of 
them illegal aliens, sexually assaulted 
a 13-year-old girl and a 15-year-old girl. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, there are 400,000 
individuals who have received their 
final deportation orders; 400,000. That 
means they have been apprehended, 
they have been told to depart, and they 
have been released and are somewhere 
in America. They cannot be found 
within our borders. Of those 400,000, 20 
percent, 80,000, of them have criminal 
convictions; and I am not talking 
about running a stop sign. They have 
been in the hands of our law enforce-
ment and have slipped away. Mr. 
Speaker, I only pray that I am not re-
porting one of their crimes standing 
here next week. 

Mr. Speaker, not only are the resi-
dents of this country continually fall-
ing victim to these brutal crimes of 
criminal illegal aliens, we are also pay-
ing for them out of our own pockets. 
Criminal aliens put an incredible 
strain on America’s law enforcement 

and criminal justice resources every 
day. Taxpayers are footing the bill for 
the imprisonment of Mazimiliano 
Silerio Esparza, a 33-year-old criminal 
alien who brutally raped two nuns, 
killing one in Oregon. He copped a plea 
agreement to avoid execution and tax-
payers in Oregon now will be paying for 
his life imprisonment. 

Mr. Speaker, that is why we intro-
duced the CLEAR Act, the Clear Law 
Enforcement for Criminal Alien Re-
moval Act, last Wednesday, to give our 
local police the authority that they 
need to detain criminal illegal aliens. I 
would like to review quickly just a few 
of the highlights tonight, and we will 
do it night after night until this be-
comes clear. 

First and foremost, we are going to 
make it very clear in our law in what 
it says in regards to the 700,000 local 
law enforcement officials around the 
country. They have the inherent au-
thority to enforce immigration laws, 
period. But it is confusing. We are 
going to straighten that out so no one 
will be confused. This is the only major 
set of Federal laws that local law en-
forcement are not actively helping to 
enforce. That is only the first page of a 
22-page bill. The rest of the bill pro-
vides resources and tools for our local 
law enforcement people to actually get 
the job done. 

Mr. Speaker, the CLEAR Act will add 
a new category to the National Crime 
and Information Center database so 
that police across the Nation can ac-
cess the information simply from their 
patrol cars. Also, Mr. Speaker, once 
and for all, we are going to make sure 
that these violent criminal aliens are 
in the hands of law enforcement and 
will be deported from this country the 
day they complete their jail time. We 
are going to do this by mandating the 
expansion of the Institutional Removal 
Program, and one night next week we 
will talk about that. 

But, Mr. Speaker, in the meantime, I 
encourage my colleagues to take a 
really close look at this landmark leg-
islation and let us help each other put 
an end to these tragic events that have 
plagued our country. We cannot do it 
with 2,000 INS agents. That simply is 
not in the ability or within the realm 
of possibility to get these criminals. 
Some of them who have crossed this 
border may well be terrorists; 2,000 
Federal agents cannot do it. We have 
to call on the 700,000 local law enforce-
ment agencies to come together and 
help the Federal Government lock up 
and then deport these 80,000 violent 
criminal illegal aliens. I am not sure, 
and neither is this government, exactly 
how many of those 400,000 that have 
slipped across our border, how many of 
those may be terrorists. Do we not 
want to know? Is that not what part of 
homeland security is all about? And 
my colleagues are telling me we are 
going to protect this homeland from 
people who slip across our border with 
2,000 Federal agents? It cannot be done, 
Mr. Speaker. 
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We have to get serious if we want to 

protect this Nation’s infrastructure. 
f

SUPPORT FOR INDEPENDENT 
COMMISSION ON WAR WITH IRAQ 

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

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
come to the floor, once again tonight, 
to discuss the groundswell of support 
for an independent commission to dis-
cuss the administration’s plans regard-
ing Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction. 
After hearing the administration’s case 
for war, many Americans felt they 
were led to believe that Iraq had weap-
ons of mass destruction ready to use 
against America and were on the verge 
of developing nuclear weapons. Mr. 
Speaker, we may yet find weapons of 
mass destruction in Iraq, but it is now 
clear to many Americans that the ad-
ministration overstated and misrepre-
sented the threat that Iraq posed to 
the United States. Those Americans 
can say it better than I can. 

Fred, from Ventura, California 
writes, ‘‘I recently read an article that 
summarized the comments made by the 
President and members of his adminis-
tration. I am deeply troubled by how 
incongruent these statements are with 
the realities after President Bush de-
clared an end to hostilities.’’

b 1700 

Susan from Solana Beach, California, 
compares the administration’s 
untruths with recent corporate scan-
dals, ‘‘Enough is enough. Whatever de-
ceptions corporate America per-
petrated in the last few years, no one 
died and we continue to investigate. 
Washington must be held to a far high-
er standard because American lives 
were risked and lost on the word of the 
Bush administration. Without an in-
vestigation to answer these important 
questions about potential distortion of 
intelligence reports, all the tax cuts in 
the world will not buy my vote in fu-
ture elections.’’

Steve from Bakersfield was more un-
derstanding: ‘‘If we launch a preemp-
tive war by mistake, God help Amer-
ica.’’

This is not God’s responsibility, Mr. 
Speaker. It is the Congress’s responsi-
bility. 

Beatrice from Redondo Beach is 
upset with those of us here in Congress: 
‘‘I am angry at the lack of action by 
our representatives against this Bush 
administration on their manipulation 
of facts in order to take our country to 
war.’’ 

J. Lawrence of California seconds 
that and I will quote him: ‘‘Of all 
things that a government does, the de-
cision to go to war must be made open-
ly and without manipulations. I urge 
you to support an independent commis-
sion to investigate the circumstances 
surrounding what we, the public, were 
told about the justification for our re-

cent incursion into Iraq. We spent mil-
lions on a sexual dalliance but appear 
to have been ignoring what may have 
been a mass deception and manipula-
tion of truth that in the end put U.S. 
citizens and soldiers in harm’s way.’’

Stan and Sue from Sierra Madre sup-
port an investigation also. They say: 
‘‘Never should we harm another coun-
try nor put our own sons and daughters 
in harm’s way under false pretenses. 
An inquiry is one of the tools to make 
sure this does not happen in the fu-
ture.’’

Mr. Speaker, other Americans want 
to remind us, in the Congress, that 
they do not care about partisanship. 
They only care about getting to the 
truth. 

Steve from Moorpark writes: ‘‘In the 
interest of preserving the freedoms and 
liberties inherent to our Constitution, 
I ask you to support an independent in-
vestigation of the Bush administra-
tion’s distortion of evidence of Iraq’s 
weapons of mass destruction program. 
No matter which political party affili-
ation any American favors, it is detri-
mental to our country, our Constitu-
tion, and our democracy to have our 
leaders mislead all Americans for rea-
sons yet unknown.’’

It is time to get the facts. I urge all 
of my colleagues to support H.R. 2625, 
the gentleman from California’s (Mr. 
WAXMAN) bill to create an independent 
commission to uncover all of the facts 
about the administration’s claims and 
Iraq’s weapons. It is time for Congress 
to stop beating around the bush and 
take action. Support fact finding. Sup-
port an independent commission.

f

HONORING REED LARSON 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentlewoman from Colorado 
(Mrs. MUSGRAVE) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. Mr. Speaker, it 
was nearly 5 decades ago in the spring 
of 1954 that Reed Larson went on what 
he believed to be a temporary leave 
from his job as an engineer for the 
Coleman Company in Wichita, Kansas, 
in order to lead a new grass-roots advo-
cacy group called Kansans For Right to 
Work. Larson and his group members 
were determined to pass a State right-
to-work law protecting employees from 
being forced to join or pay dues to a 
labor union in order to get or keep a 
job. 

Because they first had to deal with a 
hostile Governor, the job took longer 
than originally expected. By the time 
Kansas’s right-to-work law was finally 
passed in November of 1958, Larson had 
been on temporary leave from the Cole-
man Company for 41⁄2 years. After the 
Kansas victory, Larson was quickly re-
cruited to lead the then 4-year-old na-
tional Right to Work Committee from 
its headquarters right here in our Na-
tion’s Capital and his temporary leave 
from the Coleman Company became 
permanent. 

For the next 44 years Larson stood at 
the helm of this organization, which 
has aptly been hailed as the Nation’s 
preeminent defender of workers’ free-
dom. I rise today to pay tribute to 
Reed Larson because of his long, self-
less commitment to the right-to-work 
cause and because late last month at 
Mr. Larson’s own recommendation, the 
board of directors of National Right to 
Work Committee appointed then exec-
utive vice president Mark Mix as the 
new Right to Work president and 
Larson as executive committee chair-
man. 

Reed Larson is still fighting for the 
right-to-work cause, but his role in the 
coming years will be in a different ca-
pacity than during the last 5 decades, 
marking the end of an era for the Na-
tional Right to Work Committee and 
for opponents of forced unionism na-
tionwide. 

Mr. Speaker, I have the utmost re-
spect for Mr. Larson’s continued in-
volvement with the right-to-work 
cause. Almost anyone else who had ac-
complished what Reed Larson has over 
the past 49 years would be content to 
rest on his laurels. During the 1950s, 
roughly 30 percent of private sector 
employees nationwide were forced to 
join and remain in a union. If they re-
fused, they would be fired. Today it is 
7 percent of private sector employees 
who are compelled to pay union dues or 
fees in order to keep their jobs. One 
major reason it is now possible to envi-
sion the day when every American pri-
vate sector employees enjoys the per-
sonal freedom to decide whether or not 
to affiliate with the union is the in-
valuable assistance Reed Larson and 
the National Right to Work Committee 
has given to State right-to-work ef-
forts. 

Thanks largely to the sound advice of 
Reed Larson and the committee, the 
number of State right-to-work laws has 
grown to 22, with the most recent law 
being approved less than 2 years ago in 
the State of Oklahoma. Furthermore, 
not a single right-to-work law that was 
in effect when Mr. Larson took over 
the committee in January of 1959 has 
been repealed or rendered inoperative 
through court action, although Big 
Labor has spent countless millions of 
dollars on bids to destroy such laws. 

The most notorious of these schemes 
was union officials’ Capitol Hill cam-
paign to eviscerate all State right-to-
work laws through repeal of Taft-Hart-
ley section 14(b) in 1965 and 1966. Under 
Reed Larson’s leadership the com-
mittee saved State right-to-work pro-
tections by convincing Senate minor-
ity leader Everett Dirksen of Illinois to 
lead a filibuster against 14(b) repeal. 

Mr. Speaker, I proudly salute my 
good friend Reed Larson and the Na-
tional Right to Work Committee’s 2.2 
million members. I applaud their 
unwaivering dedication and tireless ac-
tion on what should be every Ameri-
can’s birthright, not to be forced to 
pay tribute to a labor union in order to 
get or keep a job. 
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May God bless you, Mr. Larson and 

his wife. He is a true American hero 
and many Americans owe him a debt of 
gratitude.

f

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

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

f

BHOPAL TRAGEDY 

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. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
this evening to discuss the tragedy of 
the Bhopal disaster in India. This is an 
event that the Congress and the world 
remember vividly. Unfortunately, we 
have forgotten that many of the vic-
tims and their families that remain in 
Bhopal still remain without much rep-
aration. 

On that horrible December day in 
1984 when a Union Carbide plant leaked 
40 tons of lethal gas in Bhopal, India, 
about 4,000 people died within hours, 
more than 20,000 were injured. And 
since then the death count has risen to 
over 14,000 as a result of exposure to 
the gas. According to victims rights 
groups, over 150,000 people are suffering 
from the after-effects such as reproduc-
tion complications, loss of ability to 
perform physical labor, rare cancers, 
severe respiratory problems, and the 
list goes on. 

Not only are there countless trials 
and tribulations regarding health sta-
tus, but in addition there are tremen-
dous environmental injustices such as 
polluted groundwater, toxic waste, and 
contaminated soil that have largely re-
mained unaddressed. 

Mr. Speaker, Union Carbide is the 
company responsible for the Bhopal 
disaster. But when Union Carbide and 
Dow Chemical merged in 2001, there 
was no doubt that Dow Chemical as a 
successor company was also respon-
sible for the disaster. Dow Chemical 
has the resources to deal with the 
health problems and to provide repara-
tions for the people of Bhopal that 
were devastated by the tragedy. 

To date, Mr. Speaker, there are four 
basic outstanding demands that the 
victims and their advocates are tire-
lessly working toward. Dow Chemical 
has the responsibility to meet each of 
these demands, and I would like to ex-
press my commitment to seeing that 
these basic demands of justice come to 
fruition. 

First, Mr. Speaker, there must be ac-
knowledgment that Dow inherited 
criminal liabilities and accordingly 
should face a criminal trial for poi-
soning people, animals, and the envi-
ronment. At the time, Union Carbide 
blamed the disaster on a disgruntled 
worker. But whatever happened to 
him? 

At the time, Warren Anderson was 
the CEO of Union Carbide. Whatever 
happened to him? And more impor-
tantly, where is he now? 

Second, Mr. Speaker, the health of 
survivors must be monitored and med-
ical care must be provided to them as 
well as the second and third genera-
tions that have already and undoubt-
edly will continue to inherit health 
complications due to their family 
members’ exposure to gas in 1984. 

Third, there must be adequate fund-
ing and some type of safe, workable de-
sign and infrastructure for removing 
5,000 tons of waste and chemicals in the 
soil and water. There are over 20,000 
people drinking contaminated water 
thoroughly diffused with mercury. And 
this example of endless environmental 
atrocities is simply unacceptable. 

Fourth, Mr. Speaker, compensation 
for injuries must be addressed. Any vic-
tim reparations thus far have been 
woefully insufficient; and in fact, over 
half the death claims have been re-
jected. People have no choice but to 
rely on financial retribution and that 
is because there have been minimal 
numbers of jobs since the disaster, and 
those sickened from exposure have lost 
the ability to perform simple tasks. In 
addition, care for the overwhelming 
number of orphans is necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, the struggle of the peo-
ple of Bhopal has been long and has re-
duced most to living without dignity. 
Americans deal with environmental in-
justices as well. However, we have pub-
lic health laws that protect our citi-
zens’ Federal right-to-know legislation 
that, in fact, came about in the after-
math of Bhopal. 

In an effort to restore basic human 
rights to the people of Bhopal, my col-
league, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
KUCINICH), and I are circulating a letter 
to the CEO of Dow Chemical asking 
that Dow take responsibility for the 
disaster inherited in 1984 and that it 
cooperate in meeting the demands of 
its victims. I encourage all of my col-
leagues to sign on to this important 
letter. 

In addition, I plan on circulating an 
amicus brief on behalf of the Bhopal 
victims who have year after year tried 
their cases in the U.S. court system 
and who have been subjected to unfair 
treatment due to corporate favoritism. 

At that time, I will also ask my col-
leagues to join me in sending a mes-
sage that the injustice cannot continue 
and that there is support in Congress 
for holding accountable those that are 
liable for this horrific tragedy.

f

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

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

f

AMERICANS NEED THE TRUTH 
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. Mr. Speaker, 
160-or-so years ago, Congress passed a 
rule prohibiting Members of Congress 
from debating the issue of slavery. The 
issue of slavery, the greatest blemish 
on our Nation’s history, was actually 
not debated in Congress for many years 
because conservative leaders of this 
body simply said it could not be, and 
passed a rule prohibiting it. 

John Quincy Adams, former Presi-
dent and later Member of Congress in 
the 1830s and 1840s came to this Cham-
ber of the House of Representatives and 
collected letters from his constituents. 
He called them petitions from mostly 
women’s group in Massachusetts. 
Women in those days were not allowed 
to voted, as most of us know. He 
brought these petitions from women 
who were opposed to slavery and read 
them on the House floor. 

While the rules said he could not de-
bate slavery, he was simply a mouth-
piece, a conduit, was a megaphone for 
the concerns of the people in his dis-
trict about a great national problem. 

Fast forward the clock to 2003. We 
now have a legislative leadership which 
is again saying no to debating issues of 
what really happened with the Bush 
administration’s distortion of evidence 
of Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction 
program. While the President may 
have made, perhaps we are not really 
sure quite what happened, but we want 
to investigate. We want to know more. 
There has been no avenue to do that in 
this body. 

So as a result a group called 
Moveon.org has gathered online hun-
dreds of thousands of petitions and 
tens of thousands of American citizens 
including dozens, dozens, dozens in my 
district, thousands in the State of 
Ohio, tens of thousands around the 
country, speaking out about what they 
think. 

So I am going to share in the next 31⁄2 
minutes or so, Mr. Speaker, what peo-
ple in my district are saying when they 
sign this petition saying that Congress 
should support an independent commis-
sion to investigate the Bush adminis-
tration’s distortion of evidence of 
Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction pro-
gram.

b 1715 

John Ciraldo of Akron, Ohio, in my 
District, ‘‘It seems to me that the evi-
dence of deceit led by the Bush admin-
istration is becoming more and more 
prevalent.’’

‘‘I feel that it is becoming more of an 
issue to the American people. As part 
of a democracy, we believe that we 
have a right to know.’’

‘‘Please take a stand,’’ Mr. Ciraldo 
writes, ‘‘for what I believe you know to 
be right. Be fair to our Nation and 
show a true patriotism, investigate. All 
of America has the right to know.’’ Mr. 
Ciraldo from Akron. 

Thomas Spalding, also from Akron, 
Ohio, shorter letter, ‘‘Please pursue an 
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open investigation of the rationale for 
war that was used by the Bush admin-
istration to assuage public doubts 
about preemptive, unilateral action 
against Iraq.’’ Mr. Spalding from 
Akron, Ohio. 

From Elyria, Ohio, Linda Mitchell 
writes, ‘‘As an American and one of 
your constituents, I want to know the 
truth behind what led up to the grossly 
unjust ‘war’ in Iraq. It is time for Con-
gress to shed light upon what I believe 
we all know was the administration’s 
misuse of the tragedy of September 11 
to meet their own greedy need for oil.’’ 
Ms. Mitchell from Elyria, Ohio. 

From Strongsville, Ohio, John 
Regetz, Junior, ‘‘I strongly urge you to 
vote for the establishment of the com-
mission to investigate the validity of 
the evidence that the present adminis-
tration used to start the Iraq war. It 
appears to me that, for the first time 
in our history,’’ for the first time in 
our history Mr. Regetz writes, ‘‘we un-
justly started a war without first being 
truly provoked. I think the American 
people need to know the true facts 
about this whole mess we now find our-
selves in.’’ 

Elizabeth from Akron, Ohio, ‘‘There 
is little argument that the past three 
years have been the saddest in our Na-
tion’s history. A nonelected President 
and his staff callously made critical de-
cisions that deeply affect us all today 
and for generations to come. One such 
decision,’’ she writes, ‘‘was to end the 
weapons inspection program and pre-
emptively strike Iraq, supposedly be-
fore we were struck by weapons of 
mass destruction. 

‘‘Now, countless civilian and soldier 
deaths later, yet still no evidence of 
weapons of mass destruction, the ad-
ministration is willing to admit that 
the intelligence leading to this mess 
was flawed. At the same time, they are 
talking about sending even more of our 
military personnel into the chaos that 
they have created.’’ 

Susan Clements, also from Akron, 
Ohio. Ms. Clements writes, It really is 
of crucial importance that we find out 
the truth in the matter. Lying to the 
American people about anything is 
troubling, but to lie about something 
like this is outrageous. Support for 
this war was lukewarm at best. Even 
that was a result of that argument. To 
date, thousands of people have died, a 
country has been devastated, a region 
thrown into turmoil simply to allow 
Bush’s cronies to make a fortune by 
cleaning up the mess that he made. 
This is unconscionable. Please support 
the American people and hold them ac-
countable. Thank you. 

The last letter I will share with my 
colleagues as my time runs out is from 
Ron Collins of Barberton, Ohio. Mr. 
Collins writes, I am certain that you, 
like many of us here were frightened 
by the statements made in public back 
in the State of the Union and earlier by 
the Bush administration. If those 
statements were false, we must know 
of this Mr. Collins writes. Please show 

America that you are not afraid to 
stand up for the rights of the people 
who put you in office. Despite any pres-
sures you may have been placed under 
to ignore these issues, those of us in 
your district implore you to live up to 
the oath of office you took when you 
were sworn in. 

I thank those people in Ohio that 
have shared their concerns with me 
and, most importantly, with the mem-
bers of this body and with the Amer-
ican people because their concerns do 
indeed, Mr. Speaker, need to be heard.

f

IN MEMORY OF SPECIALIST 
JEFFREY MATTISON WERSHOW 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentlewoman from Florida 
(Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida) is 
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in memory of Specialist 
Jeffrey Mattison Wershow. A member of the 
Florida National Guard, Specialist Wershow 
served admirably before his life was tragically 
ended by an assailant in Baghdad a little over 
a week ago. 

Jeffrey was the son of Jonathon Wershow 
and Ann Marie Mattison. At 22 years old, this 
young man managed to create a long list of 
accomplishments. After graduating from High 
School, Jeffrey enlisted in the Army and 
served for three years in the 82nd Airborne at 
Ft. Bragg. Upon fulfilling his obligation as an 
active duty soldier, Jeffrey received an honor-
able discharge from the Army and returned to 
Gainesville, Florida where he began pursuing 
his degree at Santa Fe Community College. 

Everyone who knew Jeffrey recalls his vast 
knowledge of history and his lifelong desire to 
be a soldier. One of the most impressive 
things about this young man is that he had 
enough wisdom at such a young age to pur-
sue both of his dreams. While continuing his 
education at Santa Fe and becoming actively 
and successfully involved in local politics, he 
also passionately served in the Florida Na-
tional Guard. 

Specialist Jeffrey Wershow was a soldier, a 
son, a brother, and a friend. He was also a 
proud American who we can all remember as 
an example of why this country is so great. I 
would like to offer my most sincere condo-
lences to his family and friends.

f

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take that time. 

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

There was no objection.

f

MISUSE OF FEDERAL LAW 
ENFORCEMENT RESOURCES 

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

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, it is an 
old truism that the best defense is a 

good offense. We have seen that here 
this afternoon in a quite effective way 
because Republicans, unable to defend 
their misuse of the United States Cap-
itol Police against Democrats meeting 
in the Ways and Means library, have 
taken the offense in what I consider a 
very offensive way against our col-
league, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. STARK). 

After the gentleman from California 
(Mr. STARK) was told to ‘‘shut up’’ by 
another member of the committee, he 
responded with an insult, perhaps not 
appropriate, but certainly after signifi-
cant provocation. To suggest that the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
STARK), a man of 72, surrounded by 20-
plus Republican colleagues of lesser 
age, posed any threat to anyone is ludi-
crous on its face, and though it is not 
ordinarily done, since it has been done 
and incompletely by my colleague, the 
transcript uncorrected though it is, of 
the Committee on Ways and Means re-
flects that after the gentleman from 
California (Mr. STARK) was told to shut 
up and he insulted his colleague who 
made that comment, that he then pro-
ceeded to say, come on, come on over 
here and make me, I dare you. 

The transcript then reflects that 
laughter occurred and that thereafter, 
after additional comments by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. STARK) 
that the gentleman from California 
(Mr. THOMAS) declared recess is over, 
the classroom has been resumed. 

Now some Americans and undoubt-
edly some commentators will be in-
clined to trivialize this entire incident 
as being mere childish behavior, with 
wrongs on both sides. There were no 
wrongs on both sides today. 

The Capitol Police were not called 
out, as the transcript indicates, as the 
gentleman from California’s (Mr. 
THOMAS) silence indicates, because of 
anything that the gentleman from 
California (Mr. STARK) did, said, or im-
plied. To suggest otherwise, indeed the 
suggestion of my colleague from Texas 
(Mr. BRADY) that the gentleman from 
California (Mr. STARK) instigated this 
incident is an outrageous slur on the 
gentleman from California (Mr. STARK) 
who is a person of integrity, even 
though sometimes of sharply worded 
comments. 

The Capitol Police were targeted not 
on the gentleman from California (Mr. 
STARK), but Officer Spriggs, who came 
into the library, indicated they were 
asked to clear the library where the 
gentleman from California (Mr. STARK) 
was not even present. 

We cannot allow our Federal law en-
forcement resources to be diverted for 
partisan political purposes such as oc-
curred today. Even at this very mo-
ment, the Inspector General to the De-
partment of Justice is investigating 
the misuse of the U.S. Attorney’s Of-
fice, the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion and the United States Marshal’s 
involvement in tracking down coura-
geous Texas State legislators who 
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made a stand against a similar par-
tisan power grab. Just as the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) called 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
to track down those Democrats, just as 
the Department of Homeland Security 
went after a cotton farmer from Texas 
to find out about his airplane, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS) 
today diverted the Capitol Police from 
their important work in preserving 
public safety here in the Nation’s cap-
ital for partisan political purposes. 

This attempt to break up a meeting 
of Ways and Means Democrats is un-
precedented for either party I believe 
in the history of this Congress. We did 
not walk out as our Texas State legis-
lative colleagues so justly did. We at-
tempted to walk into the process, hav-
ing been handed moments before a bill 
that affects the pensions and the re-
tirement security of millions of Ameri-
cans, Republicans and Democrats, 
across this country, but yet as we at-
tempted to walk into that process and 
develop and present our alternatives, 
the police were called here in the Cap-
itol to stop us from doing that job. 

Americans who share the concern of 
the abuse, indeed of the extremism, of 
the majority need to be concerned 
about what happened here. It was not 
some fight among Members of Congress 
acting childish was a serious infringe-
ment on our democracy. Americans 
who are worried about us becoming a 
Nation of citizens who are supposed to 
choose between saying ‘‘me too’’ and 
shutting up, these Americans cannot 
afford to be silent. No party, no person 
has a monopoly on the truth. 

Dissent is not some inconvenience in 
this Congress or in this country, and it 
certainly does not warrant calling out 
the Feds, whether it is the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) calling out for 
the G-men in Texas or the gentleman 
from California (Mr. THOMAS) calling 
out for the Capitol Police in Wash-
ington. 

It is the cornerstone of our democ-
racy that we have dissent and dif-
ferences of opinion in this country, and 
yet it is the strength of our democracy. 
We will not be intimidated. We will not 
back down. Too many Americans, 
working families who need our help, 
also need our voice.

f

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

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

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Ms. NORTON 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 Texas (Mr. SANDLIN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

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

f

ANTI-AMERICANISM ACCORDING 
TO NEWT GINGRICH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, on 
Wednesday this House of Representa-
tives passed legislation to authorize 
funding for the Department of State, 
for the conduct of U.S. foreign policy, 
and to provide direction and guidance 
in the area of foreign policy. We are 
fortunate indeed to have hundreds of 
men and women working for the State 
Department here and around the world 
who have dedicated their lives to pub-
lic service and are committed to serv-
ing our country at home and abroad. 

These public servants had been re-
cently subjected to outrageous and un-
warranted attacks by the former 
Speaker of this House, Newt Gingrich. 
In a scurrilous article in the current 
issue of Foreign Policy, entitled Rogue 
State Department, and in an earlier 
speech he gave before the American 
Enterprise Institute, Mr. Gingrich ac-
cuses the men and women of the State 
Department of nothing less than under-
mining the status and respect of the 
United States around the world. 

In his article, Mr. Gingrich asserts 
that the cause of rising anti-American 
sentiment around the world is that the 
men and women of the State Depart-
ment have ‘‘abdicated values and prin-
ciples in favor of accommodation and 
passivity.’’ He accuses them of prop-
ping up dictators, coddling the corrupt 
and ignoring secret police abuse around 
the world. This from the man who was 
Speaker of this House, led this body in 
a three to one vote against President 
Clinton’s Bosnia policy, a policy that 
started the process leading to the over-
throw of the war criminal Mr. 
Milosevic. 

Mr. Gingrich’s article piggybacks on 
an earlier speech he gave before the 
American Enterprise Institute here in 
Washington in which he claimed the 
State Department was engaging in a 
quote ‘‘deliberate and systematic effort 
to undermine President Bush’s foreign 
policy.’’ These are extremely serious 
charges. Before making such serious 
charges, one would think that a person 
who wanted to be taken seriously 
would provide some credible evidence. 
He does not. 

Let us start with the fact that it is 
the President of the United States, not 
the foreign service or any other career 
civil servants, who selects the top pol-
icy-makers at the Department of 
State, beginning with the Secretary of 
State. Indeed, the top jobs in State De-
partment are awarded to political ap-

pointees of the President, starting with 
Secretary of State Colin Powell. They 
are the captains of the ship. They set 
the vision, they establish the policies 
and they give the orders. 

If Mr. Gingrich believes what he 
writes, that the State Department is a 
culture that props up dictators, coddles 
the corrupt and ignores secret police, 
then his complaint is with President 
Bush who appointed the political team 
at the Department and who are 
charged with ensuring that the policies 
of the President are carried out. 

The fact of the matter is Mr. Ging-
rich provides not one single example in 
his article of where the career foreign 
service or other civil servants of the 
Department of State have refused to 
carry out the policies established by 
the Secretary of State and the Presi-
dent. 

What does he refer to as exhibit A in 
his capital case against the men and 
women of our State Department? He 
points to an internal analysis done by 
the Bureau of Intelligence and Re-
search. That is the bureau within the 
Department of State responsible for 
analyzing intelligence information we 
collect and analyzing that information, 
and he suggests that the Bureau of In-
telligence and Research and that that 
information, that some of the informa-
tion collected, that our post-war chal-
lenges in Iraq are more daunting than 
President Bush’s sunny rhetoric sug-
gests. 

Specifically, in a portion of his arti-
cle entitled Out of Sync, he contrasts 
statements made in a speech given by 
President Bush to statements made in 
an internal, confidential assessment by 
the Bureau of Intelligence and Re-
search. In a speech in Dearborn, Michi-
gan, the President stated, ‘‘I have con-
fidence in the future of a free Iraq. The 
Iraqi people are fully capable of self-
government.’’ The internal State De-
partment analysis reportedly stated 
that ‘‘Liberal democracy would be dif-
ficult to achieve in Iraq,’’ and that 
‘‘electoral democracy were to emerge, 
could well be subject to exploitation by 
anti-American elements.’’

One does not have to be a rocket sci-
entist to understand that the state-
ments made in the INR memo are rea-
sonable conclusions. The facts on the 
ground in Iraq have demonstrated 
clearly that liberal democracy would 
be difficult to achieve in Iraq, not im-
possible, but certainly difficult. It is a 
challenge ahead. 

It is also obvious that elections in 
Iraq could be exploited by anti-Amer-
ican Islamic fundamentalist forces.

b 1730 

That does not mean we should not 
support elections. Of course we should. 
But we should be clear-eyed about the 
possible consequences. 

The important point here is not so 
much that Mr. Gingrich is blind to the 
obvious accuracy of these assessments 
that were made in the Bureau of Intel-
ligence and Research. The issue is 
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whether we want our policymakers to 
receive objective and independent anal-
ysis about the situation in Iraq, or any-
where else in the world, or do we want 
our nonpartisan experts to tailor, to fit 
their analyses to the political and ideo-
logical platform of the President, 
whether that President be a Repub-
lican or whether that President be a 
Democrat. 

Mr. Gingrich would like the profes-
sional analysts to manipulate the facts 
to fit the policy, rather than have a 
policy informed by the facts. He would 
have the taxpayers support a cadre of 
professional yes men and women to 
make sure that their internal and con-
fidential analyses of the facts were in 
sync with the President’s policy. Any-
one else, any other conclusions, he ap-
parently considers a traitor to the 
cause. 

What is amazing, what is amazing is 
that Mr. Gingrich would choose this 
moment to make this criticism. We are 
now learning more each day about how 
intelligence officials felt pressured to 
manipulate their assessments about 
the alleged links between al Qaeda and 
Saddam Hussein and how their refuta-
tion of the claim that Iraq was seeking 
nuclear material from Niger was ig-
nored by the White House. Indeed, the 
State Department’s analysts in the Bu-
reau of Intelligence and Research, the 
very officials that Mr. Gingrich con-
demns in his article, determined last 
year that the report about Iraq import-
ing nuclear material from Niger was 
not credible. 

The President admitted recently that 
claims about Iraq seeking nuclear ma-
terial from Africa should never have 
been included in his State of the Union 
speech this year. However, by Newt 
Gingrich’s logic, the fact that the Bu-
reau of Intelligence and Research 
reached a contrary finding that con-
flicted with the President’s statement 
in the State of the Union address would 
be evidence that the State Department 
seeks to undermine Bush foreign pol-
icy. 

It is a sad, sad day for our country 
when Mr. Gingrich would attack accu-
rate and truthful statements made by 
career State Department officials as 
part of a systematic effort to under-
mine foreign policy. We should be 
working hard to create a bigger, a bet-
ter firewall between intelligence ana-
lysts and the policymakers rather than 
weaken that wall, as proposed by Mr. 
Gingrich. 

Let us consider another example: In a 
speech in Cincinnati last October, the 
President stated, and I quote, ‘‘Iraq has 
attempted to purchase high-strength 
aluminum tubes and other equipment 
needed for gas centrifuges, which are 
used to enrich uranium for nuclear 
weapons.’’

We now know that intelligence ana-
lysts in the State Department, as well 
as experts at the Department of En-
ergy, concluded that the tubes’ charac-
teristics made it much more likely 
they were suited for artillery rockets. 

British intelligence and subsequently a 
team of American, British, and German 
experts convened by the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, with 120 years 
of cumulative experience, agreed that 
the thickness of the aluminum tube 
walls made them unsuitable for ura-
nium enrichment purposes. And yet 
again, by Mr. Gingrich’s logic, the ex-
perts at the State Department would 
be viewed as undermining U.S. foreign 
policy for reaching any conclusions at 
odds with what the President says. 

The fact that certain intelligence as-
sessments from INR, or any other gov-
ernment agency for that matter, may 
be out of sync with the President’s pol-
icy does not mean, does not mean that 
those intelligence analysts are engaged 
in some kind of deliberate and system-
atic effort to undermine our foreign 
policy. The President may always 
choose to ignore or disagree with the 
independent assessments of experts, 
but it is folly and shortsighted to sug-
gest that he should not have the ben-
efit of those independent assessments. 

The intelligence analysts at INR and 
elsewhere in the government have a 
duty to provide the Secretary of State 
and ultimately the President with 
their best assessment and their best 
judgment. It would be irresponsible for 
them to do otherwise when the lives of 
American men and women are at stake; 
and it is outrageous that Mr. Gingrich 
would have nonpartisan public servants 
betray their mission, violate their in-
tegrity and pander to the politicians. 

Mr. Gingrich titles his article the 
‘‘Rogue State Department.’’ I suggest 
he focus his gaze across the Potomac. 
There at the Pentagon certain political 
appointees of President Bush have sys-
tematically undermined the independ-
ence and professionalism of our intel-
ligence services. There, in the lead-up 
to the war in Iraq, they created a so-
called Office of Special Plans, a rump 
group set up to manipulate the intel-
ligence to fit the policy. This truly was 
a rogue operation, and apparently Mr. 
Gingrich, who sits on the Defense Advi-
sory Board, believes that operation 
should become the model for the State 
Department and other intelligence 
agencies. 

Another remarkable part about the 
Gingrich foreign policy article is the 
extent to which he believes that anti-
American sentiment abroad is the re-
sult of inadequate PR, inadequate pub-
lic relations, and inadequate spin con-
trol, rather than the substance of the 
policies themselves. He states, and I 
quote, ‘‘One can hardly overstate how 
poorly the United States commu-
nicates its message and values to the 
world. Large majorities in France, Ger-
many, and South Korea oppose the 
United States’ perspective on Iraq, not 
to mention the 95 percent disapproval 
rate in Turkey.’’ 

In other words, he sees these dis-
approval ratings as the result of our 
failure to explain our actions, rather 
than stemming from the actions them-
selves. Yes, says Mr. Gingrich, if only 

we had a better PR machine to explain 
to France, to Germany, South Korea, 
Turkey and others around the world 
our theory of preemptive wars, our the-
ory of the nuclear first-use doctrine, 
and our claims that Iraq’s WMD posed 
an imminent threat, then they would
be enthusiastic supporters of our Iraq 
policy. 

And how would he do this? How 
would he put together this trans-
formation? What is his solution? 

Bring in ‘‘professional help.’’ I kid 
you not. It is on page 46 of this article. 
To address the anti-American senti-
ments around the world, we need not, 
according to Mr. Gingrich, reconsider 
any of our policies. We need not con-
sider working in partnership with 
other nations to resolve international 
challenges. Rather, we should ‘‘bring in 
business advisory groups drawn from 
internationally sophisticated corpora-
tions to advise the State Department 
on how to improve U.S. communication 
strategies.’’ 

Apparently, the world, according to 
Newt, is just one big game of spin con-
trol. Yes, bring in the big boys from 
Madison Avenue and the executives 
from multi-national corporations to 
explain our foreign policy and the 
world will love us. 

Just as amazing is whom Mr. Ging-
rich chooses to blame for what he per-
ceives as a failed public relations 
game. It is not Secretary of Defense 
Donald Rumsfeld, whose incendiary re-
marks unnecessarily inflamed Euro-
pean sentiment against us. It is not the 
President and his White House spokes-
men who command the bully pulpit and 
wield the megaphone. No, according to 
Mr. Gingrich, the culprits are the men 
and women in the bowels of the State 
Department. Yes, they, according to 
Mr. Gingrich, are the ones who are re-
sponsible for the raging anti-American 
sentiment around the world. 

You know, these outrageous accusa-
tions leveled by Mr. Gingrich might be 
dismissed as the wild rantings of a 
former Member of Congress who, as a 
private citizen, is free to express his 
views without being held accountable 
to anybody but himself. But he has not 
surrendered all his public responsibil-
ities. He currently serves on the De-
fense Policy Advisory Board, which is 
chartered to provide the Secretary of 
Defense, the Deputy Secretary of De-
fense with advice on a range of na-
tional security matters. 

The caption accompanying Mr. Ging-
rich’s article on foreign policy ref-
erences his position on the board, and 
it is in light of the responsibilities of 
that position that we should judge his 
statements. The President, the Sec-
retary of Defense, and the Secretary of 
State cannot allow Mr. Gingrich’s 
McCarthy-like attacks against the pro-
fessionalism and integrity of the men 
and women of the State Department to 
stand. To do so would send a terrible 
message at this very critical time. 

First, as our Nation faces serious 
challenges abroad, our foreign policy 



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7168 July 18, 2003
must be guided by the best informed 
intelligence and analysis our diplomats 
and intelligence officers can provide. 
To suppress that information could 
jeopardize the success of our policies 
and endanger the lives of our citizens. 

Second, it would be folly for our na-
tional security leaders to see American 
problems abroad simply as PR issues to 
be addressed through an aggressive ad 
and spin control campaign. We cannot 
afford to block out the insights and the 
analyses and the assessments of our re-
gional and country experts in the State 
Department and elsewhere in the 
United States Government. 

Mr. Gingrich has openly and loudly 
attacked the integrity of the men and 
women in the State Department. More-
over, he has advocated positions that 
would weaken our ability to confront 
the challenges we face abroad. Allow-
ing him to remain on the Defense Pol-
icy Advisory Board would send a ter-
rible signal. It would send a message to 
the men and women who work every 
day to protect our national security 
and advance our interests abroad that 
his statements are acceptable to this 
White House and this administration. 

Mr. Gingrich should do the right 
thing now and resign from the board. If 
he does not resign, the President, the 
Secretary of Defense, and the Sec-
retary of State should hold him ac-
countable for his statements, and they 
should demand his resignation from 
the board. The Bush administration 
can either stand by the statements of 
Mr. Gingrich or they can make it clear 
that those statements are unaccept-
able. 

Mr. President, Secretary Rumsfeld, 
Secretary Powell, where do you stand?

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee (at the re-
quest of Ms. PELOSI) for today on ac-
count of attending the funeral of Sgt. 
Roger Rowe who was killed in Iraq. 

Mr. DEFAZIO (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today after 2:30 p.m. on ac-
count of official business in the dis-
trict. 

Mr. MCNULTY (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today after 12:55 p.m. on ac-
count 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:) 

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MENENDEZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. DOGGETT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SANDLIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. NORWOOD) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. WOLF, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Florida, 

for 5 minutes, July 23. 
Mr. HENSARLING, for 5 minutes, July 

23. 
Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida, 

for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, July 

21, 22, 23, and 24.
f

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 

Bills of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows:

S. 314. An act to make improvements in 
the Foundation for the National Institutes of 
Health, to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

S. 499. An act to authorize the American 
Battle Monuments Commission to establish 
in the State of Louisiana a memorial to 
honor the Buffalo Soldiers; to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

S. 546. An act to provide for the protection 
of paleontological resources on Federal 
lands, and for other purposes, to the Com-
mittee on Resources; in addition to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

S. 643. An act to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior, in cooperation with the Univer-
sity of New Mexico, to construct and occupy 
a portion of the Hibben Center for Archae-
ological Research at the University of New 
Mexico, and for other purposes, to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

S. 651. An act to amend the National Trails 
System Act to clarify Federal authority re-
lating to land acquisition from willing sell-
ers for the majority of the trails in the Sys-
tem, and for other purposes, to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

S. 677. An act to revise the boundary of the 
Black Canyon of the Gunnison National 
Park and Gunnison Gorge National Con-
servation Area in the State of Colorado, and 
for other purposes, to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

S. 924. An act to authorize the exchange of 
lands between an Alaska Native Village Cor-
poration and the Department of the Interior, 
and for other purposes, to the Committee on 
Resources. 

S. 1076. An act to authorize construction of 
an education center at or near the Vietnam 
Veterans Memorial, to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

S. 1399. An act to redesignate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 101 South Vine Street in Glenwood, Iowa, 
as the ‘‘William J. Scherle Post Office Build-
ing’’, to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

f

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 44 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday July 21, 

2003, at 12:30 p.m., for morning hour de-
bates.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

3263. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Dried Prunes Pro-
duced in California; Changes in Reporting 
Requirements [Docket No. FV03-993-1 IFR] 
received July 10, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

3264. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Tart Cherries 
Grown in the States of Michigan, et al.; In-
creased Assessment Rate [Docket No. FV03-
930-2 FR] received July 10, 2003, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

3265. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Irish Potatoes 
Grown in Colorado; Increase in Membership 
on the Area No. 2 Colorado Potato Adminis-
trative Committee [Docket No. FV03-948-1 
FR] received July 10, 2003, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

3266. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Changes in Fees 
for Federal Meat Grading and Certification 
Services [Docket No. LS-02-06] (RIN: 0581-
AC13) received 10, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

3267. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule — Control 
of Listeria monocytogenes in Ready-to-Eat 
Meat and Poultry Products [Docket No. 97-
013F] (RIN: 0583-AC46) received July 14, 2003, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

3268. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, transmitting a re-
port on orders issued to protect Safeguards 
Information; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3269. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification that effective June 
1, 2003, the 15% Danger Pay Allowance for 
Jordan was terminated due to the ending of 
authorized departure status, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 5928; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

3270. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting a report on 
‘‘Overseas Surplus Property,’’ pursuant to 
Public Law 105—277, section 2215; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

3271. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification that the export to 
Iraq of the certain body armor, nuclear, bio-
logical and chemical protective equipment, 
and military equipment (such as small arms 
and ammunition) for use in reconstituting 
the Iraqi military or police forces, is in the 
national interest of the United States 
(Transmittal No. DDTC 01IZ-03), pursuant to 
Public Law 108—11, section 1504; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

3272. A letter from the Under Secretary, 
Natural Resources and Environment, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting notifica-
tion that it is in the public interest to use 
procedures other than competitive proce-
dures for a contract involving the National 
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Recreation Reservation System, pursuant to 
41 U.S.C. 253(c)(7); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

3273. A letter from the Director, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Final Rule to Remove the Douglas 
County Distinct Population Segment of Co-
lumbian White-Tailed Deer From the Fed-
eral List of Endangered and Threatened 
Wildlife (RIN: 1018-AF43) received July 9, 
2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Resources. 

3274. A letter from the Counsel, Pacific 
Tropical Botanical Garden, transmitting the 
annual audit report of the National Tropical 
Botanical Garden, Calendar Year 2002, pursu-
ant to 36 U.S.C. 4610; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

3275. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule — Depreciation of 
Vans and Light Trucks [TD 9069] (RIN: 1545-
BB06) received July 8, 2003, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

3276. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule — Weighted Average 
Interest Rate Update [Notice 2003-48] re-
ceived July 8, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

3277. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule — Last-in, First-out 
Inventories (Rev. Rul. 2003-87) received July 
8, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Ways and Means.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows:

Mr. SENSENBRENNER: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H.R. 1701. A bill to provide for the 
analysis of the incidence and effects of pris-
on rape in Federal, State, and local institu-
tions and to provide information, resources, 
recommendations, and funding to protect in-
dividuals from prison rape; with an amend-
ment (Rept. 108–219). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. House 
Resolution 288. Resolution directing the Sec-
retary of Transportation to transmit to the 
House of Representatives not later than 14 
days after the date of the adoption of this 
resolution all physical and electronic records 
and documents in his possession related to 
any use of Federal agency resources in any 
task or action involving or relating to Mem-
bers of the Texas Legislature in the period 
beginning May 11, 2003, and ending May 16, 
2003, except information the disclosure of 
which would harm the national security in-
terests of the United States; adversely (Rept. 
108–220). Referred to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr. 
SHAYS, Ms. LEE, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. 

JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, 
and Mr. SANDERS): 

H.R. 2790. A bill to amend the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 to protect breastfeeding by new 
mothers; to provide for a performance stand-
ard for breast pumps; and to provide tax in-
centives to encourage breastfeeding; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Energy and Com-
merce, and Education and the Workforce, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mrs. DAVIS of California (for her-
self, Mr. SANDERS, Ms. LEE, Mr. 
MORAN of Virginia, and Mr. HOLT): 

H.R. 2791. A bill to eliminate the unfair 
and disadvantageous treatment of cash mili-
tary compensation other than basic pay 
under the supplemental security income ben-
efits program; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia: 
H.R. 2792. A bill to extend eligibility for 

refugee status of unmarried sons and daugh-
ters of certain Vietnamese refugees; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DINGELL: 
H.R. 2793. A bill to provide for and approve 

the settlement of certain land claims of the 
Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians; 
to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky: 
H.R. 2794. A bill to authorize the transfer 

of the U.S.S. Narwhal to the National Sub-
marine Science Discovery Center in New-
port, Kentucky; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself and Ms. 
NORTON): 

H.R. 2795. A bill to amend the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 to provide vouchers for the 
purchase of educational books for infants 
and children participating in the special sup-
plemental nutrition program for women, in-
fants, and children under that Act; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 
H.R. 2796. A bill to amend the Fair Credit 

Reporting Act to prohibit the use of con-
sumer credit history for any insurance pur-
pose and to require the disclosure of con-
sumer reports and the credit scoring proce-
dure in order to prevent inaccuracies and 
mistakes in consumer credit reports, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services. 

By Mr. WILSON of South Carolina (for 
himself, Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, Mr. 
JENKINS, Mr. BROWN of South Caro-
lina, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. COLLINS, Mr. 
MCCOTTER, Mr. CARDOZA, and Mrs. 
MYRICK): 

H.R. 2797. A bill to amend title 32, United 
States Code, to improve the readiness of 
State defense forces and to increase military 
coordination for homeland security between 
the States and the Department of Defense; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BROWN of South Carolina (for 
himself, Mr. AKIN, Mr. BARRETT of 
South Carolina, Mr. BEAUPREZ, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Vir-
ginia, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. 
GARRETT of New Jersey, Mr. HAYES, 
Mr. OSBORNE, Mr. PENCE, Mr. PITTS, 
Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. SOUDER, 
and Mr. WILSON of South Carolina): 

H.J. Res. 65. A joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States respecting real and virtual 
child pornography; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Ms. PELOSI: 
H. Res. 324. A resolution relating to a ques-

tion of the privileges of the House. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. MENENDEZ, 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. ACKERMAN, 
and Mr. CROWLEY): 

H. Res. 325. A resolution commemorating 
the 9th anniversary of the attack on the Ar-
gentine Jewish Mutual Aid Association 
(AMIA) in Buenos Aires, Argentina, and 
highlighting the attack as characteristic of 
the threat to the United States from radical 
Islamic organizations operating from Latin 
America; to the Committee on International 
Relations.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII,
Mr. TOOMEY introduced A bill (H.R. 2798) 

for the relief of Gracekutty Thomas and her 
son Gladwin Thomas; which was referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 63: Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 66: Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 97: Mr. GREEN of Texas and Mr. BOU-

CHER. 
H.R. 106: Mr. GOODE. 
H.R. 125: Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 135: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 
H.R. 218: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms. 

GRANGER, Mr. COLLINS, and Ms. LORETTA 
SANCHEZ of California. 

H.R. 236: Mr. MCINTYRE. 
H.R. 284: Mr. FEENEY, Mr. HASTINGS of 

Florida, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. COLE, 
and Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 

H.R. 290: Ms. HARMAN, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, 
and Mr. COLE. 

H.R. 296: Ms. ESHOO and Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 339: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska and Mr. 

KLINE. 
H.R. 384: Mr. SOUDER, Ms. GINNY BROWN-

WAITE of Florida, and Mr. FLAKE. 
H.R. 391: Mr. MILLER of Florida.
H.R. 422: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 687: Mr. SAXTON and Mr. OTTER. 
H.R. 742: Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. ROSS, Mr. EMAN-

UEL, and Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. 
H.R. 790: Mr. SAXTON. 
H.R. 792: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 
H.R. 806: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. GRIJALVA, 

Mr. BISHOP of New York, and Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 857: Mr. CASE. 
H.R. 931: Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 962: Mr. BERMAN. 
H.R. 997: Mr. KNOLLENBERG and Mr. GAR-

RETT of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1078: Mr. BONILLA, Mr. COBLE, Mr. 

SIMMONS, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. 
SCHROCK, Mr. PITTS, and Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida. 

H.R. 1083: Mr. NORWOOD. 
H.R. 1100: Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 1105: Mr. WATT. 
H.R. 1117: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1174: Mr. JONES of Ohio. 
H.R. 1196: Mr. OWENS and Mr. HOLT. 
H.R. 1215: Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA and Mr. DAVIS 

of Illinois. 
H.R. 1216: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA, 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, and Mr. MICHAUD.
H.R. 1217: Mr. CLYBURN and Mr. DAVIS of Il-

linois. 
H.R. 1218: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois and Mr. 

THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
H.R. 1231: Mr. OWENS, Mr. BISHOP of New 

York, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. PICKERING, and Mr. 
RUSH. 

H.R. 1250: Mr. ENGLISH.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7170 July 18, 2003
H.R. 1348: Mr. CASE. 
H.R. 1411: Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. CUMMINGS, 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. MCGOVERN, 
and Mr. KUCINICH. 

H.R. 1421: Mr. FILNER and Ms. CARSON of 
Indiana. 

H.R. 1430: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut and 
Mr. ISRAEL. 

H.R. 1479: Mr. LOBIONDO. 
H.R. 1480: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H.R. 1482: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 1499: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H.R. 1513: Mr. TERRY, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. 

GREEN of Wisconsin, and Mr. POMEROY. 
H.R. 1523: Mrs. MYRICK. 
H.R. 1532: Mr. OWENS and Mr. MICA. 
H.R. 1676: Mr. MANZULLO and Mr. AKIN. 
H.R. 1708: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. 
H.R. 1723: Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 1734: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. DUN-

CAN, Mr. WAMP, and Mr. BACA. 
H.R. 1767: Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina 

and Mr. HEFLEY.
H.R. 1813: Mr. TIERNEY and Mr. GREEN of 

Wisconsin. 
H.R. 1818: Mr. LYNCH and Mr. UDALL of Col-

orado. 
H.R. 1822: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. 

LANTOS, Mr. FROST, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. DOO-
LITTLE, Mr. FARR, Ms. HARMAN, and Ms. LEE. 

H.R. 1861: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia. 

H.R. 1874: Mr. VAN HOLLEN and Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 1992: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. MENENDEZ, 

Mr. PASTOR, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. BACA, Ms. LINDA 
T. SANCHEZ of California, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, 
Mr. REYES, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. GONZALEZ, 
Mr. BECERRA, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. CASE, Mr. 
HONDA, and Mr. OWENS. 

H.R. 1998: Mr. UPTON, Mr. COX, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. CASE, Ms. GINNY 
BROWN-WAITE of Florida, and Mr. SHAW. 

H.R. 2020: Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky. 
H.R. 2037: Mr. HOLT. 
H.R. 2042: Mr. NADLER, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. 

HOLT, Mr. OLVER, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, 
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. WEINER, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN, and Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.R. 2096: Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. GINGREY, 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. GOODLATTE, 

Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. COLE, Mr. JEFFERSON, and 
Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. 

H.R. 2205: Mr. BERRY, Mr. GREEN of Texas, 
Mr. FARR, Ms. WATSON, Mr. WATT, Mr. JACK-
SON of Illinois, Mr. QUINN, Mr. CRANE, and 
Mr. PORTMAN. 

H.R. 2232: Mrs. NORTHUP.
H.R. 2316: Mr. COLLINS. 
H.R. 2372: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 2379: Mrs. EMERSON. 
H.R. 2394: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MATHESON, and 

Mr. SANDLIN. 
H.R. 2418: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 2427: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. 

OLIVER, Mr. CLAY, and Mr. CROWLEY. 
H.R. 2462: Mr. BLUMENAUER and Mr. FARR. 
H.R. 2482: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 
H.R. 2490: Mr. ETHERIDGE. 
H.R. 2568: Mrs. LOWEY and Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 2569: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-

fornia, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. MENENDEZ. 

H.R. 2579: Mr. EHLERS, Mr. HOSTETTLER, 
and Mr. FORBES. 

H.R. 2591: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
H.R. 2613: Ms. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 2620: Mr. PENCE, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 

MCGOVERN, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 
H.R. 2622: Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. TERRY, and 

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. 
H.R. 2625: Mr. ROTHMAN, Ms. MILLENDER-

MCDONALD, Mr. HONDA, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, 
Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms. SOLIS, Ms. WATERS, 
and Mr. OLVER. 

H.R. 2626: Mr DINGELL, Mr. REHBERG, Mr. 
QUINN, and Mr. OSBORNE.

H.R. 2629: Mr. OWENS. 
H.R. 2661: Mr. COBLE. 
H.R. 2665: Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 2671: Mr. BACHUS, Mr. CRANE, Mr. 

ROHRABACHER, Mr. OTTER, Mr. GARRETT of 
New Jersey, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, and Mr. 
BILIRAKIS. 

H.R. 2680: Mr. DAVIS of Florida, Mr. 
KUCINICH, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. ROSS, Mr. 
BELL, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. CARDOZA, 
Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. 
MILLER of North Carolina, Mr. BRADLEY of 
New Hampshire, Mr. STARK, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. 

LORETTA SANCHEZ of California, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. 
ISRAEL, Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
BOSWELL, Mr. BURNS, Mr. LATOURETTE, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. CRANE, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, 
Mr. SPRATT, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. GEORGE MIL-
LER of California, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, 
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. MENENDEZ, 
Mr. PICKERING, Mr. CAMP, Mr. ROGERS of 
Michigan, and Mr. BAIRD. 

H.R. 2705: Mr. MCINTYRE and Mr. WICKER. 
H.R. 2711: Mr. VAN HOLLEN and Mr. GREEN 

of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 2719: Mr. COLLINS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 

BROWN of South Carolina, Mr. MCNULTY, and 
Ms. KILPATRICK. 

H.R. 2720: Mr. RUSH, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and 
Ms. BALDWIN. 

H.R. 2727: Mr. WEXLER. 
H.R. 2752: Mr. CASE. 
H.R. 2758: Mr. NUSSLE. 
H.R. 2769: Mrs. NORTHUP, Mr. BURTON of In-

diana, and Mr. WAMP.
H.J. Res. 28: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
H.J. Res. 30: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
H.J. Res. 31: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
H.J. Res. 32: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
H.J. Res. 33: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
H.J. Res. 34: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
H.J. Res. 35: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
H.J. Res. 36: Mrs. KELLY.
H. Con. Res. 47: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 

FROST, and Mr. KUCINICH. 
H. Con. Res. 176: Mr. KANJORSKI. 
H. Con. Res. 229: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. WALSH, 

Mr. MCNULTY, and Mr. KUCINICH. 
H. Res. 315: Mr. REYES, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 

JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. HALL, and Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ. 

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 1472: Mr. ISAKSON. 
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