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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. R0OSS).

————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
October 4, 2007.

I hereby appoint the Honorable MIKE ROSS

to act as Speaker pro tempore on this day.
NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———

PRAYER

The Reverend Dr. Clay Evans, Pastor
Emeritus, Fellowship Missionary Bap-
tist Church, Chicago, Illinois, offered
the following prayer:

O God, our Father, You have said in
Your word, “If my people, which are
called by my name, shall humble them-
selves and pray, and seek my face and
turn from their wicked ways, then will
I hear from heaven and will forgive
their sin and will heal their land.”

I come to You today in the mighty
name of Jesus, thanking You and prais-
ing You for our great Nation. I thank
You for the governing plan You gave to
our Forefathers.

I 1ift up our Congress. I pray that by
Your power the legislative body will
make laws that are right and just.

Father, I ask You to give them wis-
dom to make decisions that will
strengthen and prosper our Nation.

I pray that You will cause the Mem-
bers of Congress to trust You with all
their heart and lean not to their own
understanding. Allow them to acknowl-
edge You alone are God and You will
direct their path.

Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the

last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

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

————
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
WILSON) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina led
the Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

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

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

H.R. 2467. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 69 Montgomery Street in Jersey City, New
Jersey, as the “Frank J. Guarini Post Office
Building™.

H.R. 2587. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 565 South 3rd Street Lobby in Memphis,
Tennessee, as the “‘Kenneth T. Whalum, Sr.
Post Office Building”’.

H.R. 2654. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 202 South Dumont Avenue in Woonsocket,
South Dakota, as the ‘‘Eleanor McGovern
Post Office Building”’.

H.R. 2765. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 44 North Main Street in Hughesville,
Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘Master Sergeant Sean
Michael Thomas Post Office’.

H.R. 2778. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 3 Quaker Ridge Road in New Rochelle,
New York, as the ‘“‘Robert Merrill Postal
Station’.

H.R. 2825. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 326 South Main Street in Princeton, Illi-
nois, as the ‘“Owen Lovejoy Princeton Post
Office Building”’.

H.R. 3052. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 954 Wheeling Avenue in Cambridge, Ohio,
as the ‘“‘John Herschel Glenn, Jr. Post Office
Building™’.

H.R. 3106. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 805 Main Street in Ferdinand, Indiana, as
the “Staff Sergeant David L. Nord Post Of-
fice”.

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

H.R. 15685. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2008 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili-
tary construction, and for defense activities
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2082. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2008 for intelligence and
intelligence-related activities of the United
States Government, the Community Man-
agement Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability
System, and for other purposes.

The message also announced, that
the Senate insists upon its amendment
to the bill (H.R. 1585) ““An Act to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year
2008 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of
the Department of Energy, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such
fiscal year, and for other purposes,’ re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. BYRD, Mr. LIEBERMAN,
Mr. REED, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. NELSON
(FL), Mr. NELSON (NE), Mr. BAYH, Mrs.
CLINTON, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. WEBB, Mrs.
MCCASKILL, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. WARNER,
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. SESSIONS, Ms. COLLINS,
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. GRAHAM, Mrs.
DOLE, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. THUNE, Mr.
MARTINEZ, and Mr. CORKER, to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
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the bill (H.R. 2082) ‘““An Act to author-
ize appropriations for fiscal year 2008
for intelligence and intelligence-re-
lated activities of the United States
Government, the Community Manage-
ment Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability System, and for other pur-
poses,” requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
WYDEN, Mr. BAYH, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
FEINGOLD, Mr. NELSON (FL), Mr.
WHITEHOUSE, Mr. BOND, Mr. WARNER,
Mr. HAGEL, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. HATCH,
Ms. SNOWE, and Mr. BURR;

As additional conferees: Mr. LEVIN,
and Mr. KYL; to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S. 2106. An act to provide nationwide sub-
poena authority for actions brought under
the September 11 Victim Compensation Fund
of 2001.

The message also announced that the
Senate has agreed to the following con-
current resolution:

S. Con. Res. 45. Concurrent resolution com-
mending the Ed Block Courage Award Foun-
dation for its work in aiding children and
families affected by child abuse, and desig-
nating November 2007 as National Courage
Month.

———

WELCOMING THE REVEREND DR.
CLAY EVANS

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

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to welcome our guest chaplain, the
Reverend Dr. Clay Evans, the pastor
emeritus of the Fellowship Baptist
Church of Chicago, Illinois.

Dr. Evans, the son of A. Henry and
Estanauly Evans, was born on June 23,
1925, in Brownsville, Tennessee. Or-
dained a Baptist minister in 1950, the
illustrious founding pastor of the affec-
tionately called ‘“SHIP”’ has been re-
sponsible for launching the ministerial
careers of 93 men and women.

Mr. Speaker, he was my catechizer at
my own ordination.

Dr. Evans has been a leader in the
civil rights movement since 1965. He
was a staunch supporter in the Chicago
crusade of Dr. Martin Luther King.
That staunch support caused funding
for his new church to be cut off, and
the structure stood unfinished for 8
years.

From 1971 to 1976 he was the founding
national board chairman of the Rain-
bow PUSH Coalition. Rev. Evans was
the founding president and chairman of
the African American Religious Con-
nection, the founding president of the
Broadcast Ministers of Chicago, and
was a board member of the National
Baptist Convention, U.S.A., Inc.

This radio and television minister,
who reached listeners weekly in more
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than 20 States, has been happily mar-
ried to the former Lutha Mae
Hollingshed for more than 60 years, and
they are the proud parents of five chil-
dren.

Although Rev. Evans retired as pas-
tor on December 8, 2000, he remains a
man of faith, a man of vision, and one
who emphatically believes: ‘It is no se-
cret what God can do.”

———

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3554

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, due
to an error in my office, the name JOHN
SALAZAR was added to the bill H.R.
35564, and I would ask unanimous con-
sent that his name be removed from
H.R. 3554.

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

There was no objection.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

————

REPUBLICANS NEED TIME TO
REFLECT ON SCHIP

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, my
Republican friends need some time to
reflect on the children’s health pro-
gram; not over the course of the 2
weeks just for pressure, but to get
their facts straight, to stop getting
their information from the White
House talking points and get informa-
tion from the American people, their
Governor, about how the program actu-
ally works.

President Bush is worried that it
won’t go to poor children because some
families earning up to $83,000 a year
will be eligible.

First of all, this is not a program for
poor children, most of whom are al-
ready eligible for Medicaid. It is for
children of working families, 90 percent
of whom earn less than $40,000 a year.
No one gets $83,000, because the Bush
administration turned down one
State’s request. A few do have higher
incomes because the States requested
it and the Bush administration ap-
proved it.

The Bush administration, if they
don’t like families getting it, can stop
approving those waivers.

———

SUPPORT THE MENTAL HEALTH
SECURITY FOR AMERICA’S FAMI-
LIES ACT

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

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, last April, 33 students
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were Kkilled at Virginia Tech. That
tragedy exposed problems with Federal
laws that are a barrier to schools com-
municating with parents when a stu-
dent has a serious problem. The Family
Educational Rights and Privacy Act of
1974 states that students’ records can-
not be released except ‘‘to protect the
health and safety of the student and
others.”

Unfortunately, the interpretation of
that law is so unclear that schools are
fearful of being sued.

The just-released report from the Na-
tional Association of Attorneys Gen-
eral Task Force on Campus Safety
calls for an update of the FERPA law
that would allow for protection from li-
ability if schools make good-faith ef-
forts to protect students, faculty and
staff.

That is precisely what my bill, H.R.
2220, offers, a way to allow schools to
communicate with parents when a stu-
dent has significant mental health
problems that increase the risk for sui-
cide, homicide or violent acts while we
still protect the confidentiality of
records.

I ask that all my colleagues join me
and Representative GRACE NAPOLITANO
in cosponsoring our bill, the Mental
Health Security for Families in Edu-
cation Act, and work to protect our
students.

Let’s take down the walls between
parents and schools. Let’s take action
now to save lives tomorrow.

———

PRIORITIES

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

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, in 7
years, the President has been awfully
reluctant to use his veto pen. But when
it comes to important health care leg-
islation, this President hasn’t hesi-
tated to say ‘‘no’’ to the American peo-
ple.

Stem cell research, which could cure
diseases and save millions of lives, the
American people support it. The Presi-
dent vetoed it.

Children’s health insurance provides
health care to children from working
middle-class families who earn too
much to qualify for Medicaid, but can’t
afford private insurance. The American
people support it. This President ve-
toed it.

In my district, Dolores Sweeney
works for an insurance company, has
three children, and is trying to get pri-
vate health care for her children, but
cannot get it in the private insurance
marketplace. Her employer does not
provide health care. Her children are
on SCHIP. This bill is right for Dolores
Sweeney and the 10 million children
that get health care through it. The
President vetoed it.

Even Republican Senator CHARLES
GRASSLEY said about the President and
SCHIP, He simply doesn’t understand
the bill and he is wrong.

The only health care legislation this
President supported was a prescription
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drug bill which gave billions of dollars
away to the special interests. It is time
for the President to stand with the
American people and support our chil-
dren.

———

POLITICAL POSTURING ON SCHIP

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, we have
seen an incredible amount of political
posturing this week over SCHIP. The
SCHIP program was created in a bipar-
tisan effort to ensure poor children
without health insurance have health
care coverage. Poor children without
insurance. Children, not adults. Some
States have more adults on SCHIP
than children. Poor children, not fami-
lies making $83,000 a year, to get free
health insurance. Poor children with-
out insurance.

Under the Democrat bill, one in three
children who already have private in-
surance would drop their private cov-
erage to get free government coverage.

Let’s ensure poor children have
health coverage and do it in a bipar-
tisan way, not shutting out Repub-
licans the way they did in this last bill.

This Democrat Congress truly is a
dysfunctional Congress. They can’t
even get SCHIP reauthorization right.

———

MISTREATMENT OF RETURNING
SOLDIERS

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

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to voice my outrage and utter
disgust regarding the treatment of
some of our brave men and women who
have just returned home from serving
gallantly in Iraq.

Recently, members of the Minnesota
National Guard, known as the Red
Bulls, were told that they did not qual-
ify to receive benefits under the GI
Bill. Why? Because they were deployed
for 729 days in Iraq and not the 730 days
mandated by the GI Bill to receive ben-
efits.

The fact that they would deny edu-
cational benefits to courageous vet-
erans who risked their lives defending
our freedoms, many of whom were de-
ployed for 20 consecutive months, is
shameful and appalling. Supporting our
troops means taking care of them when
they come home and providing them
with the benefits they have earned and
rightfully deserve.

Mr. Speaker, if I might invoke the
words of Alexis de Tocqueville: ‘““Amer-
ica is great because America is good.
And if America ever ceases to be good,
it will cease to be great.”

Mr. Speaker, this action does not re-
flect the goodness of our great Nation.
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OPEN AND TRANSPARENT
SPENDING

(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, the American people deserve
better from their government when it
comes to the way it spends their hard-
earned taxpayer dollars. As Jerry
Bellune of the Lexington County
Chronicle would say, ‘‘It’s the people’s
money, not the government’s money
given to the people.”

It seems that this Democrat majority
which rode to power on a wave of prom-
ises about open and transparent Con-
gress has decided these principles do
not apply when it comes to all ear-
marks. So I ask my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, if identifying
who is sponsoring an earmark is okay
on spending bills, why is it not okay on
all legislation?

The American people deserve more
transparency from their government,
not multi-million dollar spending
packages slipped silently into legisla-
tion under a bureaucratic cover.

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

11th. Thank goodness for Rush
Limbaugh, who supports our troops.
————
J 1015
DENOUNCING ATTACKS ON RUSH
LIMBAUGH

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

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to denounce the liberals’ fraudu-
lent attacks on Rush Limbaugh. Any-
one who reads the widely available
transcript as I have done sees that Mr.
Limbaugh was appropriately referring
to the pretenders who pose as medal
winners or who falsely claim to have
committed atrocities in Iraq when he
used the phrase ‘‘phony soldiers.”

No, the real scandal here is that lib-
erals in America and here in this Con-
gress are willing to manipulate facts to
smear those they disagree with. But
there’s an even more insidious agenda
by liberals going on and that is to re-
institute the so-called Fairness Doc-
trine, which is actually a way to si-
lence conservatives on the radio waves.
Mr. Limbaugh deserves mega-kudos for
being a forceful and effective voice on
the side of common sense and for being
an example of the first amendment in
action. After all, isn’t that what our
country is supposed to be about?

————

RECOGNIZING CHARLOTTE’S BLUE
RIBBON CAMPAIGN

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

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, last April,
Charlotte police officers Sean Clark
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and Jeff Shelton were shot and killed
in the line of duty as they responded to
a call at an east Charlotte apartment
complex. As a result of these tragic
murders came the Blue Ribbon Cam-
paign. Many miles of free blue ribbon
were distributed throughout the great-
er Charlotte area. Jeff Katz, a former
police officer who hosts the afternoon
drive show on WBT in Charlotte, North
Carolina, urged listeners to display the
blue ribbons on cars and homes as well
as on their persons to visibly support
law enforcement. On his radio show,
Katz asked listeners to donate to a spe-
cial memorial fund for the families of
the slain officers. In a matter of hours,
Katz had pledges of $50,000. Those mak-
ing pledges were directed to make their
donations directly to the Fraternal
Order of Police Lodge No. 9.

I want to commend these officers and
their families for their sacrifice and
thank their brothers and sisters in law
enforcement for their commitment to
keep the city safe. I also want to thank
Jeff Katz and countless citizens for
their tremendous efforts in the Blue
Ribbon Campaign responding to this
tragedy. Out of this tragedy it was en-
couraging to see the tremendous out-
pouring of support from the whole com-
munity for our law enforcement per-
sonnel who risk their lives every day
for all of us.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3648, MORTGAGE FOR-
GIVENESS DEBT RELIEF ACT OF
2007

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, 1
call up House Resolution 703 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 703

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 3648) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude dis-
charges of indebtedness on principal resi-
dences from gross income, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived except those aris-
ing under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. The
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Ways and
Means now printed in the bill, modified by
the amendment printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution, shall be considered as adopted. The
bill, as amended, shall be considered as read.
All points of order against provisions of the
bill, as amended, are waived. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill, as amended, to final passage with-
out intervening motion except: (1) one hour
of debate equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Ways and Means; and
(2) one motion to recommit with or without
instructions.

SEC. 2. During consideration of H.R. 3648
pursuant to this resolution, notwithstanding
the operation of the previous question, the
Chair may postpone further consideration of
the bill to such time as may be designated by
the Speaker.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. CARDOZA. Thank you,
Speaker.

For the purpose of debate only, I
yield the customary 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN
D1AZ-BALART). All time yielded during
consideration of the rule is for debate
only.

Mr.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CARDOZA. I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members have 5 legisla-
tive days within which to revise and
extend their remarks on House Resolu-
tion 703.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 703
provides for consideration of H.R. 3648,
the Mortgage Forgiveness Debt Relief
Act of 2007 under the traditional closed
rule. The rule provides 1 hour of gen-
eral debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means. The rule waives all points of
order against consideration of the bill
except for clauses 9 and 10 of rule XXI.
Finally, the rule provides one motion
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, as we have heard from
countless media reports and I have
seen in my own congressional district,
the housing market is in crisis.
Subprime mortgages and predatory
lending practices are more prominent
than ever. Home values have plunged 15
to 20 percent this year and foreclosures
in the first 6 months of this year alone
have surged 55 percent over the same
period in 2006.

Sadly, Mr. Speaker, I know these sit-
uations all too well. I represent com-
munities that have been dubbed the
Foreclosure Capital of the United
States of America by the national
media because of foreclosure rates of
about one in 27 homes. I have seen the
joy in families’ eyes when they have
been able to purchase their first home
and achieve the American Dream. I
have seen the tears when they struggle
to make their payments and their
dream is taken away.

Mr. Speaker, losing your home to
foreclosure is an unthinkable ordeal.
The way I see it, if you are unfortunate
enough to lose your home to fore-
closure because you are struggling, you
have suffered enough. You shouldn’t be
punished further by being taxed on
what you no longer own. But that’s ex-
actly what’s happening. Under current
tax law, the IRS counts as income the
amount of the mortgage debt that you
have been forgiven by a lender as it is
considered a ‘‘gift’’ and therefore sub-
ject to tax. This means that when
many Americans lose their home to
foreclosure, they are slapped with a tax
bill when a lender discharges the debt

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

on their home. Families are shocked—
and frankly so am I—when they receive
a tax bill for something they no longer
own simply because of phantom income
that is created when the so-called gift
is forgiven. This double whammy, as
Chairman RANGEL likes to say, of
someone losing their home to fore-
closure, often because of circumstances
beyond their control, and then facing a
tax bill on top of that is neither fair
nor equitable, and it has to stop.

The bill before us today, H.R. 3648,
addresses this very issue. The bill is
quite simple. First, it exempts forgiven
mortgage debt from being counted as
income for tax purposes. This will pre-
vent countless Americans from receiv-
ing a tax bill after they have lost their
home to foreclosure. Second, H.R. 3648
provides for a T7-year extension of the
tax deduction for private mortgage in-
surance, which is scheduled to end at
the end of 2007. The deduction for PMI,
as it is most commonly known, is crit-
ical to many low- and moderate-in-
come families and first-time home-
buyers who lack the traditional down
payment. The PMI deduction allows
them to purchase a home at lower cost
while avoiding risky subprime or pred-
atory second loans that would need to
be made for them to make a down pay-
ment. Third, the bill makes it easier
for owners of co-op housing units to
qualify as a cooperative housing insti-
tution. H.R. 3648 also addresses a tax
loophole regarding capital gains treat-
ment from the sale of certain homes.
Closing this unintended loophole will
prevent people from switching back
and forth between a primary and sec-
ondary residence to get a double tax
benefit that was never intended.

Mr. Speaker, the bipartisan bill be-
fore us today, H.R. 3648, was unani-
mously approved by the Ways and
Means Committee, and it has the
strong support of organizations such as
the National Association of Home
Builders, the Mortgage Bankers Asso-
ciation and the National Association of
Realtors. I would like to thank Chair-
man RANGEL and the Ways and Means
Committee for their hard and thought-
ful work in bringing this legislation to
the floor today.

Mr. Speaker, this bill provides more
opportunities for people to buy a home,
more options for families to keep their
home, and eliminates an unfair tax bill
should they in fact lose their home
through unfortunate circumstances. I
am proud to join many organizations
and my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle in supporting this commonsense
legislation today.

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

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

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I
would like to thank my friend, the gen-
tleman from California, for the time
and I yield myself such time as I may
consume.
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In August, over 165,000 properties in
Florida alone entered foreclosure, 50
percent more than the previous month.
The situation is most acute in the part
of Florida that I am honored to rep-
resent. Miami-Dade County ranks in
the top five counties in the Nation
among major metropolitan areas where
homes are entering some stage of fore-
closure. Broward County ranks third in
the Nation. This great cause for con-
cern in the housing market has
prompted anxiety over the tax con-
sequences associated with discharges of
indebtedness, debt forgiveness, in con-
nection with restructuring acquisition
indebtedness and home foreclosures.

As the gentleman from California
pointed out, under current law, when a
lender forgives some or all of the mort-
gage debt, Mr. Speaker, the borrower is
required to treat the forgiven debt as
taxable income, taxed at ordinary
rates. In today’s marketplace, declin-
ing property values have left some sell-
ers in the position of having to sell
their homes for less than the out-
standing balance on the mortgage.
Even if the loss of value occurs through
no fault of their own, if the lender for-
gives the shortfall, that amount is tax-
able income for sellers. This phantom
income tax places a heavy burden on a
family that has incurred a significant
economic loss. This legislation will
help protect those homeowners from an
unexpected and unfair tax bill.

The bill also extends the deduction
for private mortgage insurance for 7
years. Current law limits the deduction
for private mortgage insurance to pay-
ments made prior to the end of 2007.
This provision will be helpful, espe-
cially to young families purchasing
their first home.

There is some concern that the bill
may go beyond what is needed during
this time. The administration and
some in the minority here in Congress
have stated that the relief should be
temporary to assist homeowners dur-
ing the current mortgage market tran-
sition period, avoiding as much as pos-
sible distorting consumer and lender
decisions on new mortgage loans. But,
Mr. Speaker, there can be no doubt
that the underlying legislation being
brought forth today for consideration
by this House is an example of what
can happen, the good that can happen,
the progress that can be made when
the congressional majority decides to
work with the administration, with the
President and the minority in Congress
on an important issue such as this.
Much of the legislation that we will be
considering today was proposed, the
substance of that legislation was pro-
posed by President Bush. And so this is
an example of what progress can be
made on important issues when the
congressional majority decides to work
with the minority and the administra-
tion.

Now, on process, Mr. Speaker, in a
document called The New Direction for
America, the new congressional major-
ity laid out its campaign promises to
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the American people last year. In-
cluded in that document was a prom-
ise, and I quote, that bills should gen-
erally come to the floor under a proce-
dure that allows open, full and fair de-
bate consisting of a full amendment
process that grants the minority the
right to offer its alternatives, includ-
ing a substitute.
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But with this rule today that, as you
know, Mr. Speaker, the rule is what
brings to the floor the underlying sub-
stantive legislation that will be consid-
ered subsequently by the House; with
this rule today, the majority has bro-
ken its own promise in two ways. First,
they denied the minority the ability to
offer a substitute amendment. My col-
league, the distinguished ranking
member, Mr. DREIER, offered two
amendments Tuesday in Rules to allow
Ways and Means Ranking Member
MCCRERY the ability to offer a sub-
stitute amendment on this legislation.
But on a party-line vote, the majority
rejected the minority’s ability to offer
a substitute.

The majority claims that they are
running the House in a more open man-
ner than we did in the 109th Congress,
but this rule today once again dem-
onstrates that they are not moving to-
ward a more open process, but instead
moving backwards. This rule closes out
all amendments. So every Member of
the House is precluded from in any way
offering their ideas to improve this
bill.

So far this year, the majority has of-
fered 34 closed rules on bills, closing
out all amendments, far surpassing the
number from the 109th Congress at this
point, as a matter of fact, more than
double the amount of closed rules. At
this point in the 109th Congress there
had been 16 closed rules. And remember
the promise: the promise was to move
in the other direction, and instead,
more than double the amount of closed
rules; clearly, moving backwards.

What this rule today really rep-
resents, Mr. Speaker, is a missed op-
portunity. If the majority had offered
an open rule, the majority could have
doubled their number of open rules on
nonappropriations bills to a whopping
two; instead, they’ve permitted only
one open rule on nonappropriations
bills, thus continuously violating their
claim to be a more open and bipartisan
Congress.

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

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to remind my friend and colleague
from Florida that tax bills have tradi-
tionally been handled under closed
rules, including when Mr. DREIER was
chairman of the committee and when
Mr. DI1AZ-BALART was the vice chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. CAS-
TOR), a distinguished member of the
committee.

Ms. CASTOR. I thank my colleague
from California, who continues to be a
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leader for homeowners across this
country as they face very troubling
times.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of the Mortgage Debt Relief
Act of 2007 and this rule. I would like
to thank Chairman RANGEL and the
House Ways and Means Committee for
moving quickly on this critical legisla-
tion.

Our efforts today will help families
across America who have had to bear
the unfortunate burden of their homes
going into foreclosure. You see, under
current law, after a homeowner loses
their home to foreclosure, they are
forced to pay income tax on that debt
forgiveness. So although the home-
owner has lost their assets, they must
suffer the immeasurable strain of a tax
bill that they are often unable to pay.

When a family has lost their home to
foreclosure or has been unable to re-
negotiate their loan with their lender
to reflect the current value of their
home, homeowners under current law
are being confronted with an unfair
and, frankly, unaffordable tax bill. Our
legislation on the floor of the House
today will help.

This is simply an issue of fairness for
struggling families and homeowners. It
is unfair for a family to pay a tax on
their income that they actually do not
receive. When a bank forgives some
amount of debt for a homeowner, ei-
ther to avoid foreclosure or simply to
forgive a debt to a homeowner already
in the foreclosure process, the amount
of the forgiven debt is treated by the
IRS as income, which is then taxed.
For families already struggling to
make ends meet, the phantom income
and resulting tax burden generated by
this can endanger their financial
health even further. This bill will fix
this double whammy.

With the current housing crisis that
exists in our country, especially from
the subprime lending market, it is no
wonder that so many families have
found themselves in unfortunate situa-
tions when it comes to their homes.
Relieving families of this tax burden is
the least we can do to help our families
and all that they are trying to do in
their everyday lives.

My colleague from Florida is correct:
in August, the State of Florida had the
second highest total of foreclosure fil-
ings, up 77 percent from the previous
month. Florida is ranked third in the
United States for overall foreclosures
this year, and nationwide foreclosures
up are 115 percent.

In my home district in the Tampa
Bay area, over 10,000 of my neighbors
have found their homes falling into
foreclosure within the first 6 months of
this year. Well, we are going to extend
a lifeline today, and believe me, it mat-
ters.

Last month, I visited with one of my
neighbors, Isaline Wyatt. She is a sin-
gle mother of two in east Tampa who
was very close to losing her home to
foreclosure. Fortunately, she was able
to keep her home with the help of
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Neighborworks, a community action
group. But many of our neighbors are
in similar situations, and they do not
have the same prospects. I promised
Isaline and our neighbors throughout
the Tampa Bay area that we would
work to ensure that help is within
reach.

I am proud to say that today we will
keep that promise and help bring relief
to my hardworking neighbors. We will
keep them from being faced with
unaffordable, large tax bills as a result
of foreclosure or renegotiating mort-
gages.

In the city of St. Petersburg, Florida,
the talented and caring staff at the
local Neighborworks center work hard
every day to keep homeowners in their
home. Since January, they have as-
sisted 65 families. Homeowners like
Joann Carnaham of St. Petersburg are
working desperately with Neighbor-
works so they don’t lose their homes.
Joann fell behind on her mortgage pay-
ment because she lost her job. The
house she lived in belonged to her par-
ents. She refinanced for $80,000. Her fa-
ther was still there, but he passed
away, and she had to pay all of his
bills. Due to lack of income and her fa-
ther’s death, she was unable to nego-
tiate a payment plan with her mort-
gage company. Under current law, if
Joann’s home goes into foreclosure, she
will be hit with an income tax bill that
she is in absolutely no position to pay.

Mr. Speaker, the Mortgage Forgive-
ness Debt Relief Act of 2007 will aid
families and people like Joann in St.
Petersburg and help them get back on
their feet after foreclosure. With the
whirlwind of problems in the mortgage
finance system, this bill will help sta-
bilize families in our mneighborhood,
and I urge adoption today.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Speaker, in response to
my good friend Mr. CARDOZA’S point
about the tradition with tax bills, yes,
there has been a tradition to bring tax
bills to the floor under a restricted
rule. That has not precluded in the
past, as we did often, the ability of the
minority to offer a substitute amend-
ment.

So what I was talking about with re-
gard to process is that there was a
clear promise to move in a more open
direction, to move toward more open-
ness and more transparency and more
rights for the minority. And what has
happened is exactly the opposite, a
doubling by the majority of closed
rules that absolutely close out, in
other words, prohibit, all Members
from proposing amendments on this
floor. So that great contrast between
the promise and the performance is
what I was alluding to, that unfortu-
nate contrast.

Now, on substance, again, I think
that today is an example of something
very positive. The congressional major-
ity has decided to work with the mi-
nority and the President on an issue
that is of importance to this legisla-
tion. And so we see legislation, much of
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which was proposed by the President of
the United States, coming to the floor
today to solve a major problem facing
the American people.

So while I reiterate the great dis-
appointment that we in the minority
feel with regard to the lack of perform-
ance by the majority with regard to its
promise to open this House to more
fairness on substance, I think it’s com-
mendable that for once there is an
issue of importance to the American
people that the congressional majority
has decided to work with the President
on and with the minority in Congress.

I will be asking for a ‘“‘no” vote on
the previous question, Mr. Speaker, so
that we can amend this rule and allow
the House to consider a change to the
rules of the House to restore account-
ability and enforceability to the ear-
mark rule.

Under the current rule, so long as the
chairman of a committee of jurisdic-
tion includes either a list of earmarks
contained in the bill or report, or a
statement that there are no earmarks,
no point of order lies against the bill.
This is the same as the rule in the last
Congress. However, under the rule as it
functioned under the Republican ma-
jority in the 109th Congress, even if the
point of order was not available on the
bill, it was always available on the rule
as a question of consideration. But be-
cause the Democratic Rules Committee
specifically exempts earmarks from
the waiver of all points of order, they
deprive Members of the ability to raise
the question of earmarks on the rule or
on the bill.

I would like to direct our distin-
guished colleagues, Mr. Speaker, to a
letter that the House Parliamentarian,
the distinguished JOHN SULLIVAN, re-
cently sent to the distinguished chair-
man of the Rules Committee, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, which confirms what we
have been saying since January, that
the Democratic earmark rule contains
loopholes. In his letter to Chairwoman
SLAUGHTER, the Parliamentarian stat-
ed that the Democratic earmark rule
““‘does not comprehensively apply to all
legislative propositions at all stages of
the legislative process.”

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENTARIAN,
Washington, DC, October 2, 2007.
Hon. LOUISE MCINTOSH SLAUGHTER,
Committee on Rules, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRWOMAN SLAUGHTER: Thank you
for your letter of October 2, 2007, asking for
an elucidation of our advice on how best to
word a special rule. As you also know, we
have advised the committee that language
waiving all points of order ‘‘except those
arising under clause 9 of rule XXI” should
not be adopted as boilerplate for all special
rules, notwithstanding that the committee
may be resolved not to recommend that the
House waive the earmark-disclosure require-
ments of clause 9.

In rule XXI, clause 9(a) establishes a point
of order against undisclosed earmarks in cer-
tain measures and clause 9(b) establishes a
point of order against a special rule that
waives the application of clause 9(a). As illu-
minated in the rulings of September 25 and
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27, 2007, clause 9(a) of rule XXI does not com-
prehensively apply to all legislative propo-
sitions at all stages of the legislative proc-
ess.

Clause 9(a) addresses the disclosure of ear-
marks in a bill or joint resolution, in a con-
ference report on a bill or joint resolution, or
in a so-called ‘“‘manager’s amendment’” to a
bill or joint resolution. Other forms of
amendment—whether they be floor amend-
ments during initial House consideration or
later amendments between the Houses—are
not covered. (One might surmise that those
who developed the rule felt that proposals to
amend are naturally subject to immediate
peer review, though they harbored reserva-
tions about the so-called ‘‘manager’s amend-
ment,” i.e., one offered at the outset of con-
sideration for amendment by a member of a
committee of initial referral under the terms
of a special rule.)

The question of order on September 25 in-
volved a special rule providing for a motion
to dispose of an amendment between the
Houses. As such, clause 9(a) was inapposite.
It had no application to the motion in the
first instance. Accordingly, Speaker pro
tempore Holden held that the special rule
had no tendency to waive any application of
clause 9(a). The question of order on Sep-
tember 27 involved a special rule providing
(in pertinent part) that an amendment be
considered as adopted. Speaker pro tempore
Blumenauer employed the same rationale to
hold that, because clause 9(a) had no applica-
tion to the amendment in the first instance,
the special rule had no tendency to waive
any application of clause 9(a).

The same would be true in the more com-
mon case of a committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute made in order as origi-
nal text for the purpose of further amend-
ment. Clause 9(a) of rule XXI is inapposite to
such an amendment.

In none of these scenarios would a ruling
by a presiding officer hold that earmarks are
or are not included in a particular measure
or proposition. Under clause 9(b) of rule XXI,
the threshold question for the Chair—the
cognizability of a point of order—turns on
whether the earmark-disclosure require-
ments of clause 9(a) of rule XXI apply to the
object of the special rule in the first place.
Embedded in the question whether a special
rule waives the application of clause 9(a) is
the question whether clause 9(a) has any ap-
plication.

In these cases to which clause 9 of rule XXI
has no application in the first instance, stat-
ing a waiver of all points of order except
those arising under that rule—when none
can so arise—would be, at best, gratuitous.
Its negative implication would be that such
a point of order might lie. That would be as
confusing as a waiver of all points of order
against provisions of an authorization bill
except those that can only arise in the case
of a general appropriation bill (e.g., clause 2
of role XXI). Both in this area and as a gen-
eral principle, we try hard not to use lan-
guage that yields a misleading implication.

I appreciate your consideration and trust
that this response is to be shared among all
members of the committee. Our office will
share it with all inquiring parties.

Sincerely,
JOHN V. SULLIVAN,
Parliamentarian.

This amendment, Mr. Speaker, will
restore the accountability and enforce-
ability of the earmark rule to where it
was at the end of the 109th Congress, to
provide Members with an opportunity
to bring the question of earmarks be-
fore the House for a vote. I urge my
colleagues to close this loophole by op-
posing the previous question.
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Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment and extraneous materials imme-
diately prior to the vote on the pre-
vious question.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. And at this time, Mr. Speaker,
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I would
just like to correct my colleague, the
gentleman from Florida, my friend and
great colleague on the committee, that
on page 19 of the committee report
issued after the bill was written, I
would like to read section G, which
reads: ‘“‘Pursuant to clause 9 of rule
XXI of the rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Ways and Means Com-
mittee has determined that the bill as
reported contains no congressional ear-
marks, limited tax benefits, or limited
tariff benefits within the meaning of
that rule.”

Further, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman
has mentioned that Mr. MCCRERY had
offered a substitute and that the ma-
jority had denied the minority the abil-
ity to bring that substitute up. That’s
correct, for good cause. The substitute
was not paid for under the House
PAYGO rules, and in fact violated the
House PAYGO rules, and so was not
deemed appropriate to be brought to
the floor.

Finally, that same substitute only
made these very important tax loop-
hole corrections and changes enabled
for 3 years. We believe that this par-
ticular provision needs to be perma-
nent in Federal law and that home-
owners need to be protected if they lose
their homes permanently.

So, Mr. Speaker, we did not make
Mr. MCCRERY’s substitute in order.
And, in fact, it has been the tradition
that tax bills come to the floor under
closed rules, even when Mr. DREIER and
the Republicans were in charge, be-
cause of the complexity of tax law. If
you amend that bill on the floor, we
don’t know how it will affect other
clauses within that bill. So it has been
the tradition, because of tax law com-
plexity, that bills coming to the floor
that deal with the Federal Tax Code
do, in fact, come under closed rules.
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Mr. Speaker, declining property val-
ues and rapid increases in the number
of foreclosures are causing a national
housing and mortgage crisis. This is a
commonsense bill. It is a bill that
takes key steps in stabilizing the hous-
ing market. H.R. 3648 eliminates the
double whammy of someone losing
their home to foreclosure and then fac-
ing an additional tax bill right when
they are down on their knees anyway.
It reduces mortgage costs, making it
easier for families to purchase a home
while avoiding high-risk loans. Most
importantly, it will help countless
families avoid foreclosure and to stay
in their homes.
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Mr. Speaker, the bill before us today,
H.R. 3648, the Mortgage Forgiveness
Debt Relief Act of 2007, is a necessary
bill. Once again, it shows that the
Democratic Congress is committed to
addressing the mortgage crisis sweep-
ing across our Nation. I want to thank
Mr. RANGEL and his committee for
bringing this bill to the floor.

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

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, owning
a home is part of the American dream. But it
can become a nightmare when homeowners
face foreclosure. In Metro Atlanta we have
one of the highest foreclosure rates in the
country—one in every 54 households is in
foreclosure.

Too often these are people who have lost
their jobs or are dealing with an illness. They
have lost their home, they are out of money
and they are suffering. They should not be hit
with a huge tax bill from the IRS.

Cancelled debt is not income, and treating it
like a paycheck adds insult to injury. Today we
change the tax code to protect people who are
losing their home from also having to pay a
large tax penalty.

It is the right thing to do and | encourage
my colleagues to support this bill.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. LINCOLN DI1AZ-BALART of Florida
is as follows:

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 703 OFFERED BY MR.
LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART OF FLORIDA

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 3. That immediately upon the adop-
tion of this resolution the House shall, with-
out intervention of any point of order, con-
sider the resolution (H. Res. 479) to amend
the Rules of the House of Representatives to
provide for enforcement of clause 9 of rule
XXI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives. The resolution shall be considered as
read. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the resolution to final
adoption without intervening motion or de-
mand for division of the question except: (1)
one hour of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Rules; and
(2) one motion to recommit.

(The information contained herein was
provided by Democratic Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 109th Con-
gress.)

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

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

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3246, REGIONAL ECO-
NOMIC AND INFRASTRUCTURE
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 2007

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 704 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H11259

H. RES. 704

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 3246) to amend title
40, United States Code, to provide a com-
prehensive regional approach to economic
and infrastructure development in the most
severely economically distressed regions in
the Nation. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived except those
arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. The
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure now printed in the
bill, modified by the amendment printed in
the report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution, shall be considered
as adopted. The bill, as amended, shall be
considered as read. All points of order
against provisions of the bill, as amended,
are waived. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill, as amend-
ed, to final passage without intervening mo-
tion except: (1) one hour of debate equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure; and
(2) one motion to recommit with or without
instructions.

SEC. 2. During consideration of H.R. 3246
pursuant to this resolution, notwithstanding
the operation of the previous question, the
Chair may postpone further consideration of
the bill to such time as may be designated by
the Speaker.

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

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS). All
time yielded during consideration of
this rule is for debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

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

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 704
provides for consideration of H.R. 3246,
the Regional Economic and Infrastruc-
ture Development Act of 2007. The rule
provides 1 hour of debate equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

I rise today in strong support of this
rule and H.R. 3246. I want to thank the
distinguished chairwoman of the Eco-
nomic Development, Public Buildings
and Emergency Management Sub-
committee, Ms. NORTON, Chairman
OBERSTAR, and the ranking members,
for drafting this legislation to author-
ize three new economic development
commissions.

H.R. 3246 establishes the Northern
Border, Southeast Crescent and South-
west Border Regional Commissions and
reauthorizes the successful Delta and
Northern Great Plains Regional Com-
missions. These five commissions will
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help bring economic development to re-
gions of our country that desperately
need it.

Mr. Speaker, this bipartisan legisla-
tion creates a Northern Border Re-
gional Commission that will bring
much-needed job creation and eco-
nomic development resources to the
Northeast region. Maine, New Hamp-
shire, Vermont and upstate New York
will all benefit tremendously from the
establishment of this commission be-
cause it will assess and address the
very specific needs, assets and chal-
lenges of this region.

Over the last several decades, upstate
New York, including my congressional
district, has experienced a consistent
pattern of economic distress resulting
from substantial loss in the manufac-
turing sector, coupled with an aging in-
frastructure and lack of opportunities
for a skilled workforce. My district
alone has seen a staggering loss of
more than 14,000 manufacturing jobs
from 2000 to 2005. This has been dev-
astating to our local communities;
however, this loss isn’t an anomaly. It
is extremely characteristic of several
States in the Northeast. A targeted re-
gional approach like this one created
by this bill can help bring economic vi-
tality to this region.

The three new commissions are mod-
eled after the highly successful Appa-
lachian Regional Commission, ARC.
The commission similar to the ARC
will create Federal-State partnerships
where local development districts and
other nonprofits bring project ideas
and priorities from the local level to
the commissions to promote economic
development.

Specifically, the Northern Border Re-
gional Commission will be charged
with investing $40 million per year, ris-
ing to $60 million per year by 2012, in
Federal grants focused on local trans-
portation and infrastructure projects,
broadband development, alternative
energy projects, agricultural develop-
ment, and health care facilities. With
regional planning, technical assist-
ance, and funding of projects aimed at
encouraging economic prosperity, this
Commission will help local commu-
nities work together to support com-
mon developmental goals.

Simply put, the numbers speak for
themselves. Since its creation, the
ARC has reduced the number of dis-
tressed counties in its region from 219
to 100, cut the poverty rate from 31 per-
cent to 15 percent, and has helped 1,400
businesses create 26,000 new jobs. In fis-
cal year 2005, each dollar of the ARC
funding leveraged $2.57 in other public
funding and $8.46 in private funding.

Speaking from personal experience,
six counties in my upstate New York
district have experienced similar suc-
cess being a part of the ARC. The Vil-
lage of Sherburne in Chenango County
is a great example of how small ARC
grants are extremely Thelpful in
leveraging funds from State, local and
private sources for economic develop-
ment initiatives that create jobs. A
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$200,000 ARC grant to improve aging
water infrastructure in Sherburne, New
York, a problem that is plaguing many
States in the Northeast, was able to le-
verage close to $4 million in State and
local community investment.

Mr. Speaker, the Northern Border
Regional Commission will not only ex-
tend Dbenefits to economically dis-
tressed counties in Maine, New Hamp-
shire and Vermont; it will give upstate
New York counties like Oneida, Her-
kimer, Cayuga and Seneca the oppor-
tunity to enjoy the same benefits their
neighboring counties in the southern
tier enjoy under the ARC.

We need to ensure that every Amer-
ican has access to job training, employ-
ment-related education and high-tech
infrastructure so that we can retain
and grow our global competitive edge. I
am confident that the Regional Eco-
nomic and Infrastructure Development
Act will help us achieve that end.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington is recognized
for 30 minutes.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ARCURI)
for yielding me the customary 30 min-
utes, and I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, this rule provides for consid-
eration of the Regional Economic and
Infrastructure Development Act, which
would authorize $1.25 billion to create
three new regional commissions and re-
place two other regional commissions.
These five regional commissions would
be Federal-State partnerships that
would provide grants to State and local
governments to promote infrastructure
and economic development.

While I believe that comprehensive,
regional approaches to addressing in-
frastructure and economic develop-
ment needs often can be beneficial, I
am not convinced that creating five
commissions and the layers of bureauc-
racy associated with them is necessary
to provide grants to communities most
in need.

The Regional Economic and Infra-
structure Development Act was origi-
nally considered by the House on Sep-
tember 17 under suspension of the
rules, which limits debate, bars amend-
ments and requires a two-thirds vote
for passage. Bills typically considered
under suspension of the rules are bills
and resolutions to name post offices
and Federal buildings, congratulate
sports teams and to raise general
awareness of other issues.

Generally, bills authorizing $1 billion
in government expansion are not con-
sidered under a process with limited
time for debate and no opportunity for
amendment, but that is what the Dem-
ocrat majority chose to do with the Re-
gional Economic and Infrastructure
Development Act last month.
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Because of concerns either with the
underlying bill or with the way in
which this bill was originally consid-
ered, it failed to garner a two-thirds
vote and did not pass under suspension
of the rules. This closed rule does pro-
vide for more time to debate the merits
of the underlying bill, but, unfortu-
nately, it also shuts Members out from
offering amendments to make this per-
haps a better bill.

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

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I ask my friend from New
York if he has any other speakers, and
if not, I am prepared to yield back if he
is.
Mr. ARCURI. We have no additional
speakers.

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

Mr. Speaker, House Republicans be-
lieve that every earmark should be de-
batable on the House floor. Republican
Leader Boehner has introduced a pro-
posal to improve the House rules and
allow the House to debate openly and
honestly the validity and accuracy of
earmarks contained in all bills.

To date, 196 Republicans have signed
a discharge position to bring this meas-
ure to the House floor for a vote. Un-
fortunately, we are still 22 Members
shy of what is needed. Therefore, I not
only would encourage all Members of
the House to sign the discharge posi-
tion, but I will also be asking my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’” on the previous
question so that I can amend the rule
to the House to allow the House to im-
mediately consider House Resolution
479 introduced by Republican Leader
BOEHNER.

It is vital that the House of Rep-
resentatives act today and pass House
Resolution 479 so that we can show
American taxpayers we are serious
when it comes to earmark trans-
parency.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the text of the amendment
inserted into the RECORD prior to the
vote on the previous question.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I urge
my colleagues to oppose the previous
question, Mr. Speaker, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend and colleague from the Rules
Committee, Mr. HASTINGS. But I must
say that I am a bit confused as to what
earmarks and what the statements
that he just made have to do with this
rule.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ARCURI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I will
be more than happy to tell you. We
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think that the intent on both sides of
the aisle was to have all earmarks have
a transparency to them so we know
where those earmarks come from.
Under this rule, we are self-executing
an amendment, and that amendment is
not covered, is not covered under the
transparency. Now, I don’t know if
there is something within that bill
that has earmarks that aren’t being re-
ported, but Leader BOEHNER’s resolu-
tion simply would make this subject to
transparency. That is all we are say-
ing. That is all that we are saying.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
on this point.
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Mr. ARCURI. I thank the gentleman.
With all due respect, I couldn’t dis-
agree more. While some of my col-
leagues on the other side continue to
criticize our new earmark rule, the fact
of the matter is that the House Demo-
cratic majority has implemented the
most honest and open earmark rule in
the history of the United States House
of Representatives. But don’t take my
word for it. In this week’s CQ Weekly,
Ryan Alexander, president of Tax-
payers for Common Sense is quoted as
saying: ‘““The House has given us more
information than we have ever had be-
fore on earmarks, and they deserve
credit for that.”

Mr. Speaker, the other side continues
to talk about their plan to modify the
earmark rule, but what they don’t tell
you is that their earmark rule would
not cover any measure not already cov-
ered by the earmark rule presently in
effect. It is important to remember
which side actually abused the ear-
mark process, and who actually
stepped up to the plate to reform the
system and provide transparency. We
didn’t wait until 2 months before the
election; we responded to the people’s
call for more openness on the first day
of this Congress.

It seems quite clear to me that the
minority is more concerned with ob-
structionism, while we are focused on
actually meeting the needs of our con-
stituents. That is exactly what this bill
does and what the underlying rule
does.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ARCURI. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding, and I
appreciate that he has a little bit dif-
ferent view than I have. I would ask
the gentleman, what bills are covered
by the earmark rule, transparency
rule, that you are talking about today?
What bills?

Mr. ARCURI. This bill today.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. The
rules only cover appropriation bills.

Mr. ARCURI. If T may reclaim my
time, the bill today is covered by it. As
I say, this bill is about helping Ameri-
cans. This is about putting Americans
back to work and about putting money
back into the development of infra-
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structure, into financing hospitals, and
doing the kind of things that I was sent
to Congress to do today.

Mr. Speaker, as I said earlier, pas-
sage of this bipartisan legislation,
which this rule provides consideration
of, is a critical step toward helping
some of our neediest communities
achieve economic parity with the rest
of the country. The Regional Economic
and Infrastructure Development Act
authorizes the creation of five regional
economic development commissions
under a common framework of admin-
istration and management. These com-
missions are designed to address prob-
lems of systematic underdevelopment
in their respective regions.

In general, the five commissions au-
thorized in this bill will utilize the suc-
cessful Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion model, which facilitates a bottom-
up approach. Local development dis-
tricts, nonprofit organizations, and
others bring projects and ideas to the
commission from the local level, ensur-
ing that the actions of the commission
reflect local and regional economic de-
velopment needs and goals.

Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned a short
while ago, the Northern Border Re-
gional Commission created by this leg-
islation builds on the success of the
ARC. It would be charged with invest-
ing $40 million each year in Federal re-
sources for economic development and
job creation in the most economically
distressed border areas of Maine, New
York, New Hampshire, and Vermont.
This commission will help fund
projects that both strengthen tradi-
tional sectors in the region’s economy
and help to diversify it. The Northern
Border Regional Commission is focused
on helping areas in the Northeast that
have higher levels of unemployment, a
significant loss of population, and sig-
nificantly low household incomes.

This legislation is yet another exam-
ple of true bipartisan cooperation often
seen on the Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to vote ‘‘yes’ on
the previous question and the rule.

The material referred to previously
by Mr. HASTINGS of Washington is as
follows:

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 704 OFFERED BY MR.
HASTINGS OF WASHINGTON

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 3. That immediately upon the adop-
tion of this resolution the House shall, with-
out intervention of any point of order, con-
sider the resolution (H. Res. 479) to amend
the Rules of the House of Representatives to
provide for enforcement of clause 9 of rule
XXI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives. The resolution shall be considered as
read. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the resolution to final
adoption without intervening motion or de-
mand for division of the question except: (1)
one hour of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Rules; and
(2) one motion to recommit.

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

H11261

move the previous question on the res-
olution.

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

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

——

MEJA EXPANSION AND
ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 2007

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 702 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2740.
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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
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2740) to require accountability for con-
tractors and contract personnel under
Federal contracts, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. ARCURI (Acting Chair-
man) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. When the
Committee of the Whole rose on
Wednesday, October 3, 2007, the amend-
ments made in order pursuant to House
Resolution 702 had been disposed of.

The question is on the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Under the
rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
Ro0Ss) having assumed the chair, Mr.
ARCURI, Acting Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 2740) to require account-
ability for contractors and contract
personnel under Federal contracts, and
for other purposes, pursuant to House
Resolution 702, reported the bill back
to the House with an amendment
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
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. FORBES

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

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

Mr. FORBES. I am, Mr. Speaker, in
its current form.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Forbes moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 2740 to the Committee on the Judiciary
with instructions to report the same back to
the House forthwith with the following
amendment:

At the end of the text of the bill, insert the
following:

SEC. 6. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to
affect intelligence activities that are other-
wise permissible prior to the enactment of
this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, the mo-
tion to recommit I have offered is
straightforward. It preserves the abil-
ity of our intelligence community to
protect America’s national security.

We all agree that it is important to
hold contractors liable for criminal
acts that they commit while working
overseas. No one is above the law. But,
unfortunately, H.R. 2740 in its present
form will have significant dangerous
consequences to the intelligence com-
munity and the vital role it plays in
protecting America. The motion to re-
commit clarifies the application of
H.R. 2740 to ensure that critical intel-
ligence activities will be able to con-
tinue.

The majority in its haste to score po-
litical points has ignored the intel-
ligence community’s concerns about
the implications of the bill. Let me
take a moment to outline some of the
specific concerns that the majority has
ignored.

First, H.R. 2740 covers all agents of
any Department or agency of the
United States, including clandestine
assets. If a clandestine asset was impli-
cated in a crime, investigating and ar-
resting that asset under traditional
criminal procedures could expose other
assets and compromise critical intel-
ligence activities.

Second, H.R. 2740 extends United
States criminal jurisdiction without
regard to the nationality of the of-
fender. Host country nationals serving
or assisting sensitive assets could be-
come criminally liable for a felony vio-
lation of U.S. law and undermine crit-
ical intelligence activities.

Third, H.R. 2740 applies the entire
criminal code to the new category of
potential offenders and could implicate
the authorized business of the intel-
ligence community employees and con-
tractors.

The bill also does not limit criminal
liability to activities that occur in the
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course of employment, whether com-
mitted on duty or off duty, and in-
creases the risk of exposing intel-
ligence activities.

We agree with our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle that we must
hold everyone accountable under the
law. Our criminal code is aimed at en-
suring peace and order in our country
and should not be applied internation-
ally to every aspect of our Nation’s for-
eign activities.

Our country relies on our intel-
ligence community to preserve our na-
tional security and protect our citi-
zens. We must legislate responsibly
when it comes to applying our criminal
code to overseas activities. Preserving
our critical intelligence operations is
paramount. Politics has no role in this
decision.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the motion.

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
accept the motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Michi-
gan is recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to thank the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia, the ranking
member, RANDY FORBES, because we
are willing on this side to accept the
motion to recommit, with the under-
standing that we will work to clarify
its scope, as has been indicated in the
discussion, and that we do understand
that this would not in any way weaken
the Military Extraterritorial Jurisdic-
tion Act or invalidate current law
which is now in place.

Mr. Speaker, with that agreement on
the part of the ranking member, this
side accepts the motion to recommit.

Mr. HALL of New York. Mr. Speaker, today,
the House took an important step to restore
accountability to our involvement in Iraq by
passing H.R. 2740, the MEJA Expansion and
Enforcement Act of 2007. This bill serves an
important purpose by bringing previously un-
accountable private security contractors under
the rule of U.S. law.

By some estimates there are nearly 50,000
private security personnel working in Iraq.
These contractors operate largely outside U.S.
and Iraqi law, and episodes of significant con-
tractor misconduct raise animosity toward
Americans in the field and lose us hearts and
minds in Iraq.

The activities of one of the most prominent
contractors, Blackwater, highlight why they are
a counterproductive influence in Iraq and their
activities must be curtailed. Two weeks ago,
Blackwater personnel guarding a State De-
partment group were involved in a shootout
that resulted in the deaths of as many as 17
Iragis. Yesterday, the Government Reform
Committee disclosed that Blackwater has
been involved in 195 escalation of force inci-
dents since 2005 and in 80 percent of those
Blackwater fired the first shots.

These incidents combined with a host of
other abuses clearly indicate that we need to
stop putting contractors in Iraq and bring those
there under control. That's why | was proud to
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cosponsor and vote for the MEJA Expansion
and Enforcement Act to bring these contrac-
tors under U.S. jurisdiction if they commit
criminal acts. Only by holding these contrac-
tors accountable can we actually begin to re-
store our standing in the world and win hearts
and minds in Iraq.

During consideration of this bill, the House
of Representatives considered a motion to re-
commit forthwith that stated, “Nothing in this
Act shall be construed to affect intelligence ac-
tivities that are otherwise permissible prior to
the enactment of this Act.”

| am an ardent supporter of our efforts to
combat terrorism, prevent terrorist attacks, and
bring terrorists to justice. | want our intel-
ligence community to have all of the tools it
needs to accomplish these tasks, and believe
it can be successful in doing so within the rule
of law. Some of my proudest votes on this
floor have been to give our government new
tools to fight terrorism and keep Americans
safe. However, for the following reasons |
could not in good conscience vote for this mo-
tion to recommit forthwith.

It is often said that, “the devil is in the de-
tails.” In this case, | fear the level is in the
lack of details. The drafting of this legislative
language is extremely vague, and | have seri-
ous reservations about the scope of its impact.
It seems that this language could be inter-
preted to provide legal cover to abuses com-
mitted by contractors, like those at Abu
Ghraib, that undermine our national security
and are contrary to the founding principles of
our nation. On a day when the New York
Times has reported at length on the concerted
efforts of the Administration to twist the law to
make practices like freezing and water-board-
ing legal, | could not support language that
could be manipulated to provide cover for
such illegal and counterproductive acts.

| am doubly skeptical of this language be-
cause if it was not meant to provide cover for
questionable acts, it would not be necessary.
The MEJA Expansion and Enforcement Act
does not make any previously legal acts ille-
gal, it simply extends the jurisdiction of U.S.
law. Previously uncovered contractors would
not be impeded in their work if they were act-
ing and continue to act in accordance with the
law.

For these reasons, | voted to support the
MEJA Expansion and Enforcement Act and
voted against the motion to recommit forth-
with.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker,
my colleague from Virginia has offered a mo-
tion to recommit H.R. 2740 the MEJA Expan-
sion and Enforcement Act, to the Judiciary
Committee and to amend the legislation with
regard to intelligence activities. | will support
this motion, but with two important qualifica-
tions.

The motion to recommit would amend H.R.
2740 with a rule of construction, stating, “noth-
ing in this Act shall be construed to affect in-
telligence activities that are otherwise permis-
sible prior to the enactment of this Act.” This
amendment does not at all modify the force of
my legislation, does not limit the scope of the
MEJA jurisdiction, and does not grant immu-
nity to anyone, including contractor employees
of the intelligence community. Put simply, | am
voting in support of this motion because it in
no way alters the underlying bill before us.

With that said, let me attach two qualifica-
tions to my support. First, the amendment is
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unnecessary in the context of both current law
and this legislation. Second, the amendment
raises serious questions about the activities its
proponents may be seeking to protect.

My legislation would indeed place contractor
employees of non-defense related agencies
under the extraterritorial jurisdiction of United
States federal law, granting the Department of
Justice authority to prosecute felony offenses
committed by non-defense contractors. De-
fense contractors are already covered by
MEJA, a point that seems lost on the authors
of this motion. Given that the majority of the
intelligence community falls under the Depart-
ment of Defense, it stands to reason that
many—if not most—contractors engaged in in-
telligence-related activities are already under
the jurisdiction of federal law. Not only that,
employees of the Defense Department intel-
ligence agencies, including agents of the De-
fense Intelligence Agency, the National Secu-
rity Agency, and intelligence services of the
different branches of the Armed Forces,
among others, are covered by MEJA, and this
coverage has not endangered our national se-
curity in the least. So concerns about my leg-
islation, which deals with non-defense contrac-
tors, seem ill-founded in the context of current
law.

To my knowledge, there have never been
significant concerns raised about the coverage
of these Defense Department intelligence
agents and contractors, for one major reason:
prosecutorial discretion. The Department of
Justice always has the discretion to refrain
from prosecuting a case if it will endanger our
national security interests. My legislation does
not compel prosecution and it does not inter-
fere with the prosecutor’s discretion. If a pros-
ecutor ever has concerns that prosecution of
a contractor under MEJA would endanger
state secrets, expose clandestine networks, or
otherwise undermine our security interests, the
prosecutor has the discretion not to prosecute
the case. It's as simple as that.

Let me also point out that this bill only af-
fects contractors who commit felony crimes.
So long as private contractors, including those
who are engaged in intelligence-related activi-
ties, are conducting themselves within the
bounds of the law, this legislation is irrelevant
to them. However, if there are private, for-prof-
it contractors tasked with duties that require
them to commit felony offenses, Congress
needs to know about it. Such a revelation
would point to a need for a serious debate
about whether we are using contractors appro-
priately.

My second qualification is that this amend-
ment raises serious questions about the activi-
ties it may be intended to protect. The ques-
tion here is, given that my bill only targets ac-
tivities that are unlawful, why do my col-
leagues feel the need to clarify that it does not
affect activities that are permissible? What ac-
tivities are contractors carrying out that are
permissible but not lawful?

| have great apprehension about what might
be meant in this context, but first let me state
clearly: the law is the highest authority in the
land, other than the constitution. The law
trumps executive orders, memorandums, and
policies in all cases. | am voting for this mo-
tion with the understanding that there is no ac-
tivity a contractor might be performing that
could ever be permissible but not lawful. The
activities that we assign to private contractors
must be in accordance with the law on the
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books. Therefore, | interpret this motion simply
to mean that nothing in my bill will have any
effect on contractors working on lawful, per-
missible, appropriate intelligence activities.

| raise this concern because, as my col-
leagues well know, Congress—including mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle—and this Ad-
ministration have been at significant odds
about the activities appropriate for our military
and intelligence community to perform in cer-
tain contexts relating to the war in Iraq and the
broader war against terrorism, especially with
regard to the treatment of suspects in interro-
gations and detentions. There is rampant evi-
dence that this Administration believes certain
activities to be “permissible” which are clearly
illegal under several statutes in United States
Code.

Just today, for example, the New York
Times reported that the Department of Justice
has issued secret memorandums that, in di-
rect contrast to the policies they have publicly
avowed, amounted to “an expansive endorse-
ment of the harshest interrogation techniques
ever used by the Central Intelligence Agency”
and “for the first time provided explicit author-
ization to barrage terror suspects with a com-
bination of painful physical and psychological
tactics, including head-slapping, simulated
drowning and frigid temperatures.” | submit
the full article for inclusion in the RECORD.

The harshest forms of physical and psycho-
logical tactics outlined in this article are inap-
propriate and illegal for our military personnel
and intelligence agents, to say nothing of pri-
vate contractors, and it is abominable that this
Administration continues to work to circumvent
our time-honored values and laws to authorize
behavior that is un-American to its core.

There are clear laws on the books prohib-
iting torture, including the War Crimes Act (18
U.S. Code 2441) and the federal anti-torture
statute (18 U.S. Code 2340). Moreover, torture
is prohibited by the Uniform Code of Military
Justice (articles 77-134). And the United
States is a ratified signatory to international
treaties, including the Geneva Conventions
(Common Article 3) and the Convention
Against Torture, which specifically outlaw tor-
ture. Most importantly, the United States Con-
stitution (amendments 5, 8, and 14) explicitly
prohibits cruel, unusual, and inhumane treat-
ment or punishment.

The kinds of activities that, to the great
shame of our nation, have been carried out at
Abu Ghraib prison and Guantanamo Bay de-
tention facilities are not, in any circumstances,
permissible. Let us be clear that, in the pas-
sage of this motion, we are in no way author-
izing or legitimating these behaviors. Let us
also be clear that, in this passage of this legis-
lation, we are providing federal prosecutors
the tools to arrest and prosecute any con-
tractor working for this government who com-
mits such abominable acts to the full extent of
the law.

[From the New York Times, Oct. 4, 2007]
SECRET U.S. ENDORSEMENT OF SEVERE
INTERROGATIONS
(By Scott Shane, David Johnston and James
Risen)

WASHINGTON, Oct. 3.—When the Justice De-
partment publicly declared torture ‘‘abhor-
rent” in a legal opinion in December 2004,
the Bush administration appeared to have
abandoned its assertion of nearly unlimited
presidential authority to order brutal inter-
rogations.
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But soon after Alberto R. Gonzales’s ar-
rival as attorney general in February 2005,
the Justice Department issued another opin-
ion, this one in secret. It was a very different
document, according to officials briefed on
it, an expansive endorsement of the harshest
interrogation techniques ever used by the
Central Intelligence Agency.

The new opinion, the officials said, for the
first time provided explicit authorization to
barrage terror suspects with a combination
of painful physical and psychological tactics,
including head-slapping, simulated drowning
and frigid temperatures.

Mr. Gonzales approved the legal memo-
randum on ‘‘combined effects” over the ob-
jections of James B. Comey, the deputy at-
torney general, who was leaving his job after
bruising clashes with the White House. Dis-
agreeing with what he viewed as the opin-
ion’s overreaching legal reasoning, Mr.
Comey told colleagues at the department
that they would all be ‘‘ashamed’ when the
world eventually learned of it.

Later that year, as Congress moved toward
outlawing ‘‘cruel, inhuman and degrading”
treatment, the Justice Department issued
another secret opinion, one most lawmakers
did not know existed, current and former of-
ficials said. The Justice Department docu-
ment declared that none of the C.I.A. inter-
rogation methods violated that standard.

The classified opinions, never previously
disclosed, are a hidden legacy of President
Bush’s second term and Mr. Gonzales’s ten-
ure at the Justice Department, where he
moved quickly to align it with the White
House after a 2004 rebellion by staff lawyers
that had thrown policies on surveillance and
detention into turmoil.

Congress and the Supreme Court have in-
tervened repeatedly in the last two years to
impose limits on interrogations, and the ad-
ministration has responded as a policy mat-
ter by dropping the most extreme tech-
niques. But the 2005 Justice Department
opinions remain in effect, and their legal
conclusions have been confirmed by several
more recent memorandums, officials said.
They show how the White House has suc-
ceeded in preserving the broadest possible
legal latitude for harsh tactics.

A White House spokesman, Tony Fratto,
said Wednesday that he would not comment
on any legal opinion related to interroga-
tions. Mr. Fratto added, ‘“We have gone to
great lengths, including statutory efforts
and the recent executive order, to make it
clear that the intelligence community and
our practices fall within U.S. law’’ and inter-
national agreements.

More than two dozen current and former
officials involved in counterterrorism were
interviewed over the past three months
about the opinions and the deliberations on
interrogation policy. Most officials would
speak only on the condition of anonymity
because of the secrecy of the documents and
the C.I.A. detention operations they govern.

When he stepped down as attorney general
in September after widespread criticism of
the firing of federal prosecutors and with-
ering attacks on his credibility, Mr.
Gonzales talked proudly in a farewell speech
of how his department was ‘‘a place of inspi-
ration” that had balanced the necessary
flexibility to conduct the war on terrorism
with the need to uphold the law.

Associates at the Justice Department said
Mr. Gonzales seldom resisted pressure from
Vice President Dick Cheney and David S.
Addington, Mr. Cheney’s counsel, to endorse
policies that they saw as effective in safe-
guarding Americans, even though the prac-
tices brought the condemnation of other gov-
ernments, human rights groups and Demo-
crats in Congress. Critics say Mr. Gonzales
turned his agency into an arm of the Bush
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White House, undermining the department’s
independence.

The interrogation opinions were signed by
Steven G. Bradbury, who since 2005 has head-
ed the elite Office of Legal Counsel at the
Justice Department. He has become a fre-
quent public defender of the National Secu-
rity Agency’s domestic surveillance program
and detention policies at Congressional hear-
ings and press briefings, a role that some
legal scholars say is at odds with the office’s
tradition of avoiding political advocacy.

Mr. Bradbury defended the work of his of-
fice as the government’s most authoritative
interpreter of the law. ‘“In my experience,
the White House has not told me how an
opinion should come out,” he said in an
interview. ‘“The White House has accepted
and respected our opinions, even when they
didn’t like the advice being given.”

The debate over how terrorism suspects
should be held and questioned began shortly
after the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks, when the
Bush administration adopted secret deten-
tion and coercive interrogation, both prac-
tices the United States had previously de-
nounced when used by other countries. It
adopted the new measures without public de-
bate or Congressional vote, choosing to rely
instead on the confidential legal advice of a
handful of appointees.

The policies set off bruising internal bat-
tles, pitting administration moderates
against hard-liners, military lawyers against
Pentagon chiefs and, most surprising, a
handful of conservative lawyers at the Jus-
tice Department against the White House in
the stunning mutiny of 2004. But under Mr.
Gonzales and Mr. Bradbury, the Justice De-
partment was wrenched back into line with
the White House.

After the Supreme Court ruled in 2006 that
the Geneva Conventions applied to prisoners
who belonged to Al Qaeda, President Bush
for the first time acknowledged the C.I.A.’s
secret jails and ordered their inmates moved
to Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. The C.I.A. halted
its use of waterboarding, or pouring water
over a bound prisoner’s cloth-covered face to
induce fear of suffocation.

But in July, after a monthlong debate in-
side the administration, President Bush
signed a new executive order authorizing the
use of what the administration calls ‘‘en-
hanced” interrogation techniques—the de-
tails remain secret—and officials say the
C.I.LA. again is holding prisoners in ‘‘black
sites’ overseas. The executive order was re-
viewed and approved by Mr. Bradbury and
the Office of Liegal Counsel.

Douglas W. Kmiec, who headed that office
under President Ronald Reagan and the first
President George Bush and wrote a book
about it, said he believed the intense pres-
sures of the campaign against terrorism have
warped the office’s proper role.

“The office was designed to insulate
against any need to be an advocate,” said
Mr. Kmiec, now a conservative scholar at
Pepperdine University law school. But at
times in recent years, Mr. Kmiec said, the of-
fice, headed by William H. Rehnquist and
Antonin Scalia before they served on the Su-
preme Court, ‘“‘lost its ability to say no.”
“The approach changed dramatically with
opinions on the war on terror,”” Mr. Kmiec
said. “The office became an advocate for the
president’s policies.”

From the secret sites in Afghanistan, Thai-
land and Eastern Europe where C.I.A. teams
held Qaeda terrorists, questions for the law-
yvers at C.I.A. headquarters arrived daily.
Nervous interrogators wanted to know: Are
we breaking the laws against torture? The
Bush administration had entered uncharted
legal territory beginning in 2002, holding
prisoners outside the scrutiny of the Inter-
national Red Cross and subjecting them to
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harrowing pressure tactics. They included
slaps to the head; hours held naked in a frig-
id cell; days and nights without sleep while
battered by thundering rock music; long pe-
riods manacled in stress positions; or the ul-
timate, waterboarding.

Never in history had the United States au-
thorized such tactics. While President Bush
and C.I.A. officials would later insist that
the harsh measures produced crucial intel-
ligence, many veteran interrogators, psy-
chologists and other experts say that less co-
ercive methods are equally or more effective.

With virtually no experience in interroga-
tions, the C.I.A. had constructed its program
in a few harried months by consulting Egyp-
tian and Saudi intelligence officials and
copying Soviet interrogation methods long
used in training American service men to
withstand capture. The agency officers ques-
tioning prisoners constantly sought advice
from lawyers thousands of miles away.

“We were getting asked about combina-
tions—‘Can we do this and this at the same
time?’”’ recalled Paul C. Kelbaugh, a veteran
intelligence lawyer who was deputy legal
counsel at the C.I.A.’s Counterterrorist Cen-
ter from 2001 to 2003.

Interrogators were worried that even ap-
proved techniques had such a painful, multi-
plying effect when combined that they might
cross the legal line, Mr. Kelbaugh said. He
recalled agency officers asking: ‘‘These ap-
proved techniques, say, withholding food,
and 50-degree temperature—can they be com-
bined?”’ Or “Do I have to do the less extreme
before the more extreme?”’

The questions came more frequently, Mr.
Kelbaugh said, as word spread about a C.I.A.
inspector general inquiry unrelated to the
war on terrorism. Some veteran C.I.A. offi-
cers came under scrutiny because they were
advisers to Peruvian officers who in early
2001 shot down a missionary flight they had
mistaken for a drug-running aircraft. The
Americans were not charged with crimes,
but they endured three years of investiga-
tion, saw their careers derailed and ran up
big legal bills.

That experience shook the Qaeda interro-
gation team, Mr. Kelbaugh said. ‘“You think
you’re making a difference and maybe saving
3,000 American lives from the next attack.
And someone tells you, ‘Well, that guidance
was a little vague, and the inspector general
wants to talk to you,”” he recalled. ‘“We
couldn’t tell them, ‘Do the best you can,’ be-
cause the people who did the best they could
in Peru were looking at a grand jury.” Mr.
Kelbaugh said the questions were sometimes
close calls that required consultation with
the Justice Department. But in August 2002,
the department provided a sweeping legal
justification for even the harshest tactics.

That opinion, which would become infa-
mous as ‘‘the torture memo’ after it was
leaked, was written largely by John Yoo, a
young Berkeley law professor serving in the
Office of Legal Counsel. His broad views of
presidential power were shared by Mr.
Addington, the vice president’s adviser.
Their close alliance provoked John Ashcroft,
then the attorney general, to refer privately
to Mr. Yoo as Dr. Yes for his seeming eager-
ness to give the White House whatever legal
justifications it desired, a Justice Depart-
ment official recalled.

Mr. Yoo’s memorandum said no interroga-
tion practices were illegal unless they pro-
duced pain equivalent to organ failure or
‘“‘even death.” A second memo produced at
the same time spelled out the approved prac-
tices and how often or how long they could
be used. Despite that guidance, in March
2003, when the C.I.LA. caught Khalid Sheikh
Mohammed, the chief planner of the Sept. 11
attacks, interrogators were again haunted
by uncertainty. Former intelligence offi-
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cials, for the first time, disclosed that a vari-
ety of tough interrogation tactics were used
about 100 times over two weeks on Mr. Mo-
hammed. Agency officials then ordered a
halt, fearing the combined assault might
have amounted to illegal torture. A C.I.A.
spokesman, George Little, declined to dis-
cuss the handling of Mr. Mohammed. Mr.
Little said the program ‘‘has been conducted
lawfully, with great care and close review’’
and ‘‘has helped our country disrupt ter-
rorist plots and save innocent lives.”

“The agency has always sought a clear
legal framework, conducting the program in
strict accord with U.S. law, and protecting
the officers who go face-to-face with ruthless
terrorists,” Mr. Little added.

Some intelligence officers say that many
of Mr. Mohammed’s statements proved exag-
gerated or false. One problem, a former sen-
ior agency official said, was that the C.I.LA.’s
initial interrogators were not experts on Mr.
Mohammed’s background or Al Qaeda, and it
took about a month to get such an expert to
the secret prison. The former official said
many C.I.A. professionals now believe pa-
tient, repeated questioning by well-informed
experts is more effective than harsh physical
pressure.

Other intelligence officers, including Mr.
Kelbaugh, insist that the harsh treatment
produced invaluable insights into Al Qaeda’s
structure and plans. ‘“We leaned in pretty
hard on K.S.M.,” Mr. Kelbaugh said, refer-
ring to Mr. Mohammed. ‘“We were getting
good information, and then they were told:
“Slow it down. It may not be correct. Wait
for some legal clarification.”

The doubts at the C.I.A. proved prophetic.
In late 2003, after Mr. Yoo left the Justice
Department, the new head of the Office of
Legal Counsel, Jack Goldsmith, began re-
viewing his work, which he found deeply
flawed. Mr. Goldsmith infuriated White
House officials, first by rejecting part of the
National Security Agency’s surveillance pro-
gram, prompting the threat of mass resigna-
tions by top Justice Department officials, in-
cluding Mr. Ashcroft and Mr. Comey, and a
showdown at the attorney general’s hospital
bedside.

Then, in June 2004, Mr. Goldsmith formally
withdrew the August 2002 Yoo memorandum
on interrogation, which he found over-
reaching and poorly reasoned. Mr. Goldsmith
left the Justice Department soon afterward.
He first spoke at length about his dissenting
views to The New York Times last month,
and testified before the Senate Judiciary
Committee on Tuesday.

Six months later, the Justice Department
quietly posted on its Web site a new legal
opinion that appeared to end any flirtation
with torture, starting with its clarionlike
opening: ‘‘Torture is abhorrent both to
American law and values and to inter-
national norms.”’

A single footnote—added to reassure the
C.I.A.—suggested that the Justice Depart-
ment was not declaring the agency’s pre-
vious actions illegal. But the opinion was un-
mistakably a retreat. Some White House of-
ficials had opposed publicizing the docu-
ment, but acquiesced to Justice Department
officials who argued that doing so would help
clear the way for Mr. Gonzales’s confirma-
tion as attorney general.

If President Bush wanted to make sure the
Justice Department did not rebel again, Mr.
Gonzales was the ideal choice. As White
House counsel, he had been a fierce protector
of the president’s prerogatives. Deeply loyal
to Mr. Bush for championing his career from
their days in Texas, Mr. Gonzales would
sometimes tell colleagues that he had just
one regret about becoming attorney general:
He did not see nearly as much of the presi-
dent as he had in his previous post.
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Among his first tasks at the Justice De-
partment was to find a trusted chief for the
Office of Legal Counsel. First he informed
Daniel Levin, the acting head who had
backed Mr. Goldsmith’s dissents and signed
the new opinion renouncing torture, that he
would not get the job. He encouraged Mr.
Levin to take a position at the National Se-
curity Council, in effect sidelining him.

Mr. Bradbury soon emerged as the pre-
sumed favorite. But White House officials,
still smarting from Mr. Goldsmith’s rebuffs,
chose to delay his nomination. Harriet E.
Miers, the new White House counsel, ‘“‘de-
cided to watch Bradbury for a month or two.
He was sort of on trial,”” one Justice Depart-
ment official recalled.

Mr. Bradbury’s biography had a Horatio
Alger element that appealed to a succession
of bosses, including Justice Clarence Thomas
of the Supreme Court and Mr. Gonzales, the
son of poor immigrants. Mr. Bradbury’s fa-
ther had died when he was an infant, and his
mother took in laundry to support her chil-
dren. The first in his family to go to college,
he attended Stanford and the University of
Michigan Law School. He joined the law firm
of Kirkland & Ellis, where he came under the
tutelage of Kenneth W. Starr, the White-
water independent prosecutor.

Mr. Bradbury belonged to the same circle
as his predecessors: young, conservative law-
yers with sterling credentials, often with
clerkships for prominent conservative judges
and ties to the Federalist Society, a power-
house of the legal right. Mr. Yoo, in fact, had
proposed his old friend Mr. Goldsmith for the
Office of Legal Counsel job; Mr. Goldsmith
had hired Mr. Bradbury as his top deputy.

“We all grew up together,” said Viet D.
Dinh, an assistant attorney general from 2001
to 2003 and very much a member of the club.
“You start with a small universe of Supreme
Court clerks, and you narrow it down from
there.”

But what might have been subtle dif-
ferences in quieter times now cleaved them
into warring camps.

Justice Department colleagues say Mr.
Gonzales was soon meeting frequently with
Mr. Bradbury on national security issues, a
White House priority. Admirers describe Mr.
Bradbury as low-key but highly skilled, a
conciliator who brought from 10 years of cor-
porate practice a more pragmatic approach
to the job than Mr. Yoo and Mr. Goldsmith,
both from the academic world.

‘““As a practicing lawyer, you know how to
address real problems,” said Noel J. Fran-
cisco, who worked at the Justice Department
from 2003 to 2005. ‘“‘At O.L.C., you’re not writ-
ing law review articles and you’re not theo-
rizing. You're giving a client practical ad-
vice on a real problem.”

As he had at the White House, Mr.
Gonzales usually said little in meetings with
other officials, often deferring to the hard-
driving Mr. Addington. Mr. Bradbury also
often appeared in accord with the vice presi-
dent’s lawyer.

Mr. Bradbury appeared to be ‘‘fundamen-
tally sympathetic to what the White House
and the C.I.A. wanted to do,” recalled Philip
Zelikow, a former top State Department offi-
cial. At interagency meetings on detention
and interrogation, Mr. Addington was at
times ‘‘vituperative,” said Mr. Zelikow, but
Mr. Bradbury, while taking similar posi-
tions, was ‘‘professional and collegial.”

While waiting to learn whether he would
be nominated to head the Office of Legal
Counsel, Mr. Bradbury was in an awkward
position, knowing that a decision contrary
to White House wishes could kill his chances.

Charles J. Cooper, who headed the Office of
Legal Counsel under President Reagan, said
he was ‘‘very troubled” at the notion of a
probationary period.
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““If the purpose of the delay was a tryout,
I think they should have avoided it,” Mr.
Cooper said. ‘“You’re implying that the act-
ing official is molding his or her legal anal-
ysis to win the job.”

Mr. Bradbury said he made no such conces-
sions. ‘“No one ever suggested to me that my
nomination depended on how I ruled on any
opinion,” he said. ‘‘Every opinion I've signed
at the Office of Legal Counsel represents my
best judgment of what the law requires.”

Scott Horton, an attorney affiliated with
Human Rights First who has closely followed
the interrogation debate, said any official of-
fering legal advice on the campaign against
terror was on treacherous ground.

“For government lawyers, the national se-
curity issues they were deciding were like
working with nuclear waste—extremely haz-
ardous to their health,”” Mr. Horton said. “‘If
you give the administration what it wants,
you’ll lose credibility in the academic com-
munity,” he said. “But if you hold back,
you’ll be vilified by conservatives and the
administration.”

In any case, the White House grew com-
fortable with Mr. Bradbury’s approach. He
helped block the appointment of a liberal Ivy
League law professor to a career post in the
Office of Legal Counsel. And he signed the
opinion approving combined interrogation
techniques.

Mr. Comey strongly objected and told asso-
ciates that he advised Mr. Gonzales not to
endorse the opinion. But the attorney gen-
eral made clear that the White House was
adamant about it, and that he would do
nothing to resist.

Under Mr. Ashcroft, Mr. Comey’s opposi-
tion might have killed the opinion. An im-
posing former prosecutor and self-described
conservative who stands 6-foot-8, he was the
rare administration official who was willing
to confront Mr. Addington. At one testy 2004
White House meeting, when Mr. Comey stat-
ed that ‘“‘no lawyer’”’ would endorse Mr. Yoo’s
justification for the N.S.A. program, Mr.
Addington demurred, saying he was a lawyer
and found it convincing. Mr. Comey shot
back: ‘“No good lawyer,” according to some-
one present.

But under Mr. Gonzales, and after the de-
parture of Mr. Goldsmith and other allies,
the deputy attorney general found himself
isolated. His troublemaking on N.S.A. and on
interrogation, and in appointing his friend
Patrick J. Fitzgerald as special prosecutor in
the C.I.A. leak case, which would lead to the
perjury conviction of I. Lewis Libby, Mr.
Cheney’s chief of staff, had irreparably of-
fended the White House.

““On national security matters generally,
there was a sense that Comey was a wimp
and that Comey was disloyal,”” said one Jus-
tice Department official who heard the
White House talk, expressed with particular
force by Mr. Addington.

Mr. Comey provided some hints of his
thinking about interrogation and related
issues in a speech that spring. Speaking at
the N.S.A.’s Fort Meade campus on Law
Day—a noteworthy setting for the man who
had helped lead the dissent a year earlier
that forced some changes in the N.S.A. pro-
gram—Mr. Comey spoke of the ‘‘agonizing
collisions’ of the law and the desire to pro-
tect Americans.

‘“We are likely to hear the words: ‘If we
don’t do this, people will die,””” Mr. Comey
said. But he argued that government lawyers
must uphold the principles of their great in-
stitutions.

“It takes far more than a sharp legal mind
to say ‘no’ when it matters most,”” he said.
“It takes moral character. It takes an under-
standing that in the long run, intelligence
under law is the only sustainable intel-
ligence in this country.”’
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Mr. Gonzales’s aides were happy to see Mr.
Comey depart in the summer of 2005. That
June, President Bush nominated Mr.
Bradbury to head the Office of Legal Coun-
sel, which some colleagues viewed as a sign
that he had passed a loyalty test. Soon Mr.
Bradbury applied his practical approach to a
new challenge to the C.I.A.’s methods.

The administration had always asserted
that the C.I.A.’s pressure tactics did not
amount to torture, which is banned by fed-
eral law and international treaty. But offi-
cials had privately decided the agency did
not have to comply with another provision
in the Convention Against Torture—the pro-
hibition on ‘‘cruel, inhuman, or degrading”
treatment.

Now that loophole was about to be closed.
First Senator Richard J. Durbin, Democrat
of Illinois, and then Senator John McCain,
the Arizona Republican who had been tor-
tured as a prisoner in North Vietnam, pro-
posed legislation to ban such treatment. At
the administration’s request, Mr. Bradbury
assessed whether the proposed legislation
would outlaw any C.I.A. methods, a legal
question that had never before been an-
swered by the Justice Department.

At least a few administration officials ar-
gued that no reasonable interpretation of
‘“‘cruel, inhuman or degrading’ would permit
the most extreme C.I.A. methods, like
waterboarding. Mr. Bradbury was placed in a
tough spot, said Mr. Zelikow, the State De-
partment counselor, who was working at the
time to rein in interrogation policy. “‘If Jus-
tice says some practices are in violation of
the C.I.D. standard,” Mr. Zelikow said, refer-
ring to cruel, inhuman or degrading, ‘‘then
they are now saying that officials broke cur-
rent law.”

In the end, Mr. Bradbury’s opinion deliv-
ered what the White House wanted: a state-
ment that the standard imposed by Mr.
McCain’s Detainee Treatment Act would not
force any change in the C.I.A.’s practices, ac-
cording to officials familiar with the memo.
Relying on a Supreme Court finding that
only conduct that ‘‘shocks the conscience”
was unconstitutional, the opinion found that
in some circumstances not even
waterboarding was necessarily cruel, inhu-
man or degrading, if, for example, a suspect
was believed to possess crucial intelligence
about a planned terrorist attack, the offi-
cials familiar with the legal finding said.

In a frequent practice, Mr. Bush attached a
statement to the new law when he signed it,
declaring his authority to set aside the re-
strictions if they interfered with his con-
stitutional powers. At the same time,
though, the administration responded to
pressure from Mr. McCain and other law-
makers by reviewing interrogation policy
and giving up several C.I.A. techniques.

Since late 2005, Mr. Bradbury has become a
linchpin of the administration’s defense of
counterterrorism programs, helping to nego-
tiate the Military Commissions Act last year
and frequently testifying about the N.S.A.
surveillance program. Once, he answered
questions about administration detention
policies for an ‘‘Ask the White House’ fea-
ture on a Web site.

Mr. Kmiec, the former Office of Legal
Counsel head now at Pepperdine, called Mr.
Bradbury’s public activities a departure for
an office that traditionally has shunned any
advocacy role.

A senior administration official called Mr.
Bradbury’s active role in shaping legislation
and speaking to Congress and the press ‘‘en-
tirely appropriate’” and consistent with past
practice. The official, who spoke on the con-
dition of anonymity, said Mr. Bradbury ‘‘has
played a critical role in achieving greater
transparency’’ on the legal basis for deten-
tion and surveillance programs.
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Though President Bush repeatedly nomi-
nated Mr. Bradbury as the Office of Legal
Counsel’s assistant attorney general, Demo-
cratic senators have blocked the nomination.
Senator Durbin said the Justice Department
would not turn over copies of his opinions or
other evidence of Mr. Bradbury’s role in in-
terrogation policy.

‘“There are fundamental questions about
whether Mr. Bradbury approved interroga-
tion methods that are clearly unacceptable,”’
Mr. Durbin said.

John D. Hutson, who served as the Navy’s
top lawyer from 1997 to 2000, said he believed
that the existence of legal opinions justi-
fying abusive treatment is pernicious, poten-
tially blurring the rules for Americans han-
dling prisoners.

“I know from the military that if you tell
someone they can do a little of this for the
country’s good, some people will do a lot of
it for the country’s better,”” Mr. Hutson said.
Like other military lawyers, he also fears
that official American acceptance of such
treatment could endanger Americans in the
future.

‘““The problem is, once you’ve got a legal
opinion that says such a technique is 0.K.,
what happens when one of our people is cap-
tured and they do it to him? How do we pro-
test then?’” he asked.

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

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

There was no objection.

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

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 15-minute vote on the motion to
recommit will be followed by 5-minutes
votes on passage of H.R. 2740, if or-
dered; ordering the previous question
on H. Res. 704; adoption of H. Res. 704,
if ordered; ordering the previous ques-
tion on H. Res. 703; and adoption of H.
Res. 703, if ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 342, nays 75,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 939]

YEAS—342
Ackerman Blunt Cannon
Aderholt Boehner Cantor
Akin Bonner Capito
Alexander Bono Capps
Allen Boozman Capuano
Altmire Boren Cardoza
Arcuri Boswell Carnahan
Baca Boucher Carney
Bachmann Boustany Carter
Bachus Boyd (FL) Castle
Baird Boyda (KS) Chabot
Baker Brady (PA) Chandler
Barrow Brady (TX) Coble
Barton (TX) Broun (GA) Cole (OK)
Bean Brown (SC) Conaway
Berkley Brown, Corrine Conyers
Berman Brown-Waite, Cooper
Berry Ginny Costa
Biggert Buchanan Costello
Bilbray Burgess Courtney
Bilirakis Burton (IN) Cramer
Bishop (GA) Butterfield Crenshaw
Bishop (NY) Buyer Cuellar
Bishop (UT) Calvert Culberson
Blackburn Camp (MI) Cummings
Blumenauer Campbell (CA) Davis (AL)

Davis (CA)
Davis (KY)
Dayvis, David
Davis, Lincoln
Dayvis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Donnelly
Doolittle
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Fallin
Fattah
Feeney
Ferguson
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx

Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Giffords
Gilchrest
Gillibrand
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Hall (TX)
Hare
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins

Hill
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Inglis (SC)
Israel

Issa
Jefferson
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jordan
Kagen
Kaptur
Keller
Kennedy
Kildee

Kind

King (IA)

Abercrombie
Andrews
Baldwin
Becerra
Braley (IA)
Castor
Clarke

King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Knollenberg
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Marchant
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
MclIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Mitchell
Moore (KS)
Moran (KS)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Musgrave
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Paul
Pearce
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Radanovich

NAYS—T5

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Crowley
Davis (IL)
Doggett
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Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Reynolds
Richardson
Rodriguez
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sali
Sarbanes
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schmidt
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sestak
Shadegg
Shays
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Skelton
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Spratt
Stearns
Stupak
Sullivan
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Van Hollen
Walberg
Walden (OR)
Walsh (NY)
Walz (MN)
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Westmoreland
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (S0)
Wolf
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Ellison
Farr
Filner
Gonzalez
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
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Hastings (FL) McDermott Scott (VA)
Hinchey McGovern Serrano
Hirono Miller, George Sires
Hodes Mollohan Slaughter
Holt Moore (WI) Solis
Honda Moran (VA) Stark
Inslee Murtha Sutton
Jackson (IL) Olver
Jackson-Lee Pallone g?;r;lep;on MS)
(TX) Pascrell Towns
Johnson (GA) Pastor .
Johnson, E. B. Payne Velazquez
Jones (OH) Rahall Waters
Kanjorski Rangel Watson
Kilpatrick Rothman Watt
Kucinich Roybal-Allard Waxman
Lewis (GA) Sanchez, Linda Woolsey
Markey T Wynn

Saﬂchez, Loretta Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—15

McCollum (MN)

Barrett (SC) Delahunt Perlmutter

Bartlett (MD) Dingell Pickering

Carson Gerlach Pryce (OH)

Cubin Jindal Renzi

Davis, Jo Ann Lee Visclosky
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Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. ROTHMAN, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. HONDA, Mr. FARR,
Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California,
Mr. BECERRA, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms.
MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. MOLLOHAN,
Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. LINDA T.
SANCHEZ of California, Mr. HODES,
Ms. WATERS, Mr. OLVER and Mr.
TIERNEY changed their vote from
‘“‘yea’” to ‘“‘nay.”

Messrs. LAHOOD, CAPUANO, WIL-
SON of Ohio, HARE, BRADY of Penn-
sylvania, ISRAEL, EMANUEL,
FATTAH, AL GREEN of Texas,
BOEHNER, MEEKS of New York,
LARSON of Connecticut, Ms. MATSUI,
Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mrs.
CAPPS and Mr. NADLER changed
their vote from ‘“‘nay” to ‘‘yea.”

So the motion to recommit was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to the instructions of the House in
the motion to recommit, I report the
bill, H.R. 2740, back to the House with
an amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment:

At the end of the text of the bill, insert the
following:

SEC. 6. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to
affect intelligence activities that are other-
wise permissible prior to the enactment of
this Act.

The

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

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

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

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

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I de-

mand a recorded vote.
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A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 389, noes 30,

not voting 13, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bartlett (MD)
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carter
Castle
Castor
Chabot
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Cohen
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Lincoln

[Roll No. 940]
AYES—389

Davis, Tom
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
Feeney
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Giffords
Gilchrest
Gillibrand
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hobson
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Hulshof
Inglis (SC)
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
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Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Jordan
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Knollenberg
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
MclIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Musgrave
Myrick
Nadler

This

Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz

Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor

Paul

Payne
Pearce

Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri

Platts

Poe

Pomeroy
Porter

Price (NC)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Reynolds
Richardson
Rodriguez
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger

Alexander
Baker
Barton (TX)
Boustany
Broun (GA)
Burgess
Buyer
Cannon
Deal (GA)
Doolittle

Barrett (SC)
Carson

Cubin

Davis, Jo Ann
Delahunt

Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sali
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schmidt
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sestak
Shays
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sullivan
Sutton
Tanner

NOES—30

Franks (AZ)
Hastert
Hoekstra
Hunter
Johnson, Sam
Lamborn
Linder
McCrery
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary

Tauscher
Taylor
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Walberg
Walden (OR)
Walsh (NY)
Walz (MN)
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth
Young (FL)

Pitts

Price (GA)
Renzi

Rogers (AL)
Rohrabacher
Sessions
Shadegg
Tancredo
Westmoreland
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—13

Dingell
Gerlach
Jindal

Lee
Perlmutter

Pickering
Pryce (OH)
Visclosky

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during

the vote). Members are advised there

are 2 minutes remaining on 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.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION

OF H.R.
NOMIC AND

3246,

REGIONAL ECO-
INFRASTRUCTURE

DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 2007

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on House
Resolution 704, on which the yeas and
nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-

tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

The

question is on ordering the previous

question.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

H11267

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 224, nays
194, not voting 14, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Castor
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Dicks
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Barrow
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn

[Roll No. 941]
YEAS—224

Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
MeclIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano

NAYS—194

Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)

Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

Buyer
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
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Culberson Keller Radanovich
Davis (KY) King (IA) Ramstad
Davis, David King (NY) Regula
Davis, Tom Kingston Rehberg
Deal (GA) Kirk Reichert
Dent Kline (MN) Renzi
Diaz-Balart, L. Knollenberg Reynolds
Diaz-Balart, M.  Kuhl (NY) Rogers (AL)
Doolittle LaHood Rogers (KY)
Dra_ke Lamborn Rogers (MI)
Dreier Latham Rohrabacher
Duncan Lanurette Ros-Lehtinen
Emerson Towis (ky)  Beskam
W

English (PA) Linder Hoyee

R yan (WI)
Everett LoBiondo Sali
Fallin Lucas Saxton
Feeney Lungren, Daniel Schmidt
Ferguson E.
Flake Mack Sens_enbrenner
Forbes Manzullo stsmns
Fortenberry Marchant Shadegg
Fossella McCarthy (CA) ~ SDAayS
Foxx McCaul (TX) Shimkus
Franks (AZ) McCotter Shuster
Frelinghuysen McCrery Simpson
Gallegly McHenry Smith (NE)
Garrett (NJ) McHugh Smith (NJ)
Gilchrest McKeon Smith (TX)
Gingrey McMorris Souder
Gohmert Rodgers Stearns
Goode Mica Tancredo
Goodlatte Miller (FL) Terry
Granger Miller (MI) Thornberr v
Graves Miller, Gary T}ahr}:
Hall (TX) Moran (KS) Tiberi
Hastert Murphy, Tim Turner
Hastings (WA) Musgrave Upton
Hayes Myrick Walberg
Heller Neugebauer Walden (OR)
Hensarling Nunes Walsh (NY)
Herger Paul Wamp
Hobson Pearce Weldon (FL)
Hoekstra Pence Weller
Hulshof Peterson (PA) Westmoreland
Hunter Petri Whitfield
Inglis (SC) Pitts Wicker
Issa Platts Wilson (NM)
Johnson (IL) Poe Wilson (SC)
Johnson, Sam Porter Wolf
Jones (NC) Price (GA) Young (AK)
Jordan Putnam Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—14

Barrett (SC) Dingell Pickering
Carson Gerlach Pryce (OH)
Cubin Jindal Sullivan
Davis, Jo Ann Lee Visclosky
Delahunt Perlmutter

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during

the vote). Members are advised there

are 2 minutes remaining on this vote.
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So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GERLACH. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall Nos.
941, 940 and 939, had | been present, | would
have voted on rollcall 939, “yea,” rollcall 940,
“yea,” and rollcall 941, “nay.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays
188, not voting 17, as follows:

This

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Alexander
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baker
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Castor
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Dicks
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene

Aderholt
Akin
Bachmann
Bachus
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Brady (TX)

[Roll No. 942]
YEAS—227

Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler

NAYS—188

Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Coble
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Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake

Dreier

Duncan

Ehlers
Emerson
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English (PA) Lamborn Renzi
Everett Latham Reynolds
Fallin LaTourette Rogers (AL)
Feeney Lewis (CA) Rogers (KY)
Flake Lewis (KY) Rogers (MI)
Forbes Linder Rohrabacher
Fortenberry LoBiondo Ros-Lehtinen
Fossella Lucas Roskam
Foxg Lungren, Daniel  Royce
Frelinghuysen E. Ryan (WI)
Gallegly Mack Sali
Garrett (NJ) Manzullo Saxton
Ggrlach Marchant Schmidt
Gilchrest McCarthy (CA) Sensenbrenner
Gingrey McCaul (TX) Sessions
Gohmert McCotter Shadegg
Goode McHenry Shays
Goodlatte McHugh Shimkus
Gordon McKeon Shuster
Granger McMorris X
Graves Rodgers Slmpson
Hall (TX) Mica Smith (NE)
Hastert Miller (FL) Smith (NJ)
Hastings (WA)  Miller (MI) Smith (TX)
Hayes Miller, Gary Souder
Heller Moran (KS) Stearns
Hensarling Murphy, Tim Tancredo
Herger Musgrave Terry
Hobson Myrick Thornberry
Hoekstra, Neugebauer T}ahrp
Hulshof Nunes Tiberi
Hunter Paul Turner
Inglis (SC) Pearce Upton
Issa Pence Walberg
Johnson (IL) Peterson (PA) Walden (OR)
Johnson, Sam Petri Walsh (NY)
Jones (NC) Pitts Wamp
Jordan Platts Weldon (FL)
Keller Poe Weller
King (IA) Porter Westmoreland
King (NY) Price (GA) Whitfield
Kingston Putnam Wicker
Kirk Radanovich Wilson (NM)
Kline (MN) Ramstad Wilson (SC)
Knollenberg Regula Wolf
Kuhl (NY) Rehberg Young (AK)
LaHood Reichert Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—17
Barrett (SC) Delahunt Perlmutter
Broun (GA) Dingell Pickering
Carson Ferguson Pryce (OH)
Cubin Franks (AZ) Sullivan
Cuellar Jindal Visclosky
Davis, Jo Ann Lee

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during

the vote). Members are advised there

are 2 minutes remaining in this vote.
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall No. 942 | was unavoidably detained.
Had | been present, | would have voted “nay.”

————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3648, MORTGAGE FOR-
GIVENESS DEBT RELIEF ACT OF
2007

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on House
Resolution 703, on which the yeas and
nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

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

This will be a 5-minute vote.
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 223, nays
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194, not voting 15, as follows:

Ackerman
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Castor
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Dicks
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Barrow
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn

[Roll No. 943]
YEAS—223

Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)

NAYS—194

Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

Buyer
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw

Culberson Jordan Radanovich
Davis (KY) Keller Ramstad
Davis, David King (IA) Regula
Davis, Tom King (NY) Rehberg
Deal (GA) Kingston Reichert
Dent Kirk Renzi
Diaz-Balart, L. Kline (MN) Reynolds
Diaz-Balart, M. Knollenberg Rogers (AL)
Doolittle Kuhl (NY) Rogers (KY)
Dra}{e LaHood Rogers (MI)
Dreier Lamborn Rohrabacher
Duncan Latham Ros-Lehtinen
Fmerson Lows (0a)  Loskem

W
English (PA) Lewis (KY) Hoyee

. yan (WI)
Everett Linder Sali
Fallin LoBiondo Saxton
Feeney Lucas S N

: chmidt
Ferguson Lungren, Daniel
Flake B Sensgnbrenner
Forbes Mack Slelssmils
Fortenberry Manzullo Shadegg
Fossella Marchant Sh'fzys
Foxx McCarthy (CA) Shimkus
Franks (AZ) McCaul (TX) Shuster
Frelinghuysen McCotter Simpson
Gallegly McCrery Smith (NE)
Garrett (NJ) McHenry Sm}th (NJ)
Gerlach McHugh Smith (TX)
Gilchrest McKeon Souder
Gingrey McMorris Stearns
Gohmert Rodgers Tancredo
Goode Mica Terry
Goodlatte Miller (FL) Thornberry
Granger Miller (MI) Tiahrt
Graves Miller, Gary Tiberi
Hall (TX) Moran (KS) Turner
Hastert Musgrave Upton
Hastings (WA) Myrick Walberg
Hayes Neugebauer Walden (OR)
Heller Nunes Walsh (NY)
Hensarling Paul Wamp
Herger Pearce Weldon (FL)
Hobson Pence Weller
Hoekstra Peterson (PA) Westmoreland
Hulshof Petri Whitfield
Hunter Pitts Wicker
Inglis (SC) Platts Wilson (NM)
Issa Poe Wilson (SC)
Johnson (IL) Porter Wolf
Johnson, Sam Price (GA) Young (AK)
Jones (NC) Putnam Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—15

Abercrombie Delahunt Perlmutter
Barrett (SC) Dingell Pickering
Carson Jindal Pryce (OH)
Cubin Lee Sullivan
Davis, Jo Ann Murphy, Tim Visclosky

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during

the vote). Members are advised there

are 2 minutes remaining on this vote.
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So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 222, nays
193, not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 944]

The

This

YEAS—222
Abercrombie Baird Berry
Ackerman Baldwin Bilbray
Allen Barrow Bishop (GA)
Altmire Bean Bishop (NY)
Andrews Becerra Blumenauer
Arcuri Berkley Boren
Baca Berman Boucher

Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Castor
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Dicks
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden

Aderholt
AKin
Alexander
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp (MI)

Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell

NAYS—193

Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor

Capito

Carter

Castle

Chabot

Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Dayvis, David
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake

Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Everett
Fallin

Feeney
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Pastor
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

Ferguson
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gilchrest
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves

Hall (TX)
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hulshof
Hunter
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Inglis (SC) Mica Saxton
Issa Miller (FL) Schmidt
Johnson (IL) Miller (MI) Sensenbrenner
Johnson, Sam Miller, Gary Sessions
Jones (NC) Moran (KS) Shadegg
Jordan Murphy, Tim Shays
gglleﬁm) ﬁusgrﬁve Shimkus
ing yric
King (NY) Neugebauer Zﬁzzt:o;
Kingston Nunes Smith (NE)
Kirk Paul X
Kline (MN) Pearce Sm%th (NJ)
Knollenberg Pence Smith (TX)
Kuhl (NY) Peterson (PA) Souder
LaHood Petri Stearns
Lamborn Pitts Tancredo
Latham Platts Terry
LaTourette Poe Thornberry
Lewis (CA) Porter Tiahrt
Lewis (KY) Price (GA) Tiberi
Linder Putnam Turner
LoBiondo Radanovich Upton
Lucas ) Ramstad Walberg
Lungren, Daniel Regula Walden (OR)
E. Rehbersg Walsh (NY)
Mack Relck}ert Wamp
Manzullo Renzi Weldon (FL)
Marchant Reynolds Weller
McCarthy (CA) Rogers (AL) Westmoreland
McCaul (TX) Rogers (KY) .
McCotter Rogers (MI) Whitfield
McCrery Rohrabacher Wicker
McHenry Ros-Lehtinen Wilson (NM)
McHugh Roskam Wilson (SC)
McKeon Royce Wolf
McMorris Ryan (WI) Young (AK)
Rodgers Sali Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—17
Barrett (SC) Delahunt Perlmutter
Boswell Dingell Pickering
Carson Jindal Pryce (OH)
Cleaver Larson (CT) Sullivan
Cubin Lee Visclosky
Davis, Jo Ann Melancon

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Two minutes remain in this
vote.
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 3246.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SERRANO). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

———

REGIONAL ECONOMIC AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT ACT
OF 2007

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 704, I call up
the bill (H.R. 3246) to amend title 40,
United States Code, to provide a com-
prehensive regional approach to eco-
nomic and infrastructure development
in the most severely economically dis-
tressed regions in the Nation, and ask
for its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:
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H.R. 3246

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Regional
Economic and Infrastructure Development
Act of 2007.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) certain regions of the Nation, including
Appalachia, the Mississippi Delta Region,
the Northern Great Plains Region, the
Southeast Crescent Region, the Southwest
Border Region, the Northern Border Region,
and rural Alaska, have suffered from chronic
distress far above the national average;

(2) an economically distressed region can
suffer unemployment and poverty at a rate
that is 150 percent of the national average;
and

(3) regional commissions are unique Fed-
eral-State partnerships that can provide tar-
geted resources to alleviate pervasive eco-
nomic distress.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act
are—

(1) to provide a comprehensive regional ap-
proach to economic and infrastructure devel-
opment in the most severely economically
distressed regions in the Nation; and

(2) to ensure that the most severely eco-
nomically distressed regions in the Nation
have the necessary tools to develop the basic
building blocks for economic development,
such as transportation and basic public in-
frastructure, job skills training, and business
development.

SEC. 3. REGIONAL ECONOMIC AND INFRASTRUC-
TURE DEVELOPMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title 40, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by redesignating subtitle V as subtitle
VI; and

(2) by inserting after subtitle IV the fol-
lowing:

“Subtitle V—Regional Economic and
Infrastructure Development

‘“‘Chapter Sec.
“151. GENERAL PROVISIONS ........... 15101
“153. REGIONAL COMMISSIONS . 15301
“155. FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE ......... 15501
“157. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVI-
SIONS .. 15701

“CHAPTER 151—GENERAL PROVISIONS

“Sec.

€“15101. Definitions.
“§15101. Definitions

“In this subtitle, the following definitions
apply:

‘(1) CoMMISSION.—The term ‘Commission’
means a Commission established under sec-
tion 15301.

‘(2) LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT.—The
term ‘local development district’ means an
entity that—

‘“(A)(1) is an economic development district
that is—

‘“(I) in existence on the date of enactment
of this chapter; and

‘“(IT) located in the region; or

‘“(ii) if an entity described in clause (i)
does not exist—

‘“(I) is organized and operated in a manner
that ensures broad-based community partici-
pation and an effective opportunity for local
officials, community leaders, and the public
to contribute to the development and imple-
mentation of programs in the region;

‘“(IT) is governed by a policy board with at
least a simple majority of members con-
sisting of—

‘‘(aa) elected officials; or

‘““(bb) designees or employees of a general
purpose unit of local government that have
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been appointed to represent the unit of local
government; and

‘“(III) is certified by the Governor or appro-
priate State officer as having a charter or
authority that includes the economic devel-
opment of counties, portions of counties, or
other political subdivisions within the re-
gion; and

‘(B) has not, as certified by the Federal
Cochairperson—

‘(i) inappropriately used Federal grant
funds from any Federal source; or

‘(i) appointed an officer who, during the
period in which another entity inappropri-
ately used Federal grant funds from any Fed-
eral source, was an officer of the other enti-
ty.

‘“(3) FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM.—The term
‘Federal grant program’ means a Federal
grant program to provide assistance in car-
rying out economic and community develop-
ment activities.

‘“(4) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘Indian tribe’
has the meaning given the term in section 4
of the Indian Self-Determination and Edu-
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b).

‘“(6) NONPROFIT ENTITY.—The term ‘non-
profit entity’ means any entity with tax-ex-
empt or nonprofit status, as defined by the
Internal Revenue Service, that has been
formed for the purpose of economic develop-
ment.

‘(6) REGION.—The term ‘region’ means the
area covered by a Commission as described
in subchapter II of chapter 157.

“CHAPTER 153—REGIONAL COMMISSIONS

‘“Sec.

¢“15301. Establishment, membership, and em-
ployees.

Decisions.

Functions.

Administrative powers and expenses.

Meetings.

Personal financial interests.

Tribal representation on Northern
Great Plains Regional Commis-
sion.

¢“15308. Tribal participation.
¢“156309. Annual report.

“§15301. Establishment, membership, and em-
ployees

‘“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There are estab-
lished the following regional Commissions:

‘(1) The Delta Regional Commission.

‘“(2) The Northern Great Plains Regional
Commission.

‘“(3) The Southeast Crescent Regional Com-
mission.

‘“(4) The Southwest Border Regional Com-
mission.

‘“(6) The Northern Border Regional Com-
mission.

*“(b) MEMBERSHIP.—

‘(1) FEDERAL AND STATE MEMBERS.—Each
Commission shall be composed of the fol-
lowing members:

‘““(A) A Federal Cochairperson, to be ap-
pointed by the President, by and with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate.

‘““(B) The Governor of each participating
State in the region of the Commission.

‘“(2) ALTERNATE MEMBERS.—

“(A) ALTERNATE FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.—
The President shall appoint an alternate
Federal Cochairperson for each Commission.
The alternate Federal Cochairperson, when
not actively serving as an alternate for the
Federal Cochairperson, shall perform such
functions and duties as are delegated by the
Federal Cochairperson.

‘“(B) STATE ALTERNATES.—The State mem-
ber of a participating State may have a sin-
gle alternate, who shall be appointed by the
Governor of the State from among the mem-
bers of the Governor’s cabinet or personal
staff.

¢15302.
156303.
15304.
156305.
¢15306.
¢¢156307.
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“(C) VOTING.—An alternate member shall
vote in the case of the absence, death, dis-
ability, removal, or resignation of the Fed-
eral or State member for which the alternate
member is an alternate.

‘“(3) COCHAIRPERSONS.—A Commission shall
be headed by—

‘“(A) the Federal Cochairperson, who shall
serve as a liaison between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the Commission; and

‘“(B) a State Cochairperson, who shall be a
Governor of a participating State in the re-
gion and shall be elected by the State mem-
bers for a term of not less than 1 year.

‘‘(4) CONSECUTIVE TERMS.—A State member
may not be elected to serve as State Cochair-
person for more than 2 consecutive terms.

““(c) COMPENSATION.—

‘(1 FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSONS.—Each Fed-
eral Cochairperson shall be compensated by
the Federal Government at level III of the
Executive Schedule as set out in section 5314
of title 5.

“2) ALTERNATE FEDERAL COCHAIR-
PERSONS.—Each Federal Cochairperson’s al-
ternate shall be compensated by the Federal
Government at level V of the Executive
Schedule as set out in section 5316 of title 5.

‘(3) STATE MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES.—
Each State member and alternate shall be
compensated by the State that they rep-
resent at the rate established by the laws of
that State.

¢(d) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAFF.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A Commission shall ap-
point and fix the compensation of an execu-
tive director and such other personnel as are
necessary to enable the Commission to carry
out its duties. Compensation under this
paragraph may not exceed the maximum
rate of basic pay established for the Senior
Executive Service under section 5382 of title
5, including any applicable locality-based
comparability payment that may be author-
ized under section 5304(h)(2)(C) of that title.

‘(2) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The executive
director shall be responsible for carrying out
the administrative duties of the Commis-
sion, directing the Commission staff, and
such other duties as the Commission may as-
sign.

‘“(e) NO FEDERAL EMPLOYEE STATUS.—No
member, alternate, officer, or employee of a
Commission (other than the Federal Co-
chairperson, the alternate Federal Cochair-
person, staff of the Federal Cochairperson,
and any Federal employee detailed to the
Commission) shall be considered to be a Fed-
eral employee for any purpose.

“§15302. Decisions

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENTS FOR APPROVAL.—Except
as provided in section 15304(c)(3), decisions
by the Commission shall require the affirma-
tive vote of the Federal Cochairperson and a
majority of the State members (exclusive of
members representing States delinquent
under section 15304(c)(3)(C)).

““(b) CONSULTATION.—In matters coming be-
fore the Commission, the Federal Cochair-
person shall, to the extent practicable, con-
sult with the Federal departments and agen-
cies having an interest in the subject matter.

‘‘(c) QUORUMS.—A Commission shall deter-
mine what constitutes a quorum for Com-
mission meetings; except that—

‘(1) any quorum shall include the Federal
Cochairperson or the alternate Federal Co-
chairperson; and

‘(2) a State alternate member shall not be
counted toward the establishment of a
quorum.

¢“(d) PROJECTS AND GRANT PROPOSALS.—The
approval of project and grant proposals shall
be a responsibility of each Commission and
shall be carried out in accordance with sec-
tion 15503.

“§15303. Functions

“A Commission shall—
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‘(1) assess the needs and assets of its re-
gion based on available research, demonstra-
tion projects, investigations, assessments,
and evaluations of the region prepared by
Federal, State, and local agencies, univer-
sities, local development districts, and other
nonprofit groups;

‘“(2) develop, on a continuing basis, com-
prehensive and coordinated economic and in-
frastructure development strategies to es-
tablish priorities and approve grants for the
economic development of its region, giving
due consideration to other Federal, State,
and local planning and development activi-
ties in the region;

“(3) not later than one year after the date
of enactment of this section, and after tak-
ing into account State plans developed under
section 15502, establish priorities in an eco-
nomic and infrastructure development plan
for its region, including 5-year regional out-
come targets;

‘“(4)(A) enhance the capacity of, and pro-
vide support for, local development districts
in its region; or

‘“(B) if no local development district exists
in an area in a participating State in the re-
gion, foster the creation of a local develop-
ment district;

‘“(5) encourage private investment in in-
dustrial, commercial, and other economic
development projects in its region;

‘“(6) cooperate with and assist State gov-
ernments with the preparation of economic
and infrastructure development plans and
programs for participating States;

‘“(7) formulate and recommend to the Gov-
ernors and legislatures of States that par-
ticipate in the Commission forms of inter-
state cooperation and, where appropriate,
international cooperation; and

‘“(8) work with State and local agencies in
developing appropriate model legislation to
enhance local and regional economic devel-
opment.

“§15304. Administrative powers and expenses

‘‘(a) POWERS.—In carrying out its duties
under this subtitle, a Commission may—

‘(1) hold such hearings, sit and act at such
times and places, take such testimony, re-
ceive such evidence, and print or otherwise
reproduce and distribute a description of the
proceedings and reports on actions by the
Commission as the Commission considers ap-
propriate;

‘(2) authorize, through the Federal or
State Cochairperson or any other member of
the Commission designated by the Commis-
sion, the administration of oaths if the Com-
mission determines that testimony should be
taken or evidence received under oath;

‘“(3) request from any Federal, State, or
local agency such information as may be
available to or procurable by the agency that
may be of use to the Commission in carrying
out the duties of the Commission;

‘(4) adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws and
rules governing the conduct of business and
the performance of duties by the Commis-
sion;

‘“(5) request the head of any Federal agen-
cy, State agency, or local government to de-
tail to the Commission such personnel as the
Commission requires to carry out its duties,
each such detail to be without loss of senior-
ity, pay, or other employee status;

‘“(6) provide for coverage of Commission
employees in a suitable retirement and em-
ployee benefit system by making arrange-
ments or entering into contracts with any
participating State government or otherwise
providing retirement and other employee
coverage;

‘“(7) accept, use, and dispose of gifts or do-
nations or services or real, personal, tan-
gible, or intangible property;

‘“(8) enter into and perform such contracts,
cooperative agreements, or other trans-
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actions as are necessary to carry out Com-
mission duties, including any contracts or
cooperative agreements with a department,
agency, or instrumentality of the United
States, a State (including a political subdivi-
sion, agency, or instrumentality of the
State), or a person, firm, association, or cor-
poration; and

‘“(9) maintain a government relations of-
fice in the District of Columbia and establish
and maintain a central office at such loca-
tion in its region as the Commission may se-
lect.

“(b) FEDERAL AGENCY COOPERATION.—A
Federal agency shall—

‘(1) cooperate with a Commission; and

‘(2) provide, to the extent practicable, on
request of the Federal Cochairperson, appro-
priate assistance in carrying out this sub-
title, in accordance with applicable Federal
laws (including regulations).

‘‘(c) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
the administrative expenses of a Commission
shall be paid—

‘““(A) by the Federal Government, in an
amount equal to 50 percent of the adminis-
trative expenses of the Commission; and

‘“(B) by the States participating in the
Commission, in an amount equal to 50 per-
cent of the administrative expenses.

‘(2) EXPENSES OF THE FEDERAL COCHAIR-
PERSON.—AIl expenses of the Federal Co-
chairperson, including expenses of the alter-
nate and staff of the Federal Cochairperson,
shall be paid by the Federal Government.

*“(3) STATE SHARE.—

‘“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B), the share of administrative expenses of a
Commission to be paid by each State of the
Commission shall be determined by a unani-
mous vote of the State members of the Com-
mission.

“(B) NO FEDERAL PARTICIPATION.—The Fed-
eral Cochairperson shall not participate or
vote in any decision under subparagraph (A).

‘‘(C) DELINQUENT STATES.—During any pe-
riod in which a State is more than 1 year de-
linquent in payment of the State’s share of
administrative expenses of the Commission
under this subsection—

‘(i) no assistance under this subtitle shall
be provided to the State (including assist-
ance to a political subdivision or a resident
of the State) for any project not approved as
of the date of the commencement of the de-
linquency; and

‘(ii) no member of the Commission from
the State shall participate or vote in any ac-
tion by the Commission.

‘(4) EFFECT ON ASSISTANCE.—A State’s
share of administrative expenses of a Com-
mission under this subsection shall not be
taken into consideration when determining
the amount of assistance provided to the
State under this subtitle.

“§15305. Meetings

‘‘(a) INITIAL MEETING.—Each Commission
shall hold an initial meeting not later than
180 days after the date of enactment of this
section.

‘““(b) ANNUAL MEETING.—Each Commission
shall conduct at least 1 meeting each year
with the Federal Cochairperson and at least
a majority of the State members present.

‘‘(c) ADDITIONAL MEETINGS.—Each Commis-
sion shall conduct additional meetings at
such times as it determines and may conduct
such meetings by electronic means.

“§15306. Personal financial interests

‘‘(a) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.—

‘(1) NO ROLE ALLOWED.—Except as per-
mitted by paragraph (2), an individual who is
a State member or alternate, or an officer or
employee of a Commission, shall not partici-
pate personally and substantially as a mem-
ber, alternate, officer, or employee of the
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Commission, through decision, approval, dis-
approval, recommendation, request for a rul-
ing, or other determination, contract, claim,
controversy, or other matter in which, to the
individual’s knowledge, any of the following
has a financial interest:

““(A) The individual.

‘“(B) The individual’s spouse, minor child,
or partner.

‘(C) An organization (except a State or po-
litical subdivision of a State) in which the
individual is serving as an officer, director,
trustee, partner, or employee.

‘(D) Any person or organization with
whom the individual is negotiating or has
any arrangement concerning prospective em-
ployment.

‘(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply if the individual, in advance of the pro-
ceeding, application, request for a ruling or
other determination, contract, claim con-
troversy, or other particular matter pre-
senting a potential conflict of interest—

‘“(A) advises the Commission of the nature
and circumstances of the matter presenting
the conflict of interest;

‘(B) makes full disclosure of the financial
interest; and

“(C) receives a written decision of the
Commission that the interest is not so sub-
stantial as to be considered likely to affect
the integrity of the services that the Com-
mission may expect from the individual.

‘(3) VIOLATION.—An individual violating
this subsection shall be fined under title 18,
imprisoned for not more than 1 year, or both.

“(b) STATE MEMBER OR ALTERNATE.—A
State member or alternate member may not
receive any salary, or any contribution to, or
supplementation of, salary, for services on a
Commission from a source other than the
State of the member or alternate.

“‘(c) DETAILED EMPLOYEES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—NoO person detailed to
serve a Commission shall receive any salary,
or any contribution to, or supplementation
of, salary, for services provided to the Com-
mission from any source other than the
State, local, or intergovernmental depart-
ment or agency from which the person was
detailed to the Commission.

‘“(2) VIOLATION.—Any person that violates
this subsection shall be fined under title 18,
imprisoned not more than 1 year, or both.

‘(d) FEDERAL COCHAIRMAN, ALTERNATE TO
FEDERAL COCHAIRMAN, AND FEDERAL OFFI-
CERS AND EMPLOYEES.—The Federal Cochair-
man, the alternate to the Federal Cochair-
man, and any Federal officer or employee de-
tailed to duty with the Commission are not
subject to this section but remain subject to
sections 202 through 209 of title 18.

‘‘(e) RESCISSION.—A Commission may de-
clare void any contract, loan, or grant of or
by the Commission in relation to which the
Commission determines that there has been
a violation of any provision under subsection
(a)(1), (b), or (c), or any of the provisions of
sections 202 through 209 of title 18.

“§15307. Tribal representation on Northern

Great Plains Regional Commission

‘‘(a) TRIBAL COCHAIRPERSON.—

‘(1) APPOINTMENT.—In addition to the
members specified in section 15301(b)(1), the
membership of the Northern Great Plains
Regional Commission shall include a Tribal
Cochairperson, to be appointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate. The Tribal Cochairperson shall
be a member of an Indian tribe in the Com-
mission’s region.

‘(2) DuTIES.—In addition to the Federal
Cochairperson and State Cochairperson, the
Commission shall be headed by the Tribal
Cochairperson, who shall serve as a liaison
between the governments of Indian tribes in
the region and the Commission.
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“(b) ALTERNATE TRIBAL COCHAIRPERSON.—

‘(1) APPOINTMENT.—The President shall ap-
point an alternate to the Tribal Cochair-
person.

‘“(2) DuTiEs.—The alternate Tribal Co-
chairperson, when not actively serving as an
alternate for the Tribal Cochairperson, shall
perform such functions and duties as are del-
egated by the Tribal Cochairperson.

“(3) VOTING.—The alternate Tribal Co-
chairperson shall vote in the case of the ab-
sence, death, disability, removal, or resigna-
tion of the Tribal Cochairperson.

“‘(c) COMPENSATION.—

‘(1) TRIBAL COCHAIRPERSON.—The Tribal
Cochairperson shall be compensated by the
Federal Government at level IIT of the Exec-
utive Schedule as set out in section 5314 of
title 5.

“(2) ALTERNATE TRIBAL COCHAIRPERSON.—
The Tribal Cochairperson’s alternate shall be
compensated by the Federal Government at
level V of the Executive Schedule as set out
in section 5316 of title 5.

“(d) EXPENSES OF TRIBAL COCHAIRPERSON.—
All expenses of the Tribal Cochairperson, in-
cluding expenses of the alternate and staff of
the Tribal Cochairperson, shall be paid by
the Federal Government.

‘“(e) DUTIES AND PRIVILEGES.—Except as
provided in subsections (¢) and (d), the Tribal
Cochairperson shall have the same duties
and privileges as the State Cochairperson.
“§15308. Tribal participation

“Governments of Indian tribes in the re-
gion of the Northern Great Plains Regional
Commission or the Southwest Border Re-
gional Commission shall be allowed to par-
ticipate in matters before that Commission
in the same manner and to the same extent
as State agencies and instrumentalities in
the region.

“§15309. Annual report

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the last day of each fiscal year, each
Commission shall submit to the President
and Congress a report on the activities car-
ried out by the Commission under this sub-
title in the fiscal year.
‘“(b) CONTENTS.—The report shall include—
‘(1) a description of the criteria used by
the Commission to designate counties under
section 15702 and a list of the counties des-
ignated in each category;
‘“(2) an evaluation of the progress of the
Commission in meeting the goals identified
in the Commission’s economic and infra-
structure development plan under section
15303 and State economic and infrastructure
development plans under section 15502;
‘(3) any policy recommendations approved
by the Commission.
“CHAPTER 155—FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
“Sec.
¢“15501. Economic and infrastructure develop-
ment grants.

¢“15502. Comprehensive economic and infra-
structure development plans.

¢“15503. Approval of applications for assist-
ance.

¢¢15504. Program development criteria.

¢¢15505. Local development districts and orga-
nizations.

€“15506. Supplements to Federal grant pro-
grams.

“§15501. Economic and infrastructure devel-

opment grants

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—A Commission may
make grants to States and local govern-
ments, Indian tribes, and public and non-
profit organizations for projects, approved in
accordance with section 15503—

‘(1) to develop the transportation infra-
structure of its region;

‘“(2) to develop the basic public infrastruc-
ture of its region;
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“(3) to develop the telecommunications in-
frastructure of its region;

‘“(4) to assist its region in obtaining job
skills training, skills development and em-
ployment-related education, entrepreneur-
ship, technology, and business development;

‘() to provide assistance to severely eco-
nomically distressed and underdeveloped
areas of its region that lack financial re-
sources for improving basic health care and
other public services;

‘“(6) to promote resource conservation,
tourism, recreation, and preservation of open
space in a manner consistent with economic
development goals;

(T to promote the development of renew-
able and alternative energy sources; and

‘“(8) to otherwise achieve the purposes of
this subtitle.

““(b) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—A Commission
shall allocate at least 40 percent of any grant
amounts provided by the Commission in a
fiscal year for projects described in para-
graphs (1) through (3) of subsection (a).

‘(c) SOURCES OF GRANTS.—Grant amounts
may be provided entirely from appropria-
tions to carry out this subtitle, in combina-
tion with amounts available under other
Federal grant programs, or from any other
source.

)
TIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2)
and (3), the Commission may contribute not
more than 50 percent of a project or activity
cost eligible for financial assistance under
this section from amounts appropriated to
carry out this subtitle.

*“(2) DISTRESSED COUNTIES.—The maximum
Commission contribution for a project or ac-
tivity to be carried out in a county for which
a distressed county designation is in effect
under section 15702 may be increased to 80
percent.

“@3) SPECIAL RULE FOR REGIONAL
PROJECTS.—A Commission may increase to 60
percent under paragraph (1) and 90 percent
under paragraph (2) the maximum Commis-
sion contribution for a project or activity
if—

‘“(A) the project or activity involves 3 or
more counties or more than one State; and

‘(B) the Commission determines in accord-
ance with section 15302(a) that the project or
activity will bring significant interstate or
multicounty benefits to a region.

‘‘(e) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—Funds may
be provided by a Commission for a program
or project in a State under this section only
if the Commission determines that the level
of Federal or State financial assistance pro-
vided under a law other than this subtitle,
for the same type of program or project in
the same area of the State within region,
will not be reduced as a result of funds made
available by this subtitle.

“(f) NO RELOCATION ASSISTANCE.—Finan-
cial assistance authorized by this section
may not be used to assist a person or entity
in relocating from one area to another.

“§15502. Comprehensive economic and infra-

structure development plans

‘“‘(a) STATE PLANS.—In accordance with
policies established by a Commission, each
State member of the Commission shall sub-
mit a comprehensive economic and infra-
structure development plan for the area of
the region represented by the State member.

‘“(b) CONTENT OF PLAN.—A State economic
and infrastructure development plan shall
reflect the goals, objectives, and priorities
identified in any applicable economic and in-
frastructure development plan developed by
a Commission under section 15303.

“‘(c) CONSULTATION WITH INTERESTED LOCAL
PARTIES.—In carrying out the development
planning process (including the selection of

MAXIMUM COMMISSION  CONTRIBU-
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programs and projects for assistance), a
State shall—

‘(1) consult with local development dis-
tricts, local units of government, and local
colleges and universities; and

‘(2) take into consideration the goals, ob-
jectives, priorities, and recommendations of
the entities described in paragraph (1).

““(d) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A Commission and appli-
cable State and local development districts
shall encourage and assist, to the maximum
extent practicable, public participation in
the development, revision, and implementa-
tion of all plans and programs under this
subtitle.

‘“(2) GUIDELINES.—A Commission shall de-
velop guidelines for providing public partici-
pation, including public hearings.

“§15503. Approval of applications for assist-
ance

‘‘(a) EVALUATION BY STATE MEMBER.—AN
application to a Commission for a grant or
any other assistance for a project under this
subtitle shall be made through, and evalu-
ated for approval by, the State member of
the Commission representing the applicant.

‘“‘(b) CERTIFICATION.—An application to a
Commission for a grant or other assistance
for a project under this subtitle shall be eli-
gible for assistance only on certification by
the State member of the Commission rep-
resenting the applicant that the application
for the project—

‘(1) describes ways in which the project
complies with any applicable State economic
and infrastructure development plan;

‘‘(2) meets applicable criteria under section
15504;

‘“(3) adequately ensures that the project
will be properly administered, operated, and
maintained; and

‘“(4) otherwise meets the requirements for
assistance under this subtitle.

“(c) VOTES FOR DECISIONS.—On certifi-
cation by a State member of a Commission
of an application for a grant or other assist-
ance for a specific project under this section,
an affirmative vote of the Commission under
section 156302 shall be required for approval of
the application.

“§15504. Program development criteria

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In considering programs
and projects to be provided assistance by a
Commission under this subtitle, and in es-
tablishing a priority ranking of the requests
for assistance provided to the Commission,
the Commission shall follow procedures that
ensure, to the maximum extent practicable,
consideration of—

‘(1) the relationship of the project or class
of projects to overall regional development;

‘“(2) the per capita income and poverty and
unemployment and outmigration rates in an
area;

‘(3) the financial resources available to
the applicants for assistance seeking to
carry out the project, with emphasis on en-
suring that projects are adequately financed
to maximize the probability of successful
economic development;

‘“(4) the importance of the project or class
of projects in relation to the other projects
or classes of projects that may be in com-
petition for the same funds;

‘“(5) the prospects that the project for
which assistance is sought will improve, on a
continuing rather than a temporary basis,
the opportunities for employment, the aver-
age level of income, or the economic develop-
ment of the area to be served by the project;
and

‘‘(6) the extent to which the project design
provides for detailed outcome measurements
by which grant expenditures and the results
of the expenditures may be evaluated.
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“§15505. Local development districts and or-
ganizations

‘“‘(a) GRANTS TO LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DIS-
TRICTS.—Subject to the requirements of this
section, a Commission may make grants to a
local development district to assist in the
payment of development planning and ad-
ministrative expenses.

““(b) CONDITIONS FOR GRANTS.—

‘(1) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The amount of a
grant awarded under this section may not
exceed 80 percent of the administrative and
planning expenses of the local development
district receiving the grant.

“(2) MAXIMUM PERIOD FOR STATE AGEN-
CIES.—In the case of a State agency certified
as a local development district, a grant may
not be awarded to the agency under this sec-
tion for more than 3 fiscal years.

‘“(3) LOCAL SHARE.—The contributions of a
local development district for administrative
expenses may be in cash or in kind, fairly
evaluated, including space, equipment, and
services.

‘“(c) DUTIES OF LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DIis-
TRICTS.—A local development district shall—

“(1) operate as a lead organization serving
multicounty areas in the region at the local
level;

‘“(2) assist the Commission in carrying out
outreach activities for local governments,
community development groups, the busi-
ness community, and the public;

‘“(3) serve as a liaison between State and
local governments, nonprofit organizations
(including community-based groups and edu-
cational institutions), the business commu-
nity, and citizens; and

‘“(4) assist the individuals and entities de-
scribed in paragraph (3) in identifying, as-
sessing, and facilitating projects and pro-
grams to promote the economic development
of the region.

“§15506. Supplements to Federal grant pro-
grams

‘“(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that certain
States and local communities of the region,
including local development districts, may
be unable to take maximum advantage of
Federal grant programs for which the States
and communities are eligible because—

‘(1) they lack the economic resources to
provide the required matching share; or

‘“(2) there are insufficient funds available
under the applicable Federal law with re-
spect to a project to be carried out in the re-
gion.

“(b) FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM FUNDING.—A
Commission, with the approval of the Fed-
eral Cochairperson, may use amounts made
available to carry out this subtitle—

“(1) for any part of the basic Federal con-
tribution to projects or activities under the
Federal grant programs authorized by Fed-
eral laws; and

‘“(2) to increase the Federal contribution to
projects and activities under the programs
above the fixed maximum part of the cost of
the projects or activities otherwise author-
ized by the applicable law.

‘“(c) CERTIFICATION REQUIRED.—For a pro-
gram, project, or activity for which any part
of the basic Federal contribution to the
project or activity under a Federal grant
program is proposed to be made under sub-
section (b), the Federal contribution shall
not be made until the responsible Federal of-
ficial administering the Federal law author-
izing the Federal contribution certifies that
the program, project, or activity meets the
applicable requirements of the Federal law
and could be approved for Federal contribu-
tion under that law if amounts were avail-
able under the law for the program, project,
or activity.

¢(d) LIMITATIONS IN OTHER LAWS INAPPLI-
CABLE.—Amounts provided pursuant to this
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subtitle are available without regard to any
limitations on areas eligible for assistance
or authorizations for appropriation in any
other law.

‘‘(e) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
the cost of a project or activity receiving as-
sistance under this section shall not exceed
80 percent.

“(f) MAXIMUM COMMISSION CONTRIBUTION.—
Section 15501(d), relating to limitations on
Commission contributions, shall apply to a
program, project, or activity receiving as-
sistance under this section.

“CHAPTER 156—ADMINISTRATIVE
PROVISIONS
‘‘SUBCHAPTER I—GENERAL PROVISIONS
“Sec.
‘15701. Consent of States.
“15702. Distressed counties and areas.
¢“15703. Counties eligible for assistance in
more than one region.
¢“15704. Inspector General; Records.
¢15705. Biannual meetings of representatives
of all commissions.
¢“15706. Relationship to other laws.
‘‘SUBCHAPTER II—DESIGNATION OF REGIONS

¢“15731. Delta Regional Commission.

¢15732. Northern Great Plains Regional Com-
mission.

¢“15733. Southeast Crescent Regional Com-
mission.

¢“15734. Southwest Border Regional Commis-
sion.

¢“15735. Northern Border Regional Commis-
sion.

‘‘SUBCHAPTER III—AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS

¢“15751. Authorization of appropriations.
“SUBCHAPTER I—-GENERAL PROVISIONS
“§15701. Consent of States

“This subtitle does not require a State to
engage in or accept a program under this
subtitle without its consent.

“§15702. Distressed counties and areas

‘‘(a) DESIGNATIONS.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this section,
and annually thereafter, each Commission
shall make the following designations:

‘(1) DISTRESSED COUNTIES.—The Commis-
sion shall designate as distressed counties
those counties in its region that are the
most severely and persistently economically
distressed and underdeveloped and have high
rates of poverty, unemployment, or out-
migration.

¢‘(2) TRANSITIONAL COUNTIES.—The Commis-
sion shall designate as transitional counties
those counties in its region that are eco-
nomically distressed and underdeveloped or
have recently suffered high rates of poverty,
unemployment, or outmigration.

“(3) ATTAINMENT COUNTIES.—The Commis-
sion shall designate as attainment counties,
those counties in its region that are not des-
ignated as distressed or transitional counties
under this subsection.

‘(4) ISOLATED AREAS OF DISTRESS.—The
Commission shall designate as isolated areas
of distress, areas located in counties des-
ignated as attainment counties under para-
graph (3) that have high rates of poverty, un-
employment, or outmigration.

“(b) ALLOCATION.—A Commission shall al-
locate at least 50 percent of the appropria-
tions made available to the Commission to
carry out this subtitle for programs and
projects designed to serve the needs of dis-
tressed counties and isolated areas of dis-
tress in the region.

“(c) ATTAINMENT COUNTIES.—

‘(1 IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), funds may not be provided
under this subtitle for a project located in a
county designated as an attainment county
under subsection (a).
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‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—

““(A) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES OF LOCAL
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS.—The funding prohi-
bition under paragraph (1) shall not apply to
grants to fund the administrative expenses
of local development districts under section
15505.

“(B) MULTICOUNTY AND OTHER PROJECTS.—A
Commission may waive the application of
the funding prohibition under paragraph (1)
with respect to—

‘(i) a multicounty project that includes
participation by an attainment county; and

‘‘(ii) any other type of project, if a Com-
mission determines that the project could
bring significant benefits to areas of the re-
gion outside an attainment county.

‘“(3) ISOLATED AREAS OF DISTRESS.—For a
designation of an isolated area of distress to
be effective, the designation shall be sup-
ported—

‘“(A) by the most recent Federal data avail-
able; or

‘(B) if no recent Federal data are avail-
able, by the most recent data available
through the government of the State in
which the isolated area of distress is located.
“§15703. Counties eligible for assistance in

more than one region

‘‘(a) LIMITATION.—A political subdivision of
a State may not receive assistance under
this subtitle in a fiscal year from more than
one Commission.

““(b) SELECTION OF COMMISSION.—A political
subdivision included in the region of more
than one Commission shall select the Com-
mission with which it will participate by no-
tifying, in writing, the Federal Cochair-
person and the appropriate State member of
that Commission.

“(c) CHANGES IN SELECTIONS.—The selec-
tion of a Commission by a political subdivi-
sion shall apply in the fiscal year in which
the selection is made, and shall apply in each
subsequent fiscal year unless the political
subdivision, at least 90 days before the first
day of the fiscal year, notifies the Cochair-
persons of another Commission in writing
that the political subdivision will partici-
pate in that Commission and also transmits
a copy of such notification to the Cochair-
persons of the Commission in which the po-
litical subdivision is currently participating.

“(d) INCLUSION OF APPALACHIAN REGIONAL
COMMISSION.—In this section, the term ‘Com-
mission’ includes the Appalachian Regional
Commission established under chapter 143.
“§15704. Inspector General; records

‘‘(a) APPOINTMENT OF INSPECTOR GEN-
ERAL.—There shall be an Inspector General
for the Commissions appointed in accordance
with section 3(a) of the Inspector General
Act of 1978 (6 U.S.C. App.). All of the Com-
missions shall be subject to a single Inspec-
tor General.

“‘(b) RECORDS OF A COMMISSION.—

‘1) IN GENERAL.—A Commission shall
maintain accurate and complete records of
all its transactions and activities.

‘(2) AVAILABILITY.—AIl records of a Com-
mission shall be available for audit and ex-
amination by the Inspector General (includ-
ing authorized representatives of the Inspec-
tor General).

“(c) RECORDS OF RECIPIENTS OF COMMISSION
ASSISTANCE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A recipient of funds from
a Commission under this subtitle shall main-
tain accurate and complete records of trans-
actions and activities financed with the
funds and report to the Commission on the
transactions and activities.

‘(2) AVAILABILITY.—AIll records required
under paragraph (1) shall be available for
audit by the Commission and the Inspector
General (including authorized representa-
tives of the Commission and the Inspector
General).
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“(d) ANNUAL AUDIT.—The Inspector Gen-
eral shall audit the activities, transactions,
and records of each Commission on an an-
nual basis.

“§15705. Biannual meetings of representa-
tives of all Commissions

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Representatives of each
Commission, the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission, and the Denali Commission shall
meet biannually to discuss issues con-
fronting regions suffering from chronic and
contiguous distress and successful strategies
for promoting regional development.

“(b) CHAIR OF MEETINGS.—The chair of
each meeting shall rotate among the Com-
missions, with the Appalachian Regional
Commission to host the first meeting.
“§15706. Relationship to other laws

“Projects receiving assistance under this
subtitle shall be treated in the manner pro-
vided in section 602 of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.
3212).

“SUBCHAPTER II—DESIGNATION OF
REGIONS
“§15731. Delta Regional Commission

‘““The region of the Delta Regional Commis-
sion shall consist of the following political
subdivisions:

‘(1) ALABAMA.—The counties of Barbour,
Bullock, Butler, Choctaw, Clarke, Conecuh,
Dallas, Escambia, Greene, Hale, Lowndes,
Macon, Marengo, Monroe, Perry, Pickens,
Russell, Sumter, Washington, and Wilcox in
the State of Alabama.

‘“(2) ARKANSAS.—The counties of Arkansas,
Ashley, Baxter, Bradley, Calhoun, Chicot,
Clay, Cleveland, Craighead, Crittenden,
Cross, Dallas, Desha, Drew, Fulton, Grant,
Greene, Independence, Izard, Jackson, Jeffer-
son, Lawrence, Lee, Lincoln, Lonoke, Mar-
ion, Mississippi, Monroe, Ouachita, Phillips,
Poinsett, Prairie, Pulaski, Randolph, St.
Francis, Searcy, Sharp, Stone, Union, Van
Buren, White, and Woodruff in the State of
Arkansas.

‘“(8) ILLINOIS.—The counties of Alexander,
Franklin, Gallatin, Hamilton, Hardin, Jack-
son, Johnson, Massac, Perry, Pope, Pulaski,
Randolph, Saline, Union, White, and Wood-
ruff in the State of Illinois.

‘“(4) KENTUCKY.—The counties of Ballard,
Caldwell, Calloway, Carlisle, Christian,
Crittenden, Fulton, Graves, Henderson,
Hickman, Hopkins, Livingston, Lyon, Mar-
shall, McCracken, McLean, Muhlenberg,
Todd, Trigg, Union, and Webster in the State
of Kentucky.

‘“(5) LOUISIANA.—The parishes of Acadia,
Allen, Ascension, Assumption, Avoyelles,
Caldwell, Catahoula, Concordia, E. Baton
Rouge, E. Carroll, E. Feliciana, Evangeline,
Franklin, Grant, Iberia, Iberville, Jackson,
Jefferson, Lafourche, La Salle, Lincoln, Liv-
ingston, Madison, Morehouse, Natchitoches,
Orleans, Ouachita, Plaquemines, Pointe
Coupee, Rapides, Richland, St. Bernard, St.
Charles, St. Helena, St. James, St. John the
Baptist, St. Landry, St. Martin, Tangipahoa,
Tensas, Union, Washington, W. Baton Rouge,
W. Carroll, W. Feliciana, and Winn in the
State of Louisiana.

‘“(6) MississiPPI.—The counties of Adams,
Amite, Attala, Benton, Bolivar, Carroll,
Claiborne, Coahoma, Copiah, Covington,
Desoto, Franklin, Grenada, Hinds, Holmes,
Humphreys, Issaquena, Jefferson, Jefferson

Davis, Lafayette, Lawrence, Leflore, Lin-
coln, Madison, Marion, Marshall, Mont-
gomery, Panola, Pike, Quitman, Rankin,

Sharkey, Simpson, Sunflower, Tallahatchie,
Tate, Tippah, Tunica, Union, Walthall, War-
ren, Washington, Wilkinson, Yalobusha, and
Yazoo in the State of Mississippi.

‘(7Y MISSOURI—The counties Bollinger,
Butler, Cape Girardeau, Carter, Crawford,

October 4, 2007

Dent, Douglas, Dunklin, Howell, Iron, Madi-
son, Mississippi, New Madrid, Oregon, Ozark,
Pemiscott, Perry, Phelps, Reynolds, Ripley,
Ste. Genevieve, St. Francois, Scott, Shan-
non, Stoddard, Texas, Washington, Wayne,
and Wright in the State of Missouri.

‘“(8) TENNESSEE.—The counties of Benton,
Carroll, Chester, Crockett, Decatur, Dyer,
Fayette, Gibson, Hardeman, Hardin, Hay-
wood, Henderson, Henry, Lake, Lauderdale,
McNairy, Madison, Obion, Shelby, Tipton,
and Weakley in the State of Tennessee.
“§15732. Northern Great Plains Regional

Commission

“The region of the Northern Great Plains
Regional Commission shall consist of all
counties of the States of Iowa, Minnesota,
Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota.
“§15733. Southeast Crescent Regional Com-

mission

““The region of the Southeast Crescent Re-
gional Commission shall consist of all coun-
ties of the States of Virginia, North Caro-
lina, South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, Mis-
sissippi, and Florida not already served by
the Appalachian Regional Commission or the
Delta Regional Commission.

“§15734. Southwest Border Regional Commis-
sion

“The region of the Southwest Border Re-
gional Commission shall consist of the fol-
lowing political subdivisions:

‘(1) ARIZONA.—The counties of Cochise,
Gila, Graham, Greenlee, La Paz, Maricopa,
Pima, Pinal, Santa Cruz, and Yuma in the
State of Arizona.

‘(2) CALIFORNIA.—The counties of Imperial,
Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San
Bernardino, San Diego, and Ventura in the
State of California.

‘(3) NEW MEXICO.—The counties of Catron,
Chaves, Dona Ana, Eddy, Grant, Hidalgo,
Lincoln, Luna, Otero, Sierra, and Socorro in
the State of New Mexico.

‘“(4) TeEXAS.—The counties of Atascosa,
Bandera, Bee, Bexar, Brewster, Brooks, Cam-
eron, Coke, Concho, Crane, Crockett,
Culberson, Dimmit, Duval, Ector, Edwards,
El Paso, Frio, Gillespie, Glasscock, Hidalgo,
Hudspeth, Irion, Jeff Davis, Jim Hogg, Jim
Wells, Karnes, Kendall, XKenedy, Kerr,
Kimble, Kinney, Kleberg, La Salle, Live Oak,
Loving, Mason, Maverick, McMullen, Me-
dina, Menard, Midland, Nueces, Pecos, Pre-
sidio, Reagan, Real, Reeves, San Patricio,
Shleicher, Sutton, Starr, Sterling, Terrell,
Tom Green Upton, Uvalde, Val Verde, Ward,
Webb, Willacy, Wilson, Winkler, Zapata, and
Zavala in the State of Texas.

“§15735. Northern Border Regional Commis-
sion

“The region of the Northern Border Re-
gional Commission shall include the fol-
lowing counties:

‘(1) MAINE.—The counties of Androscoggin,
Aroostook, Franklin, Hancock, Kennebec,
Knox, Oxford, Penobscot, Piscataquis, Som-
erset, Waldo, and Washington in the State of
Maine.

‘“(2) NEW HAMPSHIRE.—The counties of Car-
roll, Coos, Grafton, and Sullivan in the State
of New Hampshire.

‘“(3) NEW YORK.—The counties of Cayuga,
Clinton, Essex, Franklin, Fulton, Hamilton,
Herkimer, Jefferson, Lewis, Madison, Onei-
da, Oswego, Seneca, and St. Lawrence in the
State of New York.

‘‘(4) VERMONT.—The counties of Caledonia,
Essex, Franklin, Grand Isle, Lamoille, and
Orleans in the State of Vermont.

“SUBCHAPTER III—AUTHORIZATION OF

APPROPRIATIONS
“§15751. Authorization of appropriations

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to
be appropriated to each Commission to carry
out this subtitle—
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‘(1) $40,000,000 for fiscal year 2008;

¢“(2) $45,000,000 for fiscal year 2009;

¢“(3) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2010;

‘“(4) $55,000,000 for fiscal year 2011; and

¢“(5) $60,000,000 for fiscal year 2012.

“(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Not more
than 10 percent of the funds made available
to a Commission in a fiscal year under this
section may be used for administrative ex-
penses.”’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
subtitles for chapter 40, United States Code,
is amended by striking the item relating to
subtitle V and inserting the following:

“V. REGIONAL ECONOMIC AND

INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOP-

SEC. 4. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.

(a) REPEALS.—Subtitles F and G of the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act (7 U.S.C. 200922-2009bb-13) are repealed.

(b) INSPECTOR GENERAL ACT.—Section 11 of
the Inspector General Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C.
App.) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘or the
President of the Export-Import Bank;”’ and
inserting ‘‘the President of the Export-Im-
port Bank; or the Federal Cochairpersons of
the Commissions established under section
15301 of title 40, United States Code;”’; and

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘or the Ex-
port-Import Bank,” and inserting ‘‘the Ex-
port-Import Bank, or the Commissions es-
tablished under section 15301 of title 40,
United States Code,”.

SEC. 5. TRANSFERS OF AUTHORITY AND SAVINGS
PROVISIONS.

(a) TRANSFERS OF AUTHORITY.—Subject to
the requirements of this Act (including the
amendments made by this Act)—

(1) all of the functions of the Delta Re-
gional Authority are transferred to the Delta
Regional Commission; and

(2) all of the functions of the Northern
Great Plains Regional Authority are trans-
ferred to the Northern Great Plains Regional
Commission.

(b) LEGAL DOCUMENTS.—AIll orders, deter-
minations, rules, regulations, grants, loans,
contracts, and agreements—

(1) that have been issued, made, granted, or
allowed to become effective by the Delta Re-
gional Authority or the Northern Great
Plains Regional Authority in the perform-
ance of any function that is transferred by
this section, and

(2) that are in effect on the effective date
of such transfer (or become effective after
such date pursuant to their terms as in ef-
fect on such effective date),
shall continue in effect according to their
terms until modified, terminated, super-
seded, set aside, or revoked in accordance
with law by an authorized official, a court of
competent jurisdiction, or operation of law.

(c) TRANSFER OF ASSETS AND PERSONNEL.—

(1) DELTA REGIONAL COMMISSION.—There
shall be transferred to the Delta Regional
Commission such assets, funds, personnel,
records, and other property of the Delta Re-
gional Authority relating to the functions of
the Authority as the Commission determines
appropriate.

(2) NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS REGIONAL COM-
MISSION.—There shall be transferred to the
Northern Great Plains Regional Commission
such assets, funds, personnel, records, and
other property of the Northern Great Plains
Regional Authority as the Commission de-
termines appropriate.

SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act, and the amendments made by
this Act, shall take effect on the first day of
the first fiscal year beginning after the date
of enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 704, the
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amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill, modified by
the amendment printed in House Re-
port 110-361, is adopted and the bill, as
amended, is considered read.

The text of the bill, as amended, is as
follows:

H.R. 3246

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Regional Eco-
nomic and Infrastructure Development Act of
2007.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) certain regions of the Nation, including
Appalachia, the Mississippi Delta Region, the
Northern Great Plains Region, the Southeast
Crescent Region, the Southwest Border Region,
the Northern Border Region, and rural Alaska,
have suffered from chronic distress far above the
national average;

(2) an economically distressed region can Suf-
fer unemployment and poverty at a rate that is
150 percent of the national average; and

(3) regional commissions are unique Federal-
State partnerships that can provide targeted re-
sources to alleviate pervasive economic distress.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act are—

(1) to provide a comprehensive regional ap-
proach to economic and infrastructure develop-
ment in the most severely economically dis-
tressed regions in the Nation; and

(2) to ensure that the most severely economi-
cally distressed regions in the Nation have the
necessary tools to develop the basic building
blocks for economic development, such as trans-
portation and basic public infrastructure, job
skills training, and business development.

SEC. 3. REGIONAL ECONOMIC AND INFRASTRUC-
TURE DEVELOPMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title 40, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by redesignating subtitle V as subtitle VI;
and

(2) by inserting after subtitle 1V the following:

“Subtitle V—Regional Economic and
Infrastructure Development

“Chapter Sec.

“151. GENERAL PROVISIONS ............. 15101
“153. REGIONAL COMMISSIONS .. 15301
“155. FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE .......... 15501
“157. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 15701

“CHAPTER 151—GENERAL PROVISIONS

“Sec.
““15101. Definitions.
“§15101. Definitions

“In this subtitle,
apply:

“(1) COMMISSION.—The term ‘Commission’
means a Commission established under section
15301.

““(2) LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT.—The term
‘local development district’ means an entity
that—

“(A)(1) is an economic development district
that is—

“(I) in existence on the date of enactment of
this chapter; and

“(II) located in the region; or

“(ii) if an entity described in clause (i) does
not exist—

“(I) is organized and operated in a manner
that ensures broad-based community participa-
tion and an effective opportunity for local offi-
cials, community leaders, and the public to con-
tribute to the development and implementation
of programs in the region;

“(II) is governed by a policy board with at
least a simple majority of members consisting
of—

“(aa) elected officials; or
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‘““(bb) designees or employees of a general pur-
pose unit of local government that have been
appointed to represent the unit of local govern-
ment; and

‘““(111) is certified by the Governor or appro-
priate State officer as having a charter or au-
thority that includes the economic development
of counties, portions of counties, or other polit-
ical subdivisions within the region; and

‘““(B) has not, as certified by the Federal Co-
chairperson—

““(i) inappropriately used Federal grant funds
from any Federal source; or

““(ii) appointed an officer who, during the pe-
riod in which another entity inappropriately
used Federal grant funds from any Federal
source, was an officer of the other entity.

““(3) FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM.—The term
‘Federal grant program’ means a Federal grant
program to provide assistance in carrying out
economic and community development activities.

‘“(4) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘Indian tribe’
has the meaning given the term in section 4 of
the Indian Self-Determination and Education
Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b).

““(5) NONPROFIT ENTITY.—The term ‘nonprofit
entity’ means any entity with tax-exempt or
nonprofit status, as defined by the Internal Rev-
enue Service, that has been formed for the pur-
pose of economic development.

‘““(6) REGION.—The term ‘region’ means the
area covered by a Commission as described in
subchapter II of chapter 157.

“CHAPTER 153—REGIONAL COMMISSIONS

“Sec.

““15301. Establishment, membership, and employ-
ees.

Decisions.

Functions.

Administrative powers and expenses.

Meetings.

Personal financial interests.

Tribal representation on Northern Great
Plains Regional Commission.

““15308. Tribal participation.

““15309. Annual report.

“§15301. Establishment, membership, and em-

ployees

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There are established
the following regional Commissions:

‘(1) The Delta Regional Commission.

‘““(2) The Northern Great Plains Regional
Commission.

‘““(3) The Southeast Crescent Regional Com-
mission.

‘““(4) The Southwest Border Regional Commis-
sion.

‘““(5) The Northern Border Regional Commis-
sion.

‘“(b) MEMBERSHIP.—

‘(1) FEDERAL AND STATE MEMBERS.—Each
Commission shall be composed of the following
members:

‘“(A) A Federal Cochairperson, to be ap-
pointed by the President, by and with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate.

‘““(B) The Governor of each participating State
in the region of the Commission.

““(2) ALTERNATE MEMBERS.—

‘““(A) ALTERNATE FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.—
The President shall appoint an alternate Fed-
eral Cochairperson for each Commission. The al-
ternate Federal Cochairperson, when not ac-
tively serving as an alternate for the Federal
Cochairperson, shall perform such functions
and duties as are delegated by the Federal Co-
chairperson.

‘““(B) STATE ALTERNATES.—The State member
of a participating State may have a single alter-
nate, who shall be appointed by the Governor of
the State from among the members of the Gov-
ernor’s cabinet or personal staff.

““(C) VOTING.—An alternate member shall vote
in the case of the absence, death, disability, re-
moval, or resignation of the Federal or State
member for which the alternate member is an al-
ternate.

“15302.
““15303.
“15304.
““15305.
““15306.
“15307.
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““(3) COCHAIRPERSONS.—A Commission shall be
headed by—

‘““(A) the Federal Cochairperson, who shall
serve as a liaison between the Federal Govern-
ment and the Commission; and

‘““(B) a State Cochairperson, who shall be a
Governor of a participating State in the region
and shall be elected by the State members for a
term of not less than 1 year.

‘““(4) CONSECUTIVE TERMS.—A State member
may not be elected to serve as State Cochair-
person for more than 2 consecutive terms.

“‘(c) COMPENSATION.—

‘(1) FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSONS.—Each Fed-
eral Cochairperson shall be compensated by the
Federal Government at level I1I of the Executive
Schedule as set out in section 5314 of title 5.

““(2) ALTERNATE FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSONS.—
Each Federal Cochairperson’s alternate shall be
compensated by the Federal Government at level
V of the Executive Schedule as set out in section
5316 of title 5.

““(3) STATE MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES.—Each
State member and alternate shall be com-
pensated by the State that they represent at the
rate established by the laws of that State.

‘“(d) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAFF.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—A Commission shall appoint
and fix the compensation of an executive direc-
tor and such other personnel as are necessary to
enable the Commission to carry out its duties.
Compensation under this paragraph may not ex-
ceed the maximum rate of basic pay established
for the Senior Executive Service under section
5382 of title 5, including any applicable locality-
based comparability payment that may be au-
thorized under section 5304(h)(2)(C) of that title.

““(2) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The executive di-
rector shall be responsible for carrying out the
administrative duties of the Commission, direct-
ing the Commission staff, and such other duties
as the Commission may assign.

“(e) NO FEDERAL EMPLOYEE STATUS.—No
member, alternate, officer, or employee of a
Commission (other than the Federal Cochair-
person, the alternate Federal Cochairperson,
staff of the Federal Cochairperson, and any
Federal employee detailed to the Commission)
shall be considered to be a Federal employee for
any purpose.

“§ 15302. Decisions

“(a) REQUIREMENTS FOR APPROVAL.—Except
as provided in section 15304(c)(3), decisions by
the Commission shall require the affirmative
vote of the Federal Cochairperson and a major-
ity of the State members (exclusive of members
representing States delinquent wunder section
15304(c)(3)(C)).

‘““(b) CONSULTATION.—In matters coming be-
fore the Commission, the Federal Cochairperson
shall, to the extent practicable, consult with the
Federal departments and agencies having an in-
terest in the subject matter.

‘““(c) QUORUMS.—A Commission shall deter-
mine what constitutes a quorum for Commission
meetings; except that—

‘(1) any quorum shall include the Federal Co-
chairperson or the alternate Federal Cochair-
person; and

‘“(2) a State alternate member shall not be
counted toward the establishment of a quorum.

‘“(d) PROJECTS AND GRANT PROPOSALS.—The
approval of project and grant proposals shall be
a responsibility of each Commission and shall be
carried out in accordance with section 15503.

“§ 15303. Functions

“A Commission shall—

‘(1) assess the meeds and assets of its region
based on available research, demonstration
projects, investigations, assessments, and eval-
uations of the region prepared by Federal,
State, and local agencies, universities, local de-
velopment districts, and other nonprofit groups;

‘“(2) develop, on a continuing basis, com-
prehensive and coordinated economic and infra-
structure development strategies to establish pri-
orities and approve grants for the economic de-
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velopment of its region, giving due consideration
to other Federal, State, and local planning and
development activities in the region;

“(3) not later than one year after the date of
enactment of this section, and after taking into
account State plans developed under section
15502, establish priorities in an economic and in-
frastructure development plan for its region, in-
cluding 5-year regional outcome targets;

““(4)(A) enhance the capacity of, and provide
support for, local development districts in its re-
gion; or

“(B) if no local development district exists in
an area in a participating State in the region,
foster the creation of a local development dis-
trict;

“(5) encourage private investment in indus-
trial, commercial, and other economic develop-
ment projects in its region;

“(6) cooperate with and assist State govern-
ments with the preparation of economic and in-
frastructure development plans and programs
for participating States;

“(7) formulate and recommend to the Gov-
ernors and legislatures of States that participate
in the Commission forms of interstate coopera-
tion and, where appropriate, international co-
operation; and

“(8) work with State and local agencies in de-
veloping appropriate model legislation to en-
hance local and regional economic development.
“§ 15304. Administrative powers and expenses

“(a) POWERS.—In carrying out its duties
under this subtitle, a Commission may—

“(1) hold such hearings, sit and act at such
times and places, take such testimony, receive
such evidence, and print or otherwise reproduce
and distribute a description of the proceedings
and reports on actions by the Commission as the
Commission considers appropriate;

““(2) authorize, through the Federal or State
Cochairperson or any other member of the Com-
mission designated by the Commission, the ad-
ministration of oaths if the Commission deter-
mines that testimony should be taken or evi-
dence received under oath;

“(3) request from any Federal, State, or local
agency such information as may be available to
or procurable by the agency that may be of use
to the Commission in carrying out the duties of
the Commission;

“(4) adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws and
rules governing the conduct of business and the
performance of duties by the Commission;

““(5) request the head of any Federal agency,
State agency, or local government to detail to
the Commission such personnel as the Commis-
sion requires to carry out its duties, each such
detail to be without loss of seniority, pay, or
other employee status;

“(6) provide for coverage of Commission em-
ployees in a suitable retirement and employee
benefit system by making arrangements or enter-
ing into contracts with any participating State
government or otherwise providing retirement
and other employee coverage;

“(7) accept, use, and dispose of gifts or dona-
tions or services or real, personal, tangible, or
intangible property;

“(8) enter into and perform such contracts,
cooperative agreements, or other transactions as
are necessary to carry out Commission duties,
including any contracts or cooperative agree-
ments with a department, agency, or instrumen-
tality of the United States, a State (including a
political subdivision, agency, or instrumentality
of the State), or a person, firm, association, or
corporation; and

“(9) maintain a government relations office in
the District of Columbia and establish and
maintain a central office at such location in its
region as the Commission may select.

‘“(b) FEDERAL AGENCY COOPERATION.—A Fed-
eral agency shall—

‘(1) cooperate with a Commission; and

“(2) provide, to the extent practicable, on re-
quest of the Federal Cochairperson, appropriate
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assistance in carrying out this subtitle, in ac-
cordance with applicable Federal laws (includ-
ing regulations).

““(c) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
the administrative expenses of a Commission
shall be paid—

‘“(A) by the Federal Government, in an
amount equal to 50 percent of the administrative
expenses of the Commission; and

‘““(B) by the States participating in the Com-
mission, in an amount equal to 50 percent of the
administrative expenses.

‘““(2) EXPENSES OF THE FEDERAL COCHAIR-
PERSON.—AIll expenses of the Federal Cochair-
person, including expenses of the alternate and
staff of the Federal Cochairperson, shall be paid
by the Federal Government.

“(3) STATE SHARE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B), the share of administrative exrpenses of a
Commission to be paid by each State of the Com-
mission shall be determined by a unanimous
vote of the State members of the Commission.

‘““(B) NO FEDERAL PARTICIPATION.—The Fed-
eral Cochairperson shall not participate or vote
in any decision under subparagraph (A).

““(C) DELINQUENT STATES.—During any period
in which a State is more than 1 year delinquent
in payment of the State’s share of administra-
tive expenses of the Commission under this sub-
section—

““(i) no assistance under this subtitle shall be
provided to the State (including assistance to a
political subdivision or a resident of the State)
for any project not approved as of the date of
the commencement of the delinquency; and

“(i1)) mo member of the Commission from the
State shall participate or vote in any action by
the Commission.

‘““(4) EFFECT ON ASSISTANCE.—A State’s share
of administrative expenses of a Commission
under this subsection shall not be taken into
consideration when determining the amount of
assistance provided to the State under this sub-
title.

“§15305. Meetings

‘““(a) INITIAL MEETING.—Each Commission
shall hold an initial meeting not later than 180
days after the date of enactment of this section.

“(b) ANNUAL MEETING.—Each Commission
shall conduct at least 1 meeting each year with
the Federal Cochairperson and at least a major-
ity of the State members present.

‘““(c) ADDITIONAL MEETINGS.—Each Commis-
sion shall conduct additional meetings at such
times as it determines and may conduct such
meetings by electronic means.

“§ 15306. Personal financial interests

““(a) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.—

‘““(1) NO ROLE ALLOWED.—Except as permitted
by paragraph (2), an individual who is a State
member or alternate, or an officer or employee of
a Commission, shall not participate personally
and substantially as a member, alternate, offi-
cer, or employee of the Commission, through de-
cision, approval, disapproval, recommendation,
request for a ruling, or other determination,
contract, claim, controversy, or other matter in
which, to the individual’s knowledge, any of the
following has a financial interest:

“(A) The individual.

‘““(B) The individual’s spouse, minor child, or
partner.

‘“(C) An organization (except a State or polit-
ical subdivision of a State) in which the indi-
vidual is serving as an officer, director, trustee,
partner, or employee.

‘““(D) Any person or organization with whom
the individual is negotiating or has any ar-
rangement concerning prospective employment.

‘““(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply if the individual, in advance of the pro-
ceeding, application, request for a ruling or
other determination, contract, claim con-
troversy, or other particular matter presenting a
potential conflict of interest—
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‘““(A) advises the Commission of the nature
and circumstances of the matter presenting the
conflict of interest;

““(B) makes full disclosure of the financial in-
terest; and

“(C) receives a written decision of the Com-
mission that the interest is not so substantial as
to be considered likely to affect the integrity of
the services that the Commission may expect
from the individual.

““(3) VIOLATION.—An individual violating this
subsection shall be fined under title 18, impris-
oned for not more than 1 year, or both.

“(b) STATE MEMBER OR ALTERNATE.—A State
member or alternate member may mnot receive
any salary, or any contribution to, or sup-
plementation of, salary, for services on a Com-
mission from a source other than the State of
the member or alternate.

““(c) DETAILED EMPLOYEES.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—No person detailed to serve
a Commission shall receive any salary, or any
contribution to, or supplementation of, salary,
for services provided to the Commission from
any source other than the State, local, or inter-
governmental department or agency from which
the person was detailed to the Commission.

‘““(2) VIOLATION.—Any person that violates
this subsection shall be fined under title 18, im-
prisoned not more than 1 year, or both.

‘“(d) FEDERAL COCHAIRMAN, ALTERNATE TO
FEDERAL COCHAIRMAN, AND FEDERAL OFFICERS
AND EMPLOYEES.—The Federal Cochairman, the
alternate to the Federal Cochairman, and any
Federal officer or employee detailed to duty
with the Commission are not subject to this sec-
tion but remain subject to sections 202 through
209 of title 18.

‘“‘(e) RESCISSION.—A Commission may declare
void any contract, loan, or grant of or by the
Commission in relation to which the Commission
determines that there has been a violation of
any provision under subsection (a)(1), (b), or
(c), or any of the provisions of sections 202
through 209 of title 18.

“§15307. Tribal representation on Northern
Great Plains Regional Commission

““(a) TRIBAL COCHAIRPERSON.—

‘““(1) APPOINTMENT.—In addition to the mem-
bers specified in section 15301(b)(1), the member-
ship of the Northern Great Plains Regional
Commission shall include a Tribal Cochair-
person, to be appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate. The
Tribal Cochairperson shall be a member of an
Indian tribe in the Commission’s region.

“(2) DUTIES.—In addition to the Federal Co-
chairperson and State Cochairperson, the Com-
mission shall be headed by the Tribal Cochair-
person, who shall serve as a liaison between the
governments of Indian tribes in the region and
the Commission.

““(b) ALTERNATE TRIBAL COCHAIRPERSON.—

‘““(1) APPOINTMENT.—The President shall ap-
point an alternate to the Tribal Cochairperson.

‘““(2) DUTIES.—The alternate Tribal Cochair-
person, when not actively serving as an alter-
nate for the Tribal Cochairperson, shall perform
such functions and duties as are delegated by
the Tribal Cochairperson.

‘““(3) VOTING.—The alternate Tribal Cochair-
person shall vote in the case of the absence,
death, disability, removal, or resignation of the
Tribal Cochairperson.

““(c) COMPENSATION.—

‘(1) TRIBAL COCHAIRPERSON.—The Tribal Co-
chairperson shall be compensated by the Federal
Government at level 111 of the Executive Sched-
ule as set out in section 5314 of title 5.

““(2) ALTERNATE TRIBAL COCHAIRPERSON.—The
Tribal Cochairperson’s alternate shall be com-
pensated by the Federal Government at level V
of the Executive Schedule as set out in section
5316 of title 5.

“(d) EXPENSES OF TRIBAL COCHAIRPERSON.—
All expenses of the Tribal Cochairperson, in-
cluding expenses of the alternate and staff of
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the Tribal Cochairperson, shall be paid by the
Federal Government.

““(e) DUTIES AND PRIVILEGES.—Except as pro-
vided in subsections (c¢) and (d), the Tribal Co-
chairperson shall have the same duties and
privileges as the State Cochairperson.

“§ 15308. Tribal participation

“Governments of Indian tribes in the region of
the Northern Great Plains Regional Commission
or the Southwest Border Regional Commission
shall be allowed to participate in matters before
that Commission in the same manner and to the
same extent as State agencies and instrumental-
ities in the region.

“§ 15309. Annual report

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the last day of each fiscal year, each Com-
mission shall submit to the President and Con-
gress a report on the activities carried out by the
Commission under this subtitle in the fiscal
year.

““(b) CONTENTS.—The report shall include—

‘(1) a description of the criteria used by the
Commission to designate counties under section
15702 and a list of the counties designated in
each category;

“(2) an evaluation of the progress of the Com-
mission in meeting the goals identified in the
Commission’s economic and infrastructure de-
velopment plan under section 15303 and State
economic and infrastructure development plans
under section 15502; and

“(3) any policy recommendations approved by
the Commission.

“CHAPTER 155—FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
“Sec.

““15501. Economic and infrastructure develop-
ment grants.

Comprehensive economic and infrastruc-
ture development plans.

Approval of applications for assistance.

Program development criteria.

Local development districts and organi-
cations.

““15506. Supplements to Federal grant programs.

“§15501. Economic and infrastructure devel-

opment grants

“(a) IN GENERAL.—A Commission may make
grants to States and local governments, Indian
tribes, and public and monprofit organizations
for projects, approved in accordance with sec-
tion 15503—

‘(1) to develop the transportation infrastruc-
ture of its region;

““(2) to develop the basic public infrastructure
of its region;

“(3) to develop the telecommunications infra-
structure of its region;

‘“(4) to assist its region in obtaining job skills
training, skills development and employment-re-
lated education, entrepreneurship, technology,
and business development;

““(5) to provide assistance to severely economi-
cally distressed and underdeveloped areas of its
region that lack financial resources for improv-
ing basic health care and other public services;

“(6) to promote resource conservation, tour-
ism, recreation, and preservation of open space
in a manner consistent with economic develop-
ment goals;

“(7) to promote the development of renewable
and alternative energy sources; and

“(8) to otherwise achieve the purposes of this
subtitle.

“(b) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—A Commission
shall allocate at least 40 percent of any grant
amounts provided by the Commission in a fiscal
year for projects described in paragraphs (1)
through (3) of subsection (a).

“(c) SOURCES OF GRANTS.—Grant amounts
may be provided entirely from appropriations to
carry out this subtitle, in combination with
amounts available under other Federal grant
programs, or from any other source.

“(d) MAXIMUM COMMISSION CONTRIBUTIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2)
and (3), the Commission may contribute not

“15502.

“15503.
“15504.
“15505.

H11277

more than 50 percent of a project or activity cost
eligible for financial assistance under this sec-
tion from amounts appropriated to carry out
this subtitle.

““(2) DISTRESSED COUNTIES.—The maximum
Commission contribution for a project or activity
to be carried out in a county for which a dis-
tressed county designation is in effect under sec-
tion 15702 may be increased to 80 percent.

““(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR REGIONAL PROJECTS.—
A Commission may increase to 60 percent under
paragraph (1) and 90 percent under paragraph
(2) the maximum Commission contribution for a
project or activity if—

‘““(A) the project or activity involves 3 or more
counties or more than one State; and

‘““(B) the Commission determines in accordance
with section 15302(a) that the project or activity
will bring significant interstate or multicounty
benefits to a region.

““(e) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—Funds may
be provided by a Commission for a program or
project in a State under this section only if the
Commission determines that the level of Federal
or State financial assistance provided under a
law other than this subtitle, for the same type of
program or project in the same area of the State
within region, will not be reduced as a result of
funds made available by this subtitle.

“(f) No RELOCATION ASSISTANCE.—Financial
assistance authorized by this section may not be
used to assist a person or entity in relocating
from one area to another.

“§15502. Comprehensive economic and infra-
structure development plans

‘““(a) STATE PLANS.—In accordance with poli-
cies established by a Commission, each State
member of the Commission shall submit a com-
prehensive economic and infrastructure develop-
ment plan for the area of the region represented
by the State member.

‘““(b) CONTENT OF PLAN.—A State economic
and infrastructure development plan shall re-
flect the goals, objectives, and priorities identi-
fied in any applicable economic and infrastruc-
ture development plan developed by a Commis-
sion under section 15303.

‘““(c) CONSULTATION WITH INTERESTED LOCAL
PARTIES.—In carrying out the development
planning process (including the selection of pro-
grams and projects for assistance), a State
shall—

““(1) consult with local development districts,
local units of government, and local colleges
and universities; and

‘“(2) take into consideration the goals, objec-
tives, priorities, and recommendations of the en-
tities described in paragraph (1).

““(d) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A Commission and applica-
ble State and local development districts shall
encourage and assist, to the maximum extent
practicable, public participation in the develop-
ment, revision, and implementation of all plans
and programs under this subtitle.

““(2) GUIDELINES.—A Commission shall develop
guidelines for providing public participation, in-
cluding public hearings.

“§15503. Approval of applications for assist-
ance

“(a) EVALUATION BY STATE MEMBER.—AnN ap-
plication to a Commission for a grant or any
other assistance for a project under this subtitle
shall be made through, and evaluated for ap-
proval by, the State member of the Commission
representing the applicant.

‘““(b) CERTIFICATION.—An application to a
Commission for a grant or other assistance for a
project under this subtitle shall be eligible for
assistance only on certification by the State
member of the Commission representing the ap-
plicant that the application for the project—

‘(1) describes ways in which the project com-
plies with any applicable State economic and in-
frastructure development plan;

““(2) meets applicable criteria under section
15504;
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“(3) adequately ensures that the project will
be properly administered, operated, and main-
tained; and

‘““(4) otherwise meets the requirements for as-
sistance under this subtitle.

‘““(c) VOTES FOR DECISIONS.—On certification
by a State member of a Commission of an appli-
cation for a grant or other assistance for a spe-
cific project under this section, an affirmative
vote of the Commission under section 15302 shall
be required for approval of the application.

“§15504. Program development criteria

‘““(a) IN GENERAL.—In considering programs
and projects to be provided assistance by a Com-
mission under this subtitle, and in establishing
a priority ranking of the requests for assistance
provided to the Commission, the Commission
shall follow procedures that ensure, to the max-
imum extent practicable, consideration of—

““(1) the relationship of the project or class of
projects to overall regional development;

‘““(2) the per capita income and poverty and
unemployment and outmigration rates in an
area;

‘“(3) the financial resources available to the
applicants for assistance seeking to carry out
the project, with emphasis on ensuring that
projects are adequately financed to maximize
the probability of successful economic develop-
ment;

““(4) the importance of the project or class of
projects in relation to the other projects or class-
es of projects that may be in competition for the
same funds;

““(5) the prospects that the project for which
assistance is sought will improve, on a con-
tinuing rather than a temporary basis, the op-
portunities for employment, the average level of
income, or the economic development of the area
to be served by the project; and

‘“(6) the extent to which the project design
provides for detailed outcome measurements by
which grant expenditures and the results of the
expenditures may be evaluated.

“§15505. Local development districts and or-
ganizations

“(a) GRANTS TO LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DIS-
TRICTS.—Subject to the requirements of this sec-
tion, a Commission may make grants to a local
development district to assist in the payment of
development planning and administrative ex-
penses.

““(b) CONDITIONS FOR GRANTS.—

‘(1) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The amount of a
grant awarded under this section may not ex-
ceed 80 percent of the administrative and plan-
ning expenses of the local development district
receiving the grant.

““(2) MAXIMUM PERIOD FOR STATE AGENCIES.—
In the case of a State agency certified as a local
development district, a grant may not be award-
ed to the agency under this section for more
than 3 fiscal years.

‘““(3) LOCAL SHARE.—The contributions of a
local development district for administrative ex-
penses may be in cash or in kind, fairly evalu-
ated, including space, equipment, and services.

“(c) DUTIES OF LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DIS-
TRICTS.—A local development district shall—

‘(1) operate as a lead organization serving
multicounty areas in the region at the local
level;

“(2) assist the Commission in carrying out
outreach activities for local governments, com-
munity development groups, the business com-
munity, and the public;

“(3) serve as a liaison between State and local
governments, nonprofit organizations (including
community-based groups and educational insti-
tutions), the business community, and citizens;
and

‘“(4) assist the individuals and entities de-
scribed in paragraph (3) in identifying, assess-
ing, and facilitating projects and programs to
promote the economic development of the region.
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“§15506. Supplements to Federal grant pro-
grams

“(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that certain
States and local communities of the region, in-
cluding local development districts, may be un-
able to take maximum advantage of Federal
grant programs for which the States and com-
munities are eligible because—

‘(1) they lack the economic resources to pro-
vide the required matching share; or

“(2) there are insufficient funds available
under the applicable Federal law with respect to
a project to be carried out in the region.

‘“(b) FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM FUNDING.—A
Commission, with the approval of the Federal
Cochairperson, may use amounts made available
to carry out this subtitle—

“(1) for any part of the basic Federal con-
tribution to projects or activities under the Fed-
eral grant programs authoriced by Federal laws;
and

“(2) to increase the Federal contribution to
projects and activities under the programs above
the fixed maximum part of the cost of the
projects or activities otherwise authorized by the
applicable law.

““(c) CERTIFICATION REQUIRED.—For a pro-
gram, project, or activity for which any part of
the basic Federal contribution to the project or
activity under a Federal grant program is pro-
posed to be made under subsection (b), the Fed-
eral contribution shall not be made until the re-
sponsible Federal official administering the Fed-
eral law authorizing the Federal contribution
certifies that the program, project, or activity
meets the applicable requirements of the Federal
law and could be approved for Federal contribu-
tion under that law if amounts were available
under the law for the program, project, or activ-
ity.

“(d) LIMITATIONS IN OTHER LAWS INAPPLI-
CABLE.—Amounts provided pursuant to this sub-
title are available without regard to any limita-
tions on areas eligible for assistance or author-
izations for appropriation in any other law.

‘““(e) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
the cost of a project or activity receiving assist-
ance under this section shall not exceed 80 per-
cent.

“(f) MAXIMUM COMMISSION CONTRIBUTION.—
Section 15501(d), relating to limitations on Com-
mission contributions, shall apply to a program,
project, or activity receiving assistance under
this section.

“CHAPTER 157—ADMINISTRATIVE
PROVISIONS
‘“SUBCHAPTER —GENERAL PROVISIONS
“Sec.
“15701.
“15702.
“15703.

Consent of States.

Distressed counties and areas.

Counties eligible for assistance in more
than one region.

Inspector General; records.

Biannual meetings of representatives of
all Commissions.

““15706. Relationship to other laws.

““SUBCHAPTER II—DESIGNATION OF REGIONS

““15731. Delta Regional Commission.
““15732. Northern Great Plains Regional Commis-
sion.
“15733. Southeast Crescent Regional Commis-
sion.
“15734. Southwest Border Regional Commission.
““15735. Northern Border Regional Commission.
‘“SUBCHAPTER III—AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS
“15751. Authorization of appropriations.
“SUBCHAPTER I—GENERAL PROVISIONS
“§15701. Consent of States
“This subtitle does not require a State to en-
gage in or accept a program under this subtitle
without its consent.
“§ 15702. Distressed counties and areas

““(a) DESIGNATIONS.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this section, and

“15704.
“15705.
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annually thereafter, each Commission shall
make the following designations:

‘““(1) DISTRESSED COUNTIES.—The Commission
shall designate as distressed counties those
counties in its region that are the most severely
and persistently economically distressed and un-
derdeveloped and have high rates of poverty,
unemployment, or outmigration.

““(2) TRANSITIONAL COUNTIES.—The Commis-
sion shall designate as transitional counties
those counties in its region that are economi-
cally distressed and underdeveloped or have re-
cently suffered high rates of poverty, unemploy-
ment, or outmigration.

““(3) ATTAINMENT COUNTIES.—The Commission
shall designate as attainment counties, those
counties in its region that are not designated as
distressed or transitional counties under this
subsection.

““(4) ISOLATED AREAS OF DISTRESS.—The Com-
mission shall designate as isolated areas of dis-
tress, areas located in counties designated as at-
tainment counties under paragraph (3) that
have high rates of poverty, unemployment, or
outmigration.

“(b) ALLOCATION.—A Commission shall allo-
cate at least 50 percent of the appropriations
made available to the Commission to carry out
this subtitle for programs and projects designed
to serve the needs of distressed counties and iso-
lated areas of distress in the region.

“(c) ATTAINMENT COUNTIES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-
graph (2), funds may not be provided under this
subtitle for a project located in a county des-
ignated as an attainment county under sub-
section (a).

““(2) EXCEPTIONS.—

““(A) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES OF LOCAL DE-
VELOPMENT DISTRICTS.—The funding prohibition
under paragraph (1) shall not apply to grants to
fund the administrative expenses of local devel-
opment districts under section 15505.

““(B) MULTICOUNTY AND OTHER PROJECTS.—A
Commission may waive the application of the
funding prohibition under paragraph (1) with
respect to—

‘(i) a multicounty project that includes par-
ticipation by an attainment county; and

‘(i) any other type of project, if a Commis-
sion determines that the project could bring sig-
nificant benefits to areas of the region outside
an attainment county.

““(3) ISOLATED AREAS OF DISTRESS.—For a des-
ignation of an isolated area of distress to be ef-
fective, the designation shall be supported—

‘“(A) by the most recent Federal data avail-
able; or

‘“(B) if no recent Federal data are available,
by the most recent data available through the
government of the State in which the isolated
area of distress is located.

“§15703. Counties eligible for assistance in
more than one region

““(a) LIMITATION.—A political subdivision of a
State may not receive assistance under this sub-
title in a fiscal year from more than one Com-
mission.

“(b) SELECTION OF COMMISSION.—A political
subdivision included in the region of more than
one Commission shall select the Commission
with which it will participate by notifying, in
writing, the Federal Cochairperson and the ap-
propriate State member of that Commission.

‘““(c) CHANGES IN SELECTIONS.—The selection
of a Commission by a political subdivision shall
apply in the fiscal year in which the selection is
made, and shall apply in each subsequent fiscal
year unless the political subdivision, at least 90
days before the first day of the fiscal year, noti-
fies the Cochairpersons of another Commission
in writing that the political subdivision will par-
ticipate in that Commission and also transmits a
copy of such notification to the Cochairpersons
of the Commission in which the political sub-
division is currently participating.
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“(d) INCLUSION OF APPALACHIAN REGIONAL
COMMISSION.—In this section, the term ‘Commis-
sion’ includes the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission established under chapter 143.

“§ 15704. Inspector General; records

“(a) APPOINTMENT OF INSPECTOR GENERAL.—
There shall be an Inspector General for the
Commissions appointed in accordance with sec-
tion 3(a) of the Inspector General Act of 1978 (5
U.S.C. App.). All of the Commissions shall be
subject to a single Inspector General.

““(b) RECORDS OF A COMMISSION.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—A Commission shall main-
tain accurate and complete records of all its
transactions and activities.

““(2) AVAILABILITY.—AIl records of a Commis-
sion shall be available for audit and eramina-
tion by the Inspector General (including author-
ized representatives of the Inspector General).

““(c) RECORDS OF RECIPIENTS OF COMMISSION
ASSISTANCE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A recipient of funds from a
Commission under this subtitle shall maintain
accurate and complete records of transactions
and activities financed with the funds and re-
port to the Commission on the transactions and
activities.

‘“(2)  AVAILABILITY.—AIl records required
under paragraph (1) shall be available for audit
by the Commission and the Inspector General
(including authorized vrepresentatives of the
Commission and the Inspector General).

‘““(d) ANNUAL AUDIT.—The Inspector General
shall audit the activities, transactions, and
records of each Commission on an annual basis.
“§ 15705. Biannual meetings of representatives

of all Commissions

‘““(a) IN GENERAL.—Representatives of each
Commission, the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion, and the Denali Commission shall meet bi-
annually to discuss issues confronting regions
suffering from chronic and contiguous distress
and successful strategies for promoting regional
development.

‘““(b) CHAIR OF MEETINGS.—The chair of each
meeting shall rotate among the Commissions,
with the Appalachian Regional Commission to
host the first meeting.

“§ 15706. Relationship to other laws

““Projects receiving assistance under this sub-
title shall be treated in the manner provided in
section 602 of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3212).

“SUBCHAPTER II—DESIGNATION OF
REGIONS
“§15731. Delta Regional Commission

“The region of the Delta Regional Commission
shall consist of the following political subdivi-
sions:

“(1) ALABAMA.—The counties of Barbour,
Bullock, Butler, Choctaw, Clarke, Conecuh,
Dallas, Escambia, Greene, Hale, Lowndes,
Macon, Marengo, Monroe, Perry, Pickens, Rus-
sell, Sumter, Washington, and Wilcox in the
State of Alabama.

“(2) ARKANSAS.—The counties of Arkansas,
Ashley, Baxter, Bradley, Calhoun, Chicot, Clay,
Cleveland, Craighead, Crittenden, Cross, Dallas,
Desha, Drew, Fulton, Grant, Greene, Independ-
ence, Izard, Jackson, Jefferson, Lawrence, Lee,
Lincoln, Lonoke, Marion, Mississippi, Monroe,
Ouachita, Phillips, Poinsett, Prairie, Pulaski,
Randolph, St. Francis, Searcy, Sharp, Stone,
Union, Van Buren, White, and Woodruff in the
State of Arkansas.

“(3) ILLINOIS.—The counties of Alexander,
Franklin, Gallatin, Hamilton, Hardin, Jackson,
Johnson, Massac, Perry, Pope, Pulaski, Ran-
dolph, Saline, Union, White, and Williamson in
the State of Illinois.

‘““(4) KENTUCKY.—The counties of Ballard,
Caldwell, Calloway, Carlisle, Christian,
Crittenden, Fulton, Graves, Henderson, Hick-
man, Hopkins, Livingston, Lyon, Marshall,
McCracken, McLean, Muhlenberg, Todd, Trigg,
Union, and Webster in the State of Kentucky.
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““(5) LOUISIANA.—The parishes of Acadia,
Allen, Ascension, Assumption, Avoyelles, Beau-
regard, Bienville, Caldwell, Cameron,
Catahoula, Claiborne, Concordia, E. Baton
Rouge, DeSoto, E. Carroll, E. Feliciana, Evan-
geline, Franklin, Grant, Iberia, Iberville, Jack-
son, Jefferson, Jefferson Davis, Lafourche, La-
Salle, Lincoln, Livingston, Madison, More-
house, Natchitoches, Orleans, Ouachita,
Plaquemines, Pointe Coupee, Rapides, Red
River, Richland, St. Bernard, St. Charles, St.
Helena, St. James, St. John the Baptist, St.
Landry, St. Martin, St. Mary, Tangipahoa,
Tensas, Union, Vermilion, Washington, Web-
ster, W. Baton Rouge, W. Carroll, W. Feliciana,
and Winn in the State of Louisiana.

““(6) MISSISSIPPI.—The counties of Adams,
Amite, Attala, Benton, Bolivar, Carroll, Clai-
borne, Coahoma, Copiah, Covington, DeSoto,
Franklin, Grenada, Hinds, Holmes, Humphreys,
Issaquena, Jasper, Jefferson, Jefferson Davis,
Lafayette, Lawrence, Leflore, Lincoln, Madi-
son, Marion, Marshall, Montgomery, Panola,
Pike, Quitman, Rankin, Sharkey, Simpson,
Smith, Sunflower, Tallahatchie, Tate, Tippah,
Tunica, Union, Walthall, Warren, Washington,
Wilkinson, Yalobusha, and Yacoo in the State
of Mississippi.

“(7) MISSOURI.—The counties Bollinger, But-
ler, Cape Girardeaw, Carter, Crawford, Dent,
Douglas, Dunklin, Howell, Iron, Madison, Mis-
sissippi, New Madrid, Oregon, Ozark, Pemiscott,
Perry, Phelps, Reynolds, Ripley, Ste. Genevieve,
St. Francois, Scott, Shannon, Stoddard, Texas,
Washington, Wayne, and Wright in the State of
Missouri.

““(8) TENNESSEE.—The counties of Benton,
Carroll, Chester, Crockett, Decatur, Dyer, Fay-
ette, @Gibson, Hardeman, Hardin, Haywood,
Henderson, Henry, Lake, Lauderdale, McNairy,
Madison, Obion, Shelby, Tipton, and Weakley
in the State of Tennessee.

“§15732. Northern Great Plains Regional

Commission

“The region of the Northern Great Plains Re-
gional Commission shall consist of the following:

‘(1) All counties of the States of Iowa, Min-
nesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Da-
kota.

“(2) The counties of Andrew, Atchison, Bu-
chanan, Caldwell, Carroll, Chariton, Clay, Clin-
ton, Cooper, Daviess, DeKalb, Gentry, Grundy,
Harrison, Holt, Howard, Jackson, Linn, Living-
ston, Mercer, Nodaway, Platte, Putnam,
Schuyler, Sullivan, and Worth in the State of
Missouri.

“§15733. Southeast Crescent Regional Com-
mission

“The region of the Southeast Crescent Re-
gional Commission shall consist of all counties
of the States of Virginia, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, and
Florida not already served by the Appalachian
Regional Commission or the Delta Regional
Commission.

“§ 15734. Southwest Border Regional Commis-
sion

“The region of the Southwest Border Regional
Commission shall consist of the following polit-
ical subdivisions:

““(1) ARIZONA.—The counties of Cochise, Gila,
Graham, Greenlee, La Paz, Maricopa, Pima,
Pinal, Santa Cruz, and Yuma in the State of Ar-
izona.

““(2) CALIFORNIA.—The counties of Imperial,
Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San
Bernardino, San Diego, and Ventura in the
State of California.

“(3) NEwW MEXICO.—The counties of Catron,
Chaves, Dona Ana, Eddy, Grant, Hidalgo, Lin-
coln, Luna, Otero, Sierra, and Socorro in the
State of New Mexico.

‘“(4) TEXAS.—The counties of Atascosa,
Bandera, Bee, Bexar, Brewster, Brooks, Cam-
eron, Coke, Concho, Crane, Crockett, Culberson,
Dimmit, Duval, Ector, Edwards, El Paso, Frio,
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Gillespie, Glasscock, Hidalgo, Hudspeth, Irion,
Jeff Davis, Jim Hogg, Jim Wells, Karnes, Ken-
dall, Kenedy, Kerr, Kimble, Kinney, Kleberg, La
Salle, Live Oak, Loving, Mason, Maverick,
McMullen, Medina, Menard, Midland, Nueces,
Pecos, Presidio, Reagan, Real, Reeves, San
Patricio, Shleicher, Sutton, Starr, Sterling,
Terrell, Tom Green Upton, Uvalde, Val Verde,
Ward, Webb, Willacy, Wilson, Winkler, Zapata,
and Zavala in the State of Texas.

“§15735. Northern Border Regional Commis-
sion

“The region of the Northern Border Regional
Commission shall include the following counties:

‘(1) MAINE.—The counties of Androscoggin,
Aroostook, Franklin, Hancock, Kennebec, Knozx,
Oxford, Penobscot, Piscataquis, Somerset,
Waldo, and Washington in the State of Maine.

‘““(2) NEW HAMPSHIRE.—The counties of Car-
roll, Coos, Grafton, and Sullivan in the State of
New Hampshire.

‘““(3) NEW YORK.—The counties of Cayuga,
Clinton, Essex, Franklin, Fulton, Hamilton,
Herkimer, Jefferson, Lewis, Madison, Oneida,
Oswego, Seneca, and St. Lawrence in the State
of New York.

‘““(4) VERMONT.—The counties of Caledonia,
Essex, Franklin, Grand Isle, Lamoille, and Orle-
ans in the State of Vermont.

“SUBCHAPTER II[—AUTHORIZATION OF

APPROPRIATIONS
“§15751. Authorization of appropriations

““(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authoriced to be
appropriated to each Commission to carry out
this subtitle—

‘(1) $40,000,000 for fiscal year 2008;

““(2) 345,000,000 for fiscal year 2009;

““(3) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2010;

““(4) 355,000,000 for fiscal year 2011; and

““(5) $60,000,000 for fiscal year 2012.

“(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Not more
than 10 percent of the funds made available to
a Commission in a fiscal year under this section
may be used for administrative exrpenses.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
subtitles for chapter 40, United States Code, is
amended by striking the item relating to subtitle
V and inserting the following:

“V. REGIONAL ECONOMIC AND IN-

FRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT 15101
“VI. MISCELLANEOUS 17101.
SEC. 4. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.

(a) REPEALS.—Subtitles F and G of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act (7
U.S.C. 2009aa—2009bb-13) are repealed.

(b) INSPECTOR GENERAL AcT.—Section 11 of
the Inspector General Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C.
App.) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking “‘or the Presi-
dent of the Export-Import Bank;”’ and inserting
‘““‘the President of the Export-Import Bank; or
the Federal Cochairpersons of the Commissions
established wunder section 15301 of title 40,
United States Code;’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘or the Ex-
port-Import Bank,” and inserting ‘‘the Export-
Import Bank, or the Commissions established
under section 15301 of title 40, United States
Code,”’.

SEC. 5. TRANSFERS OF AUTHORITY AND SAVINGS
PROVISIONS.

(a) TRANSFERS OF AUTHORITY.—Subject to the
requirements of this Act (including the amend-
ments made by this Act)—

(1) all of the functions of the Delta Regional
Authority are transferred to the Delta Regional
Commission; and

(2) all of the functions of the Northern Great
Plains Regional Authority are transferred to the
Northern Great Plains Regional Commission.

(b) LEGAL DOCUMENTS.—AIl orders, deter-
minations, rules, regulations, grants, loans, con-
tracts, and agreements—

(1) that have been issued, made, granted, or
allowed to become effective by the Delta Re-
gional Authority or the Northern Great Plains
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Regional Authority in the performance of any
function that is transferred by this section, and
(2) that are in effect on the effective date of
such transfer (or become effective after such
date pursuant to their terms as in effect on such
effective date),
shall continue in effect according to their terms
until modified, terminated, superseded, set
aside, or revoked in accordance with law by an
authoriced official, a court of competent juris-
diction, or operation of law.

(c) TRANSFER OF ASSETS AND PERSONNEL.—

(1) DELTA REGIONAL COMMISSION.—There shall
be transferred to the Delta Regional Commission
such assets, funds, personnel, records, and other
property of the Delta Regional Authority relat-
ing to the functions of the Authority as the
Commission determines appropriate.

(2) NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS REGIONAL COM-
MISSION.—There shall be transferred to the
Northern Great Plains Regional Commission
such assets, funds, personnel, records, and other
property of the Northern Great Plains Regional
Authority as the Commission determines appro-
priate.

SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act, and the amendments made by this
Act, shall take effect on the first day of the first
fiscal year beginning after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR)
and the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
GRAVES) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.

The Regional Economic and Infra-
structure Development Act of 2007 re-
authorizes two existing commissions
and establishes three new commissions.
The two existing commissions, one, the
Delta Regional Commission, was cre-
ated through the appropriation proc-
ess, and the Northern Great Plains Re-
gional Commission was established
some time ago, but we establish three
new regional economic development
commissions: The Southeast Crescent
Regional Commission, the Southwest
Border Regional Commission, and the
Northern Border Regional Commission.

The purpose of the regional commis-
sion approach to economic develop-
ment is a recognition that economic
difficulties don’t stop at political di-
viding lines, county lines, State lines,
that they transcend our political
boundaries, that the economic develop-
ment problems are grouped by region.
By economy, if you will.

Some years ago, we had the Upper
Great Lakes Regional Commission
linking the upper peninsula of Michi-
gan, the upper counties of Wisconsin
and the northern tier of Minnesota.
They had in common forestry, wood,
wood fiber industries, fisheries, travel/
tourism and Great Lakes ports con-
nected to the international economy
through the St. Lawrence Seaway.
Projects conceived by the Upper Great
Lakes Commission were to be linked to
the commonality of regional economic
difficulties the three States experi-
enced. The same with Appalachia coal;
the attendant difficulties of the coal
sector of our economy stretched across
State boundaries and linked the entire
Appalachian region with their forestry
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difficulties as well and also with their
need for surface transportation devel-
opment. That is the principle that is
extended to the three new commis-
sions, the Southeast Crescent, the
Southwest Border and the Northern
Border Commission.

The Delta Regional Commission is
one that has unique problems, exacer-
bated and at the same time under-
scored by the tragedy of Hurricanes
Katrina, Rita and Wilma. All of the
counties, or I should say most of the
counties, and parishes in Louisiana, in
that region suffered common economic
problems. Creating an economic devel-
opment structure on a regional basis
will join the resources and the forces of
these States, the counties and the par-
ishes, to bring forth new ideas that will
benefit not just one community, not
just one parish, but a commonality of
parishes, a commonality of counties
and a commonality of the States.

In this legislation, we establish a
structure, a common framework for ad-
ministration and management modeled
after the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission but also modeled after the dif-
ficulties we experienced in previous re-
gional economic development commis-
sions in the sixties and seventies and
early eighties. We need standard proce-
dures. We need a voting structure. We
need standard procedures for staffing,
standards that establish conditions
under which conflicts of interest can be
evaluated and avoided. Commonality
establishment of local economic devel-
opment districts, a consistent method
for distributing economic development
funds, a uniform set of procedures that
will apply to all of the commission,
and, finally, with commonality then we
can have uniform evaluation standards
of the results of these commissions.
And it will be the purpose of our Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure to hold intensive oversight
hearings as these commissions get
under way with their work, they are
funded, and we will want to hold them
accountable, we will want to see their
record of success, and I am quite con-
fident, given the grassroots-up nature
of establishment of planning and mis-
sion of these commissions, that there
will be great success stories.

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

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I would
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the Regional Economic
and Infrastructure Development Act of
2007 reauthorizes two economic devel-
opment commissions, the Delta Re-
gional Commission and the Northern
Great Plains Regional Commission.
The bill also creates three new com-
missions, the Southeast Crescent Re-
gional Commission, the Southwest Bor-
der Regional Commission and the
Northern Border Regional Commission.

First, I want to thank Chairman
OBERSTAR and Subcommittee Chair-
woman NORTON for working with me to
add several counties in northwest Mis-
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souri to the Northern Great Plains Re-
gional Commission and for working
with other members of the committee
to add their counties to the bill as well.
I appreciate it very much.

The Northern Great Plains Regional
Commission borders my district in the
north and the west. The counties added
by this bill are contiguous to the coun-
ties in the commission. Additionally,
these northwest Missouri counties are
experiencing problems similar to the
counties in the commission already,
yet they have higher levels of eco-
nomic distress.

The Northern Great Plains Regional
Commission will set the stage for eco-
nomic growth by creating an effective
Federal-State partnership for attract-
ing new businesses, creating new jobs
and developing the infrastructure in
northwest Missouri. The commission
will encourage local economic develop-
ment by making use of local resources
for the benefit of the community. The
commission is designed to successfully
leverage other public and private
funds, providing northwest Missouri
with a very valuable economic develop-
ment tool.

Economic development plays a very
vital role in maintaining our rural way
of life by keeping folks in those com-
munities and keeping that culture
alive. A major component to economic
development is the Dbuild-out of
broadband services throughout many
regions in the country.
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No matter where you live, broadband
can bring a world of opportunities and
possibilities to your doorstep. It is im-
perative to our rural way of life that
we push broadband out to every corner
of the country. Where you live should
not limit your opportunities for edu-
cation, commerce, and medical care.

Many citizens in rural America’s
small communities do not have
broadband access at a reasonable cost.
It should be available to everyone no
matter where they live at a reasonable
rate. Through this legislation and
other efforts that my colleagues and I
have taken on, grants will be available
to further establish an infrastructure
that can support this important tool to
rural economic development.

Additionally, I must commend two
members of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, Mr.
HAYES and Mr. BOUSTANY, who have
been tireless advocates for their dis-
tricts. I would like to recognize Mr.
HAYES for his dedication to stimu-
lating economic development and job
promotion in the State of North Caro-
lina and leading efforts to create the
Southeast Crescent Authority.

Additionally, he has championed ef-
forts to recruit new industry and cre-
ate new jobs while sharpening the com-
petitive proficiency of existing indus-
tries in the Eighth Congressional Dis-
trict of North Carolina.

Mr. BOUSTANY has also worked tire-
lessly to promote development and cre-
ate opportunities for communities in
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his district and has been a leader on
the issue for the entire State of Lou-
isiana.

Again, thank you, Chairman OBER-
STAR and Chairwoman NORTON for
working with Members and working
with me to bring this legislation to the
floor.

Mr. Speaker, I know we have a few
speakers out there, so I will cut mine
short.

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
very distinguished Chair of our Sub-
committee on Economic Development
and other subject matters, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
who presided over the hearings and
whose steady hands shaped this legisla-
tion. I am greatly appreciative of her
splendid work.

Ms. NORTON. I thank the chairman
for yielding.

I understand the gentleman from
Maine, who is a major sponsor of this
bill, has a hearing. In deference to him,
I will wait until after he finishes and
yield my time at this time to him, if it
is all right with the chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I will then yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Maine.

Mr. MICHAUD. I thank the gentle-
woman and the gentleman for yielding.

The Regional Economic and Infra-
structure Development Act of 2007 rep-
resents a vision for economic develop-
ment in our Nation that will help
Americans in the most distressed re-
gions of our country.

In the northern border region, we are
seeing clearly persistent patterns of
economic distress. If you look at the 36
counties that lie on the border or right
next to the border between Maine and
New York, you will find poverty above
the national average, medium house-
hold income that is more than $6,500
below the national average, persistent
unemployment through layoffs in tra-
ditional manufacturing industries, and
most striking of all, a meager gain of
only 0.6 percent in population between
1990 and 2000, compared to the 13 per-
cent growth nationally over the same
period.

In short, Mr. Speaker, our mills are
closing, our young people are leaving,
and too many of our workers are look-
ing for work. Clearly, this region has a
common set of challenges and a com-
pelling need for investment in new
growth.

Two days after I was elected to Con-
gress, the very mill that I worked at
for over 28 years went bankrupt, and
my hometown and region were dev-
astated. The story of my town and the
mill that I worked at has been repeated
across our region. That is why we need
to support our regional industries and
build new job opportunities, and that is
why we need the investment, leader-
ship and focus in our regional economic
development bill.

The Northern Border Commission
would help the region invest in trans-
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portation, health care, agriculture,
broadband, and alternative energy. It
can be a partner with businesses to
maintain our industry and build a new
industry cluster. It can help us create
jobs in the long term.

We have all the ingredients we need
to face our challenges head-on and
make our region an economic engine.
This new commission will help us make
the fundamental changes for our fu-
ture.

I want to once again thank the chair-
man and chairwoman for all their hard
work on this bill. This bill is a new way
to look at economic development in
our Nation.

So with that, hopefully our col-
leagues will pass this bill.

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I now
yield to the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. BOUSTANY). He has worked tire-
lessly for his district. And since, not so
much Hurricane Katrina, but Hurri-
cane Rita, which devastated his dis-
trict, he has been working very hard to
bring some economic development to
his district.

I yield such time as he may consume
for his remarks.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague and friend, Mr.
GRAVES, for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
bill. H.R. 3246 reauthorizes the Delta
Regional Authority, which works to
improve the life for residents in some
of the most economically distressed
areas in our country. Those parishes
and counties served by the DRA have
per capita incomes at or far below the
national average, and poverty in the
region runs nearly 55 percent higher
than the national rate.

Since being created, DRA has worked
to improve the economy in the delta
and allowed these residents to achieve
parity with the rest of the country.
The key to DRA’s success is its ability
to foster partnerships throughout the
region and to collaborate with local de-
velopment districts and other Federal
and State agencies to ensure maximum
benefit from the dollars invested.

In fact, in an article published last
year, the Economist noted: ‘It is cre-
ating, or helping to retain, 36,000 jobs,
mostly in manufacturing, which will
generate $1 billion in salaries. It has
also helped 23,000 families get running
water and sewage.”’

In the aftermath, Mr. Speaker, of
Hurricanes Rita and Katrina, the DRA
took a leadership role in working to
address many of the recovery issues
facing our State of Louisiana.

I want to thank Chairman OBERSTAR,
my good friend, and the leadership of
the Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee, the staff, subcommittee
Chairman GRAVES, my good friend, for
working with me to ensure that several
of the parishes in my district that were
hit hardest by Hurricane Rita are in-
cluded in the DRA.

Data provided by the Department of
Commerce shows that these parishes
are now among the most economically
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distressed in our country, and recovery
has been slow. I want to emphasize,
though, that the people of southwest
Louisiana are resilient, and we will re-
build and, in fact, we are rebuilding.
This legislation will provide them with
just yet another tool to facilitate
growth and return to economic pros-
perity in the region.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill. Again, I thank Chairman OBER-
STAR, the Democratic staff, Chairman
GRAVES, Chairman MICA and our staff.
I want to thank also my legislative di-
rector, Terry Fisk, for working with
me on this very important piece of leg-
islation.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I also
want to express my great appreciation
to the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
GRAVES) and admiration for the time
that he devoted personally and com-
mitted to the hearings, both in the
past Congress and in this Congress, and
for his consolidation of the interests of
the various Members on the Republican
side. We really developed a very strong
bipartisan initiative as a result of the
gentleman’s diligent efforts.

And to the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. BOUSTANY), who also worked with-
in the Louisiana and Mississippi dele-
gations, did extraordinary yeoman’s
work bringing disparate issues, inter-
ests and personalities together which
have resulted in this successful initia-
tive we have today.

I now yield such time as she may
consume to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I echo
the comments of our chairman, espe-
cially as regards our ranking member,
Mr. GRAVES, who worked closely with
me on this bill to ensure its profoundly
bipartisan nature as counties, regard-
less of part of the country, regardless
of who represents them, were selected
based on very objective and competi-
tive criteria. I appreciate the bipar-
tisan support that he helped round up
and the bipartisan support of so many
Members of Congress.

I'm going to ask that my full state-
ment be in the RECORD, and say only a
few words, first about the chairman. It
needs to be mentioned where this all
started. It started with the extraor-
dinary chairman of the full committee
decades ago, when he created the no-
tion of a bill to address the most im-
poverished sections of the country, be-
ginning with, of course, the classic one
that everyone knows, Appalachia. All
we’re doing here is expanding on Mr.
OBERSTAR’s work.

I must say, so much that has hap-
pened in our committee is emblematic
of his career. It will be hard to say
what his signature bill is; but knowing
him, I think he would probably want
this bill to rise up among them because
of who benefits, those who have least
benefited from the most prosperous
economy the world has ever known.

This bill is back here by popular de-
mand, and I use that in the technical
sense of the word. The subcommittee
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was besieged by Members saying, We
want commissions, How come we don’t
have a commission, and then coming
forward with statistics to show that,
under the definition of persistent pov-
erty, they now qualified. It wasn’t easy
to get a commission or to get in this
bill, with one of the counties included
in this bill. We held hearings, and we
used very objective criteria that you
had to fit in order for us, after the
hearings, after full study to say, yes,
that county, among many in the
United States that are suffering today,
should have the special attention of a
regional commission.

And we think, Mr. Speaker, that as
the global economy has expanded
throughout our country because of all
the pressures, the natural pressures
that come from that and from inter-
national trade, many came forward and
wanted to be included as part of these
commissions. But we held to the cri-
teria set when the Oberstar bill was
first passed: there had to be systemic
poverty. And the region or the county,
in order to be included, had to be clear-
ly underdeveloped relative to what was
possible. And so you had only two com-
missions, and then you have three
added now.

When it comes to poverty, there is al-
ways controversy about what works.
And this time we really know what
works because this bill is patterned on
the very successful, indeed the ac-
claimed, Appalachian Regional Com-
mission. And the bill itself simply
wants to make sure that administra-
tive procedures and methods for dis-
tributing the economic development
funds are uniform. When you consider
that most of the funds that will flow to
these regions far and away are private
funds, one has to really look at this
bill as a small public investment for
enormous returns in private attraction
and investment.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say just a
word to extricate ourselves from the
stereotypes about certain regions, like
the northern border region which
stretches from Maine to New York.
We’re talking about a region that some
might consider in light of large cities
in the region; but if you look as the
commission methodology looks at
counties in the region, you will under-
stand why the northern border quali-
fies: few basic industries, overdepend-
ence in today’s economy on agri-
culture, and 12.5 percent of the popu-
lation living in poverty.

Or take the southeastern region of
the United States, the Sunbelt, which
everyone associates with economic
growth, and well you might. But these
are also the States which have histori-
cally most lagged behind the national
economy.

And so we have regions in Virginia,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Geor-
gia, Alabama, Mississippi, and Florida.
And the reason we have them, of
course, is that on top of industrial and
technological underdevelopment, this
is the region in the United States that
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has natural disasters at a rate of two
or three times the rest of the country.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I want to say
that, of all of the aspects of this bill, I
think that which has been embraced
most by our committee is the record of
private investment in the region once
we designate a commission and once it
begins to operate.
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It really does tell us much about the
“blessing of the Federal Government”
and the methodology used by this com-
mission. It tells us much about the rep-
utation of what these commissions
have done.

I have been in Congress 16 years. 1
have seldom sat in hearings where peo-
ple came forward not with criticisms
but with glowing examples of how a
specific approach to poverty in our
country works. I therefore strongly
recommend the bill. I commend all of
those, of whom there are dozens, who
had a hand in its design.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3246 amends title 40,
United States Code, to provide a comprehen-
sive regional approach to economic and infra-
structure development in the most severly
economically distressed regions in the Nation.

H.R. 3246 the Regional Economic and Infra-
structure Development Act of 2007, authorizes
two existing comissions and three new re-
gional economic development commissions
under a common framework of administration
and management, and further provides a
framework for good decision making and plan-
ning. These Commissions are designed to ad-
dress problems of systemic poverty and
underdevelopment in their respective regions.
The five commissions are: the Delta Regional
Commission, the Northern Great Plains Re-
gional Commission, the Southeast Crescent
Regional Commission, the Southwest Border
Regional Commission, and the Northern Bor-
der Regional Commission.

This bill models the administrative and man-
agement procedures for these five Comissions
after the highly successful Appalachian Re-
gional Commission. The bill provides for a vot-
ing structure, provisions regarding staffing,
conflicts of interest, local development dis-
tricts, and other matters designed to produce
a standard administrative framework. By pro-
viding a uniform set of procedures, this bill
provides a consistent method for distributing
economic development funds throughout the
regions most in need of such assistance and
ensures a comprehensive regional approach
to economic and infrastructure development in
the most severely distressed regions in the
country.

The Northern Border Regional Commission,
the Southeast Crescent Regional Commission,
and the Southwest Border Regional Commis-
sion have been proposed in legislation intro-
duced in this and previous Congresses and
are designed to address problems of systemic
poverty and underdevelopment in those re-
gions. Additional, the Delta Regional Commis-
sion and the Northern Great Plains Commis-
sion would be reauthorized through this legis-
lation.

H.R. 3246 authorizes funds for each com-
mission to provide vital assistance for the de-
velopment of our Nation’s most chronically
poor and distressed regions.
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| would like to say of few words about the
uniqueness of each of the new commissions
being authorized by this bill. The Southwest
border region includes all counties within 150
miles of the U.S.-Mexico border. This region
contains 11 counties in New Mexico, 65 coun-
ties in Texas, 10 counties in Arizona, and 7
counties in California for a combined popu-
lation of approximately 29 million. According to
research compiled by the Interagency Task
Force on the Economic Development of the
Southwest Border: 20 percent of the residents
in this region of the nation live below the pov-
erty level, unemployment rates often reach as
high as five times the national unemployment
rate, and a lack of adequate access to capital
has created economic disparities and made it
difficult for businesses to start up in the re-
gion.

The Northern border region stretching from
Maine to New York, while abundant in natural
resources and rich in potential, lags behind
much of the Nation in its economic growth,
and its people have not shared properly in the
Nation’s prosperity. The region’s historic reli-
ance on a few basic industries and agriculture
has failed to provide a diverse enough eco-
nomic base for vigorous, self-sustaining
growth. In the belt of counties along the North-
ern border from Maine through New York,
12.5 percent of the population lives in poverty,
median household income is more than
$6,500 below the national average, unemploy-
ment through layoffs in traditional manufac-
turing industries is persistent, and the popu-
lation only grew by 0.6 percent between 1990
and 2000, while the U.S. population rose by
13.2 percent, showing significant out migration
and loss of young people.

The southeastern portion of the United
States, encompassing the states of Virgina,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Ala-
bama, Mississippi, and Florida, is an area
which has seen poverty rates well above the
national average coupled with record unem-
ployment. The region has also experienced
natural disasters at a rate of two to three
times greater than any other region of the U.S.
The SouthEast Crescent Authority (SECA) au-
thorizes a local-state-federal partnership to lift
citizens in this geographic area out of poverty
and create jobs. With the federal allocation of
funding, SECA seeks to funnel monies to pro-
grams which address one or more of the fol-
lowing criteria for community betterment: (1)
infrastructure, (2) education and job training,
(3) health care, (4) entrepreneurship, and (5)
leadership development. Those communities
with the greatest need will be targeted, and
grants will be made according to the degree of
distress.

This bill has broad bi-partisan support, and
the Committee has held a series of hearings
regarding the need for these economic devel-
opment commissions.

| support the bill and urge the passage of
H.R. 3246.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. MCIN-
TYRE), a strong advocate for this legis-
lation.

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today in support of the Regional Eco-
nomic and Infrastructure Development
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Act which provides a comprehensive re-
gional approach to economic and infra-
structure development in the most se-
verely economically distressed part of
our Nation.

This bill includes legislation that I
have introduced in every Congress
since the 107th Congress that will es-
tablish the Southeast Crescent Author-
ity for Economic Development. This
authority would cover the south-
eastern portion of the United States,
including the States of Virginia, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Ala-
bama, Mississippi and Florida, which
have all seen poverty rates well above
the national average coupled with
record unemployment.

I would like to thank Chairman
OBERSTAR and the ranking member,
Mr. MicA, as well as the Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Sub-
committee on Economic Development
Chairwoman ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON
and the ranking member, Mr. GRAVES,
Mr. MICHAUD and Mr. HAYES and my
other colleagues who together have
worked with us in trying to help the
most economically disadvantaged
areas of our country. It is their com-
passion, cooperation and commitment
that has brought us here today. I ap-
plaud all those who have worked to-
gether to help our areas of the country
that have suffered so much. The south-
eastern U.S. has suffered a double
whammy, the highest levels of poverty
coupled with the highest levels of un-
employment over the last several
years.

As a Member that represents a dis-
trict from one of the southern States
that has experienced stagnation in job
growth, I have seen firsthand the re-
structuring of the South’s economy.
Jobs in textile and furniture-making
have decreased substantially. Although
a more high-tech and globally competi-
tive economy has created new opportu-
nities for employment in the South, it
also has meant that we have lost many
jobs held by employees who have few
prospects for shifting to other jobs
with comparable pay. In addition, the
seven States of the Southeast Crescent
Authority region also have experienced
natural disasters at a rate of two to
three times greater than any other re-
gion in the United States, and this vul-
nerability to natural disasters further
exacerbates the ability to recover from
economic distress.

Modeled primarily after the success-
ful Appalachian Regional Commission,
the Southeast Crescent Authority
would enjoin a local, State and Federal
partnership to lift our citizens out of
poverty and give them job opportunity.

The Southeast Crescent Authority
would help communities by doing sev-
eral things: improving infrastructure,
giving the opportunity for education
and job training, better health care,
business entrepreneurship and leader-
ship development. What is great about
this opportunity, Mr. Speaker, is that
those areas in the greatest need will be
targeted. Those with the greatest need
of economic distress will be helped.
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It is time indeed to change the pat-
tern of poverty and unemployment in
the southeastern United States, the
only major region of the country that
has never had this type of Federal
focus on economic development. We are
excited that we are now able to help
the least of these, our brothers and sis-
ters, who have suffered enough and suf-
fered so much. Now we can help bolster
a Dbetter opportunity for economic
progress and possibility. May God bless
our efforts to help those who have suf-
fered so much and now can see a life-
changing difference in economic oppor-
tunity.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, may I
inquire how much time is remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota has 10%2 min-
utes. The gentleman from Missouri has
24 minutes.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. WELCH) and
I yield myself 15 seconds to explain
that, through a clerical error, unfortu-
nately, I regret and I apologize to the
gentleman, his name was not included
in the cosponsors of the reintroduced
bill or bill reported from the Rules
Committee. I just want it known that
the gentleman has, from the outset,
been a vigorous supporter of this legis-
lation. His name should have been list-
ed as a cOsSponsor.

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. I thank the
gentleman from Minnesota for his lead-
ership. I thank the Chair of the sub-
committee, Ms. HOLMES NORTON, and I
thank Mr. GRAVES for his good work.

Mr. Speaker, this commission is
going to be very helpful to Vermont.
We have in the northern tier of
Vermont six counties, Caledonia,
Grand Isle, Lamoille, Franklin, Orleans
and Essex. It is among the most beau-
tiful parts of Vermont. It has among
the most industrious people in
Vermont. But it has the highest unem-
ployment rate and the lowest wages,
about $10,000 below the national me-
dian. We want economic development
in our northern counties. This legisla-
tion is going to give that impetus that
is going to allow our regional economic
commissions that have been providing
excellent leadership but on threadbare
resources the opportunity to use local
decisionmaking, local ingenuity and
local people committed to a prosperous
economy in that region to get a leg up.

What is tremendous about this legis-
lation, modeled after its predecessors,
is that it is a bottom-up approach. So
if we have a proposal from folks in Cal-
edonia County that broadband penetra-
tion is going to be what they need, or
if we have folks in Franklin County
who are going to do an agriculture-to-
energy-related project, or something
with dairy and that is what they need,
they are going to have the opportunity
for that to become a reality.

This is a situation where we actually
have bottom-up leadership integrated
into this legislation where the Federal
Government here in Washington is
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going to be a partner, not an impedi-
ment, to the goals, the aspirations, and
the accomplishments of people back
home. This bill is really about hope for
the future. It is about confidence that
local people in those counties in
Vermont can make the best decision
for themselves, and it is about Con-
gress finally working as a partner with
our local communities and local lead-
ership.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. HODES), who has, Mr.
Speaker, been a tireless advocate. He
has worn me out, frankly, advocating
for this commission.

Mr. HODES. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

First, I thank the distinguished
chairman, Mr. OBERSTAR, and the dis-
tinguished subcommittee chairwoman,
Ms. Eleanor Holmes Norton, as well as
Mr. GRAVES for their work on this im-
portant bill.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to urge my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
support this bill which includes the
Northern Border Regional Develop-
ment Commission. Parts of my home
State of New Hampshire, Grafton, Sul-
livan and Carroll Counties, and espe-
cially in Coos County, the beautiful re-
gion known as the North Country, have
taken an economic beating and are
struggling to recover. A staggering
number of jobs have been lost. We have
seen manufacturing plants close, pulp
plants disappear, and our young people
leave to places that offer more oppor-
tunity.

New Hampshire’s North Country has
suffered repeated economic body blows.
For people who live there, it is getting
harder and harder to get by. As I travel
throughout my State, I speak to hard-
working folks who have the drive to
improve their neighborhood but who
feel their communities have been ig-
nored by the Federal Government for
years. The commissions created in this
bill would be charged with investing
Federal resources for economic devel-
opment and job creation in the most
distressed counties in New Hampshire
and the ice belt region. I use the word
“invest’” purposely. New Hampshire is
a very frugal State. We believe in
small, effective Government. But we
also know that a wise, effective Fed-
eral Government honors local control
and invests wisely to promote oppor-
tunity and prosperity.

This commission employs a bottom-
up grassroots approach that ensures
that actions reflect both local needs
and regional economic development
goals. It also ensures that States have
a deciding voice in what investment is
made within their borders. The bill
says that if you are willing to work
hard and play by the rules, we are here
to help you get ahead. That is why this
bill enjoys such bipartisan support. It
is an important step for many commu-
nities in New Hampshire.

Mr. Speaker, I urge its passage.
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Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA).

Mr. HINOJOSA. Thank you, Chair-
man OBERSTAR, for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 3246, the Regional Economic
and Development Act of 2007.

The U.S.-Mexico border region’s eco-
nomic challenges are deeply en-
trenched and have been overlooked by
national policymakers for far too long.
Throughout my district, low incomes
and high unemployment have trans-
lated into a stagnant and depressed
local marketplace. Many colonias
along the border lack adequate water
supplies and paved roads while a short-
age of investment and development has
limited the economic opportunities of
residents throughout that region.

In addition to current challenges, the
border region’s population is expanding
very rapidly and straining our local in-
frastructure. Historically, Congress has
confronted regional economic chal-
lenges by creating multi-State develop-
ment commissions designed to coordi-
nate local resources and encourage co-
operation between Federal, State and
local governments.

The Southwest Regional Border Com-
mission included within this bill would
represent a significant commitment by
Congress to developing the economy of
the Southwest. Because the challenges
of this region cannot be isolated in any
one city, county or State, the commis-
sion will work to stimulate the en-
tirety of the area’s economy by recog-
nizing the connections between local
economies and by coordinating the ef-
forts of local officials.

By facilitating the provision of
grants to States, local governments,
universities, small businesses, and non-
profit entities, the commission will
plant the seeds of future economic
growth throughout the region.

By expanding the transportation,
public health facilities, wastewater
treatment plants and telecommuni-
cations networks, these grants will
provide the border region with the in-
frastructure it needs to meet its cur-
rent needs while preparing for the
strain of an expanding population.

Mr. Speaker, at a time when the
mounting pressures of the global econ-
omy and income disparities are causing
great economic distress in the border
region, the Southwest Regional Border
Authority has never been more needed.
I urge my colleagues to support this
critical legislation, H.R. 3246.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, does
the gentleman from Missouri have any
further speakers besides himself?

Mr. GRAVES. I don’t. Just my own
final words before the chairman closes.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. CUELLAR).
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Mr. CUELLAR. I want to thank the
distinguished Member from Minnesota
for yielding. Again, I applaud the com-
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mittee’s tremendous work and the
work of Chairman OBERSTAR for the
leadership and vision that he has pro-
vided, along with Chairman REYES.

This bill creates the Southwest Bor-
der Region Commission and will posi-
tively impact the State of Texas. Elev-
en out of the 12 counties that I rep-
resent will be impacted in a positive
way. These counties are struggling
with common infrastructure needs that
inhibit the community’s ability to in-
crease economic development. Some of
these communities on the U.S.-Mexico
border can be identified as colonias. As
you know, colonias are found in Texas,
New Mexico Arizona, and California,
all States that will benefit from the es-
tablishment of the Southwest Border
Regional Commission.

These colonias many times do not
have paved roads, hospitals, or even
utilities. Many colonias do not have
sewage systems, forcing residents to
rely on often inadequate wastewater
disposal methods, such as small and
outdated septic tanks. These condi-
tions often result in sewage pooling on
the ground. Even if these colonias do
have adequate sewage systems, the bor-
der area lacks sufficient facilities to
treat wastewater in this area.

Mr. Speaker, again, this Southwest
Border Commission will provide the re-
sources to help colonias and other un-
derdeveloped regions to adequately ad-
dress needs to be solved. By the estab-
lishment of this commission, this will
address the basic needs that are needed
in these areas. This is why I am asking
the Members to support this bill.

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

Mr. Speaker, we have heard now from
folks talking about Louisiana, Maine,
New Hampshire, Vermont, myself from
Missouri; and I think folks can see that
we have a lot of areas in the United
States that are very economically dis-
tressed, and for various reasons. Every
one of those regions, and, traditionally
the Appalachia region, are distressed
for different reasons. This bill allows
these commissions to leverage public
and private dollars. It is a great part-
nership.

Mr. Speaker, again, I want to thank
the chairman for allowing me to add
counties in northwest Missouri. It is
very important to the folks there. I
know he has been working on various
aspects of these commissions for a
long, long time. I appreciate his exper-
tise and his willingness to be very open
in this process and work with us.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, again, I express my
great appreciation to Mr. MicA, the
ranking member of the full committee,
and especially to Mr. GRAVES, who de-
voted so much time to the hearings, to
the diligent effort within the com-
mittee of shaping and crafting this bill.

In the matter of adding counties that
were not in the original commissions’
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proposals, we adhered to a very strict
principle, that is, the additions had to
conform with unemployment rate sig-
nificantly above national average, per
capita income rates that were signifi-
cantly below national average rates,
and out-migrations. In all cases, the
counties recommended by the gen-
tleman from Missouri, the parishes by
the gentleman from Louisiana, and the
gentleman from Mississippi all con-
formed when we got updated census in-
formation.

Mr. Speaker, I think we have here a
splendid structure, one in which we can
achieve accountability, one in which
there already is success. In a report the
committee received just this morning
from the Delta Regional Commission
on cumulative projects over the last
year, the leveraging ratio is 16 to 1.
That is for every $1 the commission in-
vested in projects within the region,
$16 additional in private sector and
non-Federal funds have been invested.
That is an extraordinary success ratio,
and we want to ensure that that suc-
cess will continue and will be extended
to all of the commissions.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time and ask for a resounding af-
firmative vote for this legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SERRANO). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 704,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill, as amended.

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. JORDAN
OF OHIO

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
offer a motion to recommit.

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

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. I am in its cur-
rent form.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Jordan of Ohio moves to recommit the
bill H.R. 3246 to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure with instructions
to report the same back to the House
promptly with the following amendment:

At the end of the bill, add the following:
SEC. 7. LIMITATION ON THE USE OF FUNDS.

None of the funds authorized by this Act,
including the amendments made by this Act,
may be used—

(1) to lobby or retain a lobbyist for the pur-
pose of influencing a Federal, State, or local
governmental entity or officer; or

(2) to pay for expenses related to the mem-
bership of any individual or entity in an or-
ganization or association.

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

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
appreciate the work of the chairman of
the committee and the ranking mem-
ber. The motion to recommit that we
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have in front of us is an insurance pol-
icy. It will guarantee that no funds in
the bill go to lobbyists or lobbying ac-
tivities. This motion, in other words, is
a step towards breaking that link be-
tween legislation and lobbyists.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3246, as we have
heard from the language here on the
floor today, is intended to aid the eco-
nomic and infrastructure development
in economically distressed regions of
the country. Taxpayer dollars should
be used for that purpose, and that pur-
pose only.

The motion does two things: first, it
prevents any of the funds authorized by
this bill from being used to lobby or re-
tain a lobbyist for the purposes of in-
fluencing a Federal, State or local gov-
ernment entity or officer. Second, the
motion prohibits funds to pay for ex-
penses related to the membership of an
individual or entity in an organization
or association.

Mr. Speaker, the majority promised
in its opening-day rules package, sec-
tion 202 of H. Res. 6, to end the K
Street Project. This motion to recom-
mit is policy that all Members should
support. In fact, when this same lan-
guage was offered to H.R. 569, the
Water Quality Investment Act, it was
approved by a 425-0 vote. That same
act came out of this same committee,
and the full House in unanimous fash-
ion supported this same language.

Again, Mr. Speaker, this motion to
recommit is an opportunity to improve
the bill by adding explicit language to
make sure that taxpayer dollars are
used for their intended purpose.

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the motion to recom-
mit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, it is
well known, has been debated many
times in this body, that a motion to re-
commit that uses the term ‘‘promptly”’
is simply a motion to Kkill the bill by
sending it back to committee, where it
will take weeks to then return it to the
House floor. Why an initiative to try to
kill this legislation would be offered is
puzzling to me, since there was no op-
position to the legislation in sub-
committee, full committee.

Mr. Speaker, two weeks ago when the
bill was debated on the suspension cal-
endar, no one rose in opposition to the
bill. There was no opposition raised to
the legislation this afternoon. So the
motion to recommit on the merits of
the term ‘‘promptly’’ is clearly an ef-
fort to send it back to committee, kill
the bill.

But I point out, since the gentleman
offering the motion referred to initia-
tives by the Democratic majority to
have accountability, on page 17 of the
bill, section 15-306, Personal Financial
Interests, conflicts of interest, we ad-
dress the issue of personal conflict of
interest, of integrity of personnel em-
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ployed by the commission in either the
Federal co-chairman’s office or the
State co-chairman’s office, and estab-
lish very clear obligations for reporting
and excluding of such activity. Fur-
thermore, under general Federal legis-
lation, lobbying by a Federal Govern-
ment agency of the Congress is not per-
mitted.

So this is a non sequitur motion. It
does not accomplish anything except
the purpose of sending the bill back to
committee and, in effect, killing it by
delay. Again, I repeat, there was no op-
position registered. When the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure considered this bill in sub-
committee, in full committee markup,
when it came to the floor under suspen-
sion of the rules, nor was there any op-
position today, why there would be a
motion of this nature to kill the bill is
beyond me.

Furthermore, there are restraints,
very explicit language on personal fi-
nancial interest, conflict of interest
not allowed; and, in general, Federal
law, Federal agencies are prohibited
from retaining a lobbyist, to pay ex-
penses for lobbying.

Mr. Speaker, this is a transparent ef-
fort to try to kill the bill rather than
deal with it on its merits. So I oppose
the motion to recommit with instruc-
tions.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support of H.R. 3246, the Regional
Economic and Infrastructure Development Act
of 2007. As a cosponsor of this legislation, |
was disappointed when the full House failed to
adopt a motion to suspend the rules and pass
H.R. 3246 on September 17. That said, | am
pleased that the House is reconsidering the
bill today.

As | have previously stated, H.R. 3246 is
important to my constituents in Northern and
Central New York because it would create the
Northern Border Regional Commission to help
further economic development. There is no
question this assistance is needed. Specifi-
cally, in 2000, each of the counties | rep-
resent—Clinton, Essex, Franklin, Fulton, Ham-
ilton, Jefferson, Lewis, Madison, Oneida,
Oswego, and St. Lawrence—had a median
household income that was below the national
median of $41,994. Moreover, seven of these
counties had poverty rates in excess of the
national rate of 12.4 percent, and three,
Franklin, Oswego and St. Lawrence counties,
had poverty rates in excess of 14 percent.
Similarly, from 2004 to 2006, 8 of these coun-
ties had unemployment rates in excess of the
national average.

| greatly appreciate the efforts of the Gen-
tleman from Maine, Mr. MICHAUD, to move this
measure one step closer to enactment. Since
the 108th Congress, we have been working to
enact legislation to create a Northern Border
Regional Commission, and | look forward to
working with him further to do so.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of H.R. 3246, the Regional Economic
and Infrastructure Development Act of 2007.

This bill acknowledges a critical component
of our country’s success, and creates the
Southwest Border Regional Commission for
border counties in Arizona, California, New
Mexico and Texas.
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First, | thank the committee for the inclusion
of this region in the bill. | am proud to rep-
resent this region, home to one of the most vi-
brant communities. Where the United States
and Mexico meet, it is a symbiotic community.
For cities in my district, there is often a divi-
sion.

Many times on this house floor, the debate
of the border is divisive and based on dema-
goguery. There is no room for those issues in
today’s debate. This commission is about in-
vesting in U.S. citizens that live in a unique
community, a community that is the gateway
to our country.

For as much as this Congress debates and
exploits immigration and constantly works to
militarize our border, we could spare some
time to discuss needed investment in the re-

ion.

g The residents of the southwest border are
burdened with concerns that include low in-
come, low education levels, the lowest number
of health professionals, some of the highest
rates of diabetes, tuberculosis, AIDS and other
health crises, a lack of economic develop-
ment, and the list goes on.

The southwest border communities are at
the periphery of the United States and Mexi-
co’s national economic and political concerns.
The U.S. Government has historically forgot-
ten this community in terms of economic de-
velopment, education and social programs.

The Southwest Border Regional Commis-
sion takes a great step to correct this mis-
guided omission. It is our responsibility to as-
sist our border communities and our border
residents.

| urge my colleagues to support this bill and
reject any attempts to further exploit the citi-
zens who are at the gateway of this country
and who sacrifice so much already to the de-
mands of our border security.

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I'm proud to be a
cosponsor of this bill to provide a comprehen-
sive, regional approach to economic and infra-
structure development in areas that need it the
most, including South Texas.

The Southwest Regional Border Authority
helps areas along the U.S.-Mexican border,
which have: a 20 percent poverty rate, unem-
ployment rates much higher than the national
rate, and a lack of capital to spur business
growth.

This bill offers a significant investment for
federal-state partnerships to help economically
distressed and underdeveloped areas that
have experienced high levels of unemploy-
ment, poverty, or population loss.

The bill provides an unprecedented amount
of money to develop transportation and infra-
structure, provide job skills training and sup-
port business development.

| am personally offended—as are my con-
stituents in South Texas—that the only infra-
structure Congress has approved along the
border is a wall . . . a wall that won’t work
and that is entirely about political expediency,
not border security.

Developing the South Texas infrastructure
helps ensure that this region can support the
trade that churns through the U.S. economy.

South Texas faces a host of challenges in
terms of economic development and infra-
structure to support trade all along the South-
west border—and the only way to tackle it is
all together, not piecemeal.

| ask my colleagues to join me in passing
this bill that is important to both the border re-
gion—and the Nation.
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Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in op-
position to this legislation and urge my col-
leagues to oppose it.

| 'am a strong supporter of economic devel-
opment in rural America. That is why | have
been pressing for reform of the Universal
Service Fund to bring the benefits of
broadband telecommunications to the rural
areas of the country. | also strongly support
the programs of the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture and our State Department of Agri-
culture that promote economic growth in Ne-
braska.

But, Mr. Speaker, | cannot support this bill.
The State of Nebraska already participates in
the existing Northern Great Plains Commis-
sion and the North Central BioEconomic Con-
sortium. | am told by Nebraska’s Deputy Di-
rector of Agriculture that there are even more
of these organizations in the Midwest dedi-
cated to the same goals. H.R. 3246 would just
add one more entity to this existing number of
economic development groups now in place.

Even more troubling is the $1.25 billion
price tag authorized by the bill and the cre-
ation of permanent regional commissions that
will require millions of dollars in tax dollars for
administrative expenses. We need to cut fed-
eral spending, not increase it.

Finally, the legislation also includes a provi-
sion requiring prevailing wages under the
Davis-Bacon Act. For all of these reasons, |
urge a “no” vote on this bill.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in strong support of H.R. 3246, the Regional
Economic and Infrastructure Development Act
of 2007.

This bill provides the opportunity for many
communities along the border to receive the
assistance and resources they have long
needed in order for them to develop their in-
frastructure and economic prospects.

Mr. Speaker, | represent an expansive dis-
trict spanning from El Paso County in far west
Texas, to Dimmitt County about 550 miles
south and to South San Antonio about 150
miles west. This district encompasses the
longest stretch of U.S.-Mexico border of any
district in the United States.

These communities along the border lack
some of the most basic infrastructure including
sewers, roads and health care. These mostly
rural communities along the border are often
too poor to take advantage of government
grants and loan programs. These cities, towns
and counties don’t have the revenue to pro-
vide local matching funds to qualify for federal
grants and programs or have the tax base to
build million-dollar waste water plants on their
own.

A regional economic development commis-
sion on the southwest border, | believe will put
the hundreds of small, rural border commu-
nities on the fast track to becoming self-sus-
taining and developing economically.

Mr. Speaker, a Southwest Border Regional
Commission would essentially bring the fed-
eral government to the border. This bill will not
raise taxes, will not create duplicative pro-
grams and certainly not provide any services
to illegal or undocumented immigrants; this bill
instead provides opportunity for our commu-
nities that are most in need.

| strongly urge my colleagues to pass this
bipartisan bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.
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There was no objection.

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

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

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of passage.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 201, nays
218, not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 945]

YEAS—201

Aderholt Gallegly Murphy, Tim
AKkin Garrett (NJ) Musgrave
Alexander Gerlach Myrick
Altmire Giffords Neugebauer
Bachmann Gilchrest Nunes
Bachus Gillibrand Paul
Baker Gingrey Pearce
Barrow Gohmert Pence
Bartlett (MD) Goode Peterson (PA)
Barton (TX) Goodlatte Petri
Biggert Granger Pitts
Bilbray Hall (TX) Platts
Bilirakis Hastert Poe
Bishop (UT) Hastings (WA) Porter
Blackburn Hayes Price (GA)
Blunt Heller Putnam
Boehner Hensarling Radanovich
Bonner Herger Ramstad
Bono Hill Regula
Boozman Hobson Rehberg
Brady (TX) Hoekstra Reichert
Broun (GA) Hulshof Renzi
Brown (SC) Hunter Reynolds
Brown-Waite, Inglis (SC) Rogers (AL)

Ginny Issa Rogers (KY)
Buchanan Johnson, Sam Rogers (MI)
Burgess Jones (NC) Rohrabacher
Burton (IN) Jordan Ros-Lehtinen
Buyer Keller Roskam
Calvert King (IA) Royce
Camp (MI) King (NY) Ryan (WI)
Campbell (CA) Kingston Sali
Cannon Kirk Saxton
Cantor Kline (MN) Schmidt
Capito Knollenberg Sensenbrenner
Carter Kuhl (NY) Sessions
Castle LaHood Shadegg
Chabot Lamborn Shays
Coble Lampson Shimkus
Cole (OK) Latham Shuster
Conaway Lewis (CA) Simpson
Crenshaw Lewis (KY) Smith (NE)
Culberson Linder Smith (NJ)
Davis (KY) LoBiondo Smith (TX)
Davis, David Lucas Souder
Davis, Tom Lungren, Daniel  Space
Deal (GA) E. Stearns
Dent Mack Tancredo
Diaz-Balart, L. Mahoney (FL) Terry
Diaz-Balart, M. Manzullo Thornberry
Doolittle Marchant Tiahrt
Drake Marshall Tiberi
Dreier McCarthy (CA) Turner
Duncan McCaul (TX) Upton
Ehlers McCotter Walberg
Emerson McCrery Walden (OR)
English (PA) McHenry Walsh (NY)
Everett McHugh Wamp
Fallin McKeon Weldon (FL)
Feeney McMorris Weller
Ferguson Rodgers Westmoreland
Flake McNerney Whitfield
Forbes Mica Wicker
Fortenberry Miller (FL) Wilson (NM)
Fossella Miller (MI) Wilson (S0)
Foxx Miller, Gary Wolf
Franks (AZ) Mitchell Young (AK)
Frelinghuysen Moran (KS) Young (FL)

NAYS—218

Abercrombie Arcuri Bean
Ackerman Baca Becerra
Allen Baird Berkley
Andrews Baldwin Berman
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Berry Hinchey Pallone
Bishop (GA) Hinojosa Pascrell
Bishop (NY) Hirono Pastor
Blumenauer Hodes Payne
Boren Holden Peterson (MN)
Boswell Holt Pomeroy
Boucher Honda Price (NC)
Boustany Hooley Rahall
Boyd (FL) Hoyer Rangel
Boyda (KS) Inslee Reyes
Brady (PA) Israel Richardson
Braley (IA) Jackson (IL) Rodriguez
Brown, Corrine Jackson-Lee RoOsS
Butterfield (TX) Rothman
Capps Jefferson Roybal-Allard
Capuano Johnson (GA) Ruppersherger
Cardoza Johnson (IL) Rush
Carnahan Johnson, E. B. Ryan (OH)
Carney Jones (OH) Salazar
Castor Kagen Sanchez, Linda
Chandler Kanjorski T.
Clarke Kaptur Sanchez, Loretta
Clay Kennedy Sarbanes
Cleaver K}ldee ) Schakowsky
Clyburn Kilpatrick Schiff
Cohen Km_d Schwartz
Conyers Klein (FL) Scott (GA)
Cooper Kucinich Scott (VA)
Costa Langevin Serrano
Costello Lantos Sestak
Courtney Larsen (WA) Shea-Porter
Cramer Larson (CT) Sherman
Crowley LaTourette Shuler
Cuellar Levin Sires
Cummings Lewis (GA) Skelton
Davis (AL) Lipinski Slauehter
Dayvis (CA) Loebsack us
Davis (IL) Lofgren, Zoe Smith (WA)
Davis, Lincoln Lowey Snyder
DeFazio Lynch Solis
DeGette Maloney (NY) Spratt
DeLauro Markey Stark
Dicks Matheson Stupak
Doggett Matsui Sutton
Donnelly McCarthy (NY) ~ Tanner
Doyle McCollum (MN) ~ Tauscher
Edwards McDermott Taylor
Ellison McGovern Thompson (CA)
Ellsworth McIntyre Thompson (MS)
Emanuel McNulty Tierney
Engel Meek (FL) Towns
Eshoo Meeks (NY) Udall (CO)
Etheridge Melancon Udall (NM)
Farr Michaud Van Hollen
Fattah Miller (NC) Velazquez
Filner Miller, George Walz (MN)
Frank (MA) Mollohan Wasserman
Gonzalez Moore (KS) Schultz
Gordon Moore (WI) Waters
Graves Moran (VA) Watson
Green, Al Murphy (CT) Watt
Green, Gene Murphy, Patrick Waxman
Grijalva Murtha Weiner
Gutierrez Nadler Welch (VT)
Hall (NY) Napolitano Wexler
Hare Neal (MA) Wilson (OH)
Harman Oberstar Woolsey
Hastings (FL) Obey Wu
Herseth Sandlin ~ Olver Wynn
Higgins Ortiz Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—13
Barrett (SC) Dingell Pryce (OH)
Carson Jindal Sullivan
Cubin Lee Visclosky
Davis, Jo Ann Perlmutter
Delahunt Pickering
0O 1337
Mr. KAGEN, Mr. COOPER, Mrs.

BOYDA of Kansas, Ms. WOOLSEY and
Mr. MEEK of Florida changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”’

Messrs. PAUL, HASTERT, FORBES,
MAHONEY of Florida and Mrs. DRAKE

changed their vote from ‘‘nay’” to
ééyea.7’

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.
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The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr.

COSTELLO. Mr.
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Speaker, on

that I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 264, nays
154, not voting 14, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Alexander
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Buchanan
Butterfield
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Castor
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Dent
Dicks
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Drake
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah

[Roll No. 946]

YEAS—264

Ferguson
Filner
Fortenberry
Frank (MA)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gilchrest
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Graves
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hayes
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
LaTourette
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meek (FL)

This

Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Richardson
Rodriguez
Rogers (AL)
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)

Udall (NM) Waters Wexler
Van Hollen Watson Wilson (OH)
Velazquez Watt Woolsey
Walsh (NY) Waxman Wu
Walz (MN) Weiner Wynn
Wasserman Welch (VT) Yarmuth

Schultz Weller Young (AK)

NAYS—154
AKkin Gohmert Paul
Bachmann Goode Pearce
Bartlett (MD) Goodlatte Pence
Barton (TX) Granger Petri
Biggert Hall (TX) Pitts
Bilbray Hastert Platts
Bilirakis Hastings (WA) Poe
Bishop (UT) Heller Porter
Blunt Hensarling Price (GA)
Boehner Herger Putnam
Bonner Hobson Radanovich
Bono Hoekstra Ramstad
Brady (TX) Hulshof
Regula

Broun (GA) Hunter c
Brown (SC) Inglis (SC) Reichert
Brown-Waite, Issa Rogers (KY)

Ginny Johnson, Sam Rogers (MI)
Burgess Jordan Rohrabacher
Burton (IN) Keller Ros-Lehtinen
Buyer King (IA) Roskam
Calvert King (NY) Royce
Camp (MI) Kingston Ryan (WI)
Campbell (CA) Kirk Sali
Cannon Kline (MN) Saxton
Cantor Knollenberg Schmidt
Carter LaHood Sensenbrenner
Castle Lamborn Sessions
Chabot Latham Shadegg
Cole (OK) Lewis (CA) Shays
Conaway Lewis (KY) Shuster
Crenshaw Linder Simpson
Culberson LoBiondo Smith (NE)
DaV}s (KY)‘ Lucas ) Souder
Dav}s, David Lungren, Daniel Stearns
Dayvis, Tom E. Tancredo
Deal (GA) Mack Terry
Diaz-Balart, L. Manzullo Thornberry
Diaz-Balart, M. Marchant Tiahrt
Doolittle McCarthy (CA) S
Dreier McCaul (TX) Tiberi
Duncan McCotter Turner
Ehlers McHenry Upton
Everett McKeon Walberg
Fallin McMorris Walden (OR)
Flake Rodgers Wamp
Forbes Mica Weldon (FL)
Fossella Miller (FL) Westmoreland
Foxx Miller (MI) Whitfield
Franks (AZ) Miller, Gary Wicker
Frelinghuysen Moran (KS) Wilson (NM)
Gallegly Musgrave Wilson (SC)
Garrett (NJ) Neugebauer Wolf
Gingrey Nunes Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—14

Barrett (SC) Dingell Pickering
Carson Feeney Pryce (OH)
Cubin Jindal Sullivan
Davis, Jo Ann Lee Visclosky
Delahunt Perlmutter

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during

the vote). Members are advised there

are 2 minutes remaining in this vote.
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Mrs. DRAKE changed her vote from
“nay” tO “yea.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Ms. Curtis, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
with an amendment in which the con-
currence of the House is requested, a
bill of the House of the following title:
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H.R. 3222. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
yvear ending September 30, 2008, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 3222) ‘““‘An Act making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2008, and for other pur-
poses,”” requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
INOUYE, Mr. BYRD, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. HAR-
KIN, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. KOHL,
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. COCH-
RAN, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr.
BoND, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. SHELBY, Mr.
GREGG, and Mrs. HUTCHISON, to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate has agreed to a concurrent reso-
lution of the following title in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

S. Con. Res. 49. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for a conditional adjournment or re-
cess of the Senate.

———

PROVIDING FOR A CONDITIONAL
ADJOURNMENT OR RECESS OF
THE SENATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the House a privi-
leged Senate concurrent resolution.

The Clerk read the Senate concur-
rent resolution, as follows:

S. CON. RES. 49

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That when the Sen-
ate recesses or adjourns on Thursday, Octo-
ber 4, 2007, or Friday, October 5, 2007, on a
motion offered pursuant to this concurrent
resolution by its Majority Leader or his des-
ignee, it stand recessed or adjourned until 12
noon on Monday, October 15, 2007, or such
other time on that day as may be specified
by its Majority Leader or his designee in the
motion to recess or adjourn, or until the
time of any reassembly pursuant to section 2
of this concurrent resolution, whichever oc-
curs first.

SEC. 2. The Majority Leader of the Senate,
after consultation with the Minority Leader
of the Senate, shall notify the Members of
the Senate to reassemble at such place and
time as he may designate if, in his opinion,
the public interest shall warrant it.

The Senate concurrent resolution
was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

MORTGAGE FORGIVENESS DEBT
RELIEF ACT OF 2007

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 703, I call up the
bill (H.R. 3648) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude dis-
charges of indebtedness on principal
residences from gross income, and for
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 3648

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. DISCHARGES OF INDEBTEDNESS ON
PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE EXCLUDED
FROM GROSS INCOME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
108(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is
amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (C), by striking the period at the
end of subparagraph (D) and inserting ‘¢, or’’,
and by inserting after subparagraph (D) the
following new subparagraph:

‘““(E) the indebtedness discharged is quali-
fied principal residence indebtedness.”.

(b) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO QUALIFIED
PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE INDEBTEDNESS.—Sec-
tion 108 of such Code is amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(h) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO QUALIFIED
PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE INDEBTEDNESS.—

‘(1) BASIS REDUCTION.—The amount ex-
cluded from gross income by reason of sub-
section (a)(1)(E) shall be applied to reduce
(but not below zero) the basis of the prin-
cipal residence of the taxpayer.

‘“(2) QUALIFIED PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE IN-
DEBTEDNESS.—For purposes of this section,
the term ‘qualified principal residence in-
debtedness’ means acquisition indebtedness
(within the meaning of section 163(h)(3)(B),
without regard to clause (ii) thereof) with re-
spect to the principal residence of the tax-
payer.

*“(3) EXCEPTION FOR DISCHARGES ON ACCOUNT
OF SERVICES PERFORMED FOR THE LENDER.—
Subsection (a)(1)(E) shall not apply to the
discharge of a loan if the discharge is on ac-
count of services performed for the lender.

‘‘(4) PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘principal resi-
dence’ has the same meaning as when used in
section 121.”.

(c) COORDINATION.—

(1) Subparagraph (A) of section 108(a)(2) of
such Code is amended by striking “‘and (D)”’
and inserting *‘, (D), and (E)”’.

(2) Paragraph (2) of section 108(a) of such
Code is amended by adding at the end the
following new subparagraph:

¢“(C) PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE EXCLUSION TAKES
PRECEDENCE OVER INSOLVENCY EXCLUSION UN-
LESS ELECTED OTHERWISE.—Paragraph (1)(B)
shall not apply to a discharge to which para-
graph (1)(E) applies unless the taxpayer
elects to apply paragraph (1)(B) in lieu of
paragraph (1)(E).”.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to dis-
charges of indebtedness on or after January
1, 2007.

SEC. 2. LONG-TERM EXTENSION OF DEDUCTION
FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE PRE-
MIUMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (E) of sec-
tion 163(h)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (relating to mortgage insurance pre-
miums treated as interest) is amended by
striking clauses (iii) and (iv) and inserting
the following new clause:

‘“(iii) APPLICATION.—Clause (i) shall not
apply with respect to any mortgage insur-
ance contract issued before January 1, 2007,
or after December 31, 2014.”".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to con-
tracts issued after December 31, 2006.

SEC. 3. ALTERNATIVE TESTS FOR QUALIFYING AS
COOPERATIVE HOUSING CORPORA-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (D) of sec-
tion 216(b)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (defining cooperative housing corpora-
tion) is amended to read as follows:

‘(D) meeting 1 or more of the following re-
quirements for the taxable year in which the
taxes and interest described in subsection (a)
are paid or incurred:

‘(i) 80 percent or more of the corporation’s
gross income for such taxable year is derived
from tenant-stockholders.
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‘“(ii) At all times during such taxable year,
80 percent or more of the total square foot-
age of the corporation’s property is used or
available for use by the tenant-stockholders
for residential purposes or purposes ancillary
to such residential use.

‘(iii) 90 percent or more of the expendi-
tures of the corporation paid or incurred dur-
ing such taxable year are paid or incurred for
the acquisition, construction, management,
maintenance, or care of the corporation’s
property for the benefit of the tenant-stock-
holders.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years ending after the date of the enactment
of this Act.

SEC. 4. GAIN FROM SALE OF PRINCIPAL RESI-
DENCE ALLOCATED TO NON-
QUALIFIED USE NOT EXCLUDED
FROM INCOME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section
121 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to limitations) is amended by adding
at the end the following new paragraph:

¢“(4) EXCLUSION OF GAIN ALLOCATED TO NON-
QUALIFIED USE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to so much of the gain from the sale or
exchange of property as is allocated to peri-
ods of nonqualified use.

“(B) GAIN ALLOCATED TO PERIODS OF NON-
QUALIFIED USE.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A), gain shall be allocated to periods
of nonqualified use based on the ratio
which—

‘“(i) the aggregate periods of nonqualified
use during the period such property was
owned by the taxpayer, bears to

‘“(ii) the period such property was owned
by the taxpayer.

“(C) PERIOD OF NONQUALIFIED USE.—For
purposes of this paragraph—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘period of non-
qualified use’ means any period (other than
the portion of any period preceding January
1, 2008) during which the property is not used
as the principal residence of the taxpayer or
the taxpayer’s spouse or former spouse.

‘(ii) EXCEPTIONS.—The term ‘period of non-
qualified use’ does not include—

“(I) any portion of the 5-year period de-
scribed in subsection (a) which is after the
last date that such property is used as the
principal residence of the taxpayer or the
taxpayer’s spouse,

“(IT) any period (not to exceed an aggre-
gate period of 10 years) during which the tax-
payer or the taxpayer’s spouse is serving on
qualified official extended duty (as defined in
subsection (d)(9)(C)) described in clause (i),
(ii), or (iii) of subsection (d)(9)(A), and

“(III) any other period of temporary ab-
sence (not to exceed an aggregate period of 2
years) due to change of employment, health
conditions, or such other unforeseen cir-
cumstances as may be specified by the Sec-
retary.

‘(D) COORDINATION WITH RECOGNITION OF
GAIN ATTRIBUTABLE TO DEPRECIATION.—For
purposes of this paragraph—

‘(i) subparagraph (A) shall be applied after
the application of subsection (d)(6), and

‘“(ii) subparagraph (B) shall be applied
without regard to any gain to which sub-
section (d)(6) applies.”’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to sales and
exchanges after December 31, 2007.

SEC. 5. TIME FOR PAYMENT OF CORPORATE ESTI-
MATED TAXES.

Subparagraph (B) of section 401(1) of the
Tax Increase Prevention and Reconciliation
Act of 2005 is amended by striking ‘114.75
percent’” and inserting ‘‘116.50 percent’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 703, the
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amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill, modified by
the amendment printed in House Re-
port 110-360, is adopted and the bill, as
amended, is considered read.

The text of the bill, as amended, is as
follows:

H.R. 3648

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Mortgage For-
giveness Debt Relief Act of 2007.

SEC. 2. DISCHARGES OF INDEBTEDNESS ON PRIN-
CIPAL RESIDENCE EXCLUDED FROM
GROSS INCOME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
108(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is
amended by striking ‘“‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (C), by striking the period at the end of
subparagraph (D) and inserting *‘, or”’, and by
inserting after subparagraph (D) the following
new subparagraph:

‘““(E) the indebtedness discharged is qualified
principal residence indebtedness.”’.

(b) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO QUALIFIED
PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE INDEBTEDNESS.—Section
108 of such Code is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

“(h) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO QUALIFIED
PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE INDEBTEDNESS.—

‘(1) BASIS REDUCTION.—The amount excluded
from gross income by reason of subsection
(a)(1)(E) shall be applied to reduce (but not
below zero) the basis of the principal residence
of the taxpayer.

““(2) QUALIFIED PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE INDEBT-
EDNESS.—For purposes of this section, the term
‘qualified principal residence indebtedness’
means acquisition indebtedness (within the
meaning of section 163(h)(3)(B), ‘‘applied by
substituting $2,000,000 ($1,000,000° for ‘$1,000,000
(8500,000° in clause (ii) thereof’’ with respect to
the principal residence of the taxpayer.

““(3) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN DISCHARGES NOT
RELATED TO TAXPAYER’S FINANCIAL CONDITION.—
Subsection (a)(1)(E) shall not apply to the dis-
charge of a loan if the discharge is on account
of services performed for the lender or any other
factor not directly related to a decline in the
value of the residence or to the financial condi-
tion of the taxpayer.

‘““(4) ORDERING RULE.—If any loan is dis-
charged, in whole or in part, and only a portion
of such loan is qualified principal residence in-
debtedness, subsection (a)(1)(E) shall apply only
to so much of the amount discharged as exceeds
the amount of the loan (as determined imme-
diately before such discharge) which is not
qualified principal residence indebtedness.

““(5) PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘principal residence’
has the same meaning as when used in Section
121.”.

(c) COORDINATION.—

(1) Subparagraph (A) of section 108(a)(2) of
such Code is amended by striking ‘“‘and (D)’
and inserting ‘‘(D), and (E)’’.

(2) Paragraph (2) of section 108(a) of such
Code is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subparagraph:

““(C) PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE EXCLUSION TAKES
PRECEDENCE OVER INSOLVENCY EXCLUSION UN-
LESS ELECTED OTHERWISE.—Paragraph (1)(B)
shall not apply to a discharge to which para-
graph (1)(E) applies unless the taxpayer elects
to apply paragraph (1)(B) in lieu of paragraph
(1)(E).”.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to discharges of in-
debtedness on or after January 1, 2007.

SEC. 3. LONG-TERM EXTENSION OF DEDUCTION
FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE PRE-
MIUMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (E) of section

163(h)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
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(relating to mortgage insurance premiums treat-
ed as interest) is amended by striking clauses
(iii) and (iv) and inserting the following new
clause:

““(iii) APPLICATION.—Clause (i) shall not apply
with respect to any mortgage insurance contract
issued before January 1, 2007, or after December
31, 2014.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply to contracts issued
after December 31, 2006.

SEC. 4. ALTERNATIVE TESTS FOR QUALIFYING AS
COOPERATIVE HOUSING CORPORA-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (D) of section
216(b)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(defining cooperative housing corporation) is
amended to read as follows:

“(D) meeting 1 or more of the following re-
quirements for the taxable year in which the
taxes and interest described in subsection (a) are
paid or incurred:

‘(i) 80 percent or more of the corporation’s
gross income for such taxable year is derived
from tenant-stockholders.

““(ii) At all times during such taxable year, 80
percent or more of the total square footage of
the corporation’s property is used or available
for use by the tenant-stockholders for residen-
tial purposes or purposes ancillary to such resi-
dential use.

““(iii) 90 percent or more of the expenditures of
the corporation paid or incurred during such
taxable year are paid or incurred for the acqui-
sition, construction, management, maintenance,
or care of the corporation’s property for the
benefit of the tenant-stockholders.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this section shall apply to tarable years end-
ing after the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 5. GAIN FROM SALE OF PRINCIPAL RESI-

DENCE  ALLOCATED TO NON-
QUALIFIED USE NOT EXCLUDED
FROM INCOME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section 121
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to
limitations) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

““(4) EXCLUSION OF GAIN ALLOCATED TO NON-
QUALIFIED USE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to so much of the gain from the sale or ex-
change of property as is allocated to periods of
nonqualified use.

“(B) GAIN ALLOCATED TO PERIODS OF NON-
QUALIFIED USE.—For purposes of subparagraph
(A4), gain shall be allocated to periods of non-
qualified use based on the ratio which—

““(i) the aggregate periods of nonqualified use
during the period such property was owned by
the taxpayer, bears to

““(ii) the period such property was owned by
the taxpayer.

““(C) PERIOD OF NONQUALIFIED USE.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘period of mon-
qualified use’ means any period (other than the
portion of any period preceding January 1, 2008)
during which the property is not used as the
principal residence of the taxpayer or the tax-
payer’s spouse or former spouse.

‘“(it) EXCEPTIONS.—The term ‘period of non-
qualified use’ does not include—

“(1) any portion of the 5-year period described
in subsection (a) which is after the last date
that such property is used as the principal resi-
dence of the taxpayer or the taxpayer’s spouse,

‘“(11) any period (not to exceed an aggregate
period of 10 years) during which the taxpayer or
the taxpayer’s spouse is serving on qualified of-
ficial extended duty (as defined in subsection
(d)(9)(C)) described in clause (i), (ii), or (iii) of
subsection (d)(9)(A), and

‘“(I11) any other period of temporary absence
(not to exceed an aggregate period of 2 years)
due to change of employment, health conditions,
or such other unforeseen circumstances as may
be specified by the Secretary.
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‘““CD) COORDINATION WITH RECOGNITION OF
GAIN ATTRIBUTABLE TO DEPRECIATION.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph—

“(1) subparagraph (A) shall be applied after
the application of subsection (d)(6), and

“(ii) subparagraph (B) shall be applied with-
out regard to any gain to which subsection
(d)(6) applies.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this section shall apply to sales and ex-
changes after December 31, 2007.

SEC. 6. TIME FOR PAYMENT OF CORPORATE ESTI-
MATED TAXES.

Subparagraph (B) of section 401(1) of the Tax
Increase Prevention and Reconciliation Act of
2005 is amended by striking the percentage con-
tained therein and inserting ‘‘116.75 percent’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL)
and the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
MCCRERY) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.

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

Mr. Speaker, first I want to thank
the minority ranking member on the
Ways and Means Committee and our
staffs for working to bring some relief
to those people that are feeling the
problems of the subprime mortgage cri-
sis.

I want to make a special thanks to
Congressman ROB ANDREWS, whose cre-
ativity in working with the committee,
along with ZACH SPACE, gave us the di-
rection to remove some of the inequi-
ties that may relieve some of the pain
that people are feeling.

It’s a commonsense piece of legisla-
tion that when the banks and those
that hold the mortgage decide to give
forgiveness on some parts of that loan,
that these parts of the loan not be con-
sidered as income and does not create a
taxable event. So we do that. We
passed it out by voice vote because it
just made a lot of sense.

In addition to that, we make it easier
for people to extend their mortgage in-
surance, as well as those people who
own condos, to be able to get relief
from debts that they may have by get-
ting long-term extension of private
mortgage insurance on all of them.

Finally, the bill makes it easier for
taxpayers to form housing cooperation
CO-0pS.

We give a general relief and at the
same time make it more difficult for
people to move into their rentals or va-
cation homes and enjoy the same tax
relief as they move from their original
homes. In other words, they can only
get the tax relief for that part of the
time they actually lived in the rental
or the vacation home, rather than hav-
ing the luxury of moving from one va-
cation home to the other and enjoying
the tax benefits.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to one of the hardest-working
members of the committee that spent a
lot of time on this subject matter, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, and allow him to dele-
gate the time as requested by other
Members of the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Oregon
will control the remainder of the time.
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There was no objection.

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this legislation, though not
without some reservations. I share the
concern of my chairman and my col-
leagues about the subprime mortgage
crisis.

While we are all ultimately respon-
sible for the contracts we sign, there
were clearly failures in the market
that led people to buy homes larger or
more expensive than they could really
afford, or to accept mortgage terms
that might quickly become
unsustainable.

The result has been a growing num-
ber of foreclosures, which, in turn, puts
downward pressure on other home
prices. Moreover, when a bank forgives
some or all of the mortgage, that can-
celled debt is treated as income and is
subject to tax. Too many people are
learning the hard way about this
“kick-’em-when-they’re-down’’ feature
of the tax code.

In August, President Bush recognized
the seriousness of this crisis and pro-
posed a temporary provision exempting
from tax the income that individuals
receive when a bank reduces or elimi-
nates the mortgage on a primary resi-
dence.

I think that his proposal, a tem-
porary solution to a temporary crisis,
is appropriate, and asked the Rules
Committee to make in order a sub-
stitute which did just that. As my col-
leagues know, however, we were not
given that opportunity, and so we are
not debating such a proposal.

Nevertheless, there are good policy
arguments for making this provision
permanent, just as there are for mak-
ing it temporary. But the important
thing is that we do something to help.
I am glad the chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee decided to move
a bill dealing with this crisis.

The bill does, however, contain rev-
enue offsets that I do find troubling.
Generally, I continue to oppose PAYGO
rules that require us to raise taxes in
one place in order to provide tax relief
in another. Nonetheless, those are the
rules that this House has adopted, so I
understand the majority’s need to in-
clude an offset in the bill.

The offset being used today will deny
part of the capital gains exemption to
families who sell a second home which
was not always their primary resi-
dence. During committee markup, I ex-
pressed concerns that the proposal
could undercut housing prices in areas
of the country where second-home pur-
chases form a large share of the hous-
ing market. I understand the chair-
man’s desire to identify an offset with-
in the housing market, and that cer-
tainly constrained our choices.

I also appreciate the chairman’s ef-
forts to include transition relief to
limit the effect of this provision on
families who may already own more
than one home. As has been noted al-
ready and will surely be noted again,
the bill, including this offset, has been
endorsed by several leading real estate
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groups, and that calms, although it
doesn’t eliminate, my concerns about
the impact the offset may have.

Thus, while I do support the positive
tax relief in this bill for those with
cancellation of indebtedness income, I
would prefer to do so without this ob-
jectionable offset. It is my hope that as
this legislation moves forward, as I be-
lieve it should today, we will have an
opportunity to reconsider the revenue
raises attached to it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time and request unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. LEWIS), who coauthored the
original legislation similar to the bill
before us today with Mr. ANDREWS, be
allowed to allocate the remainder of
the time.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
recognize myself for 2%2 minutes.

It is not often I find myself dis-
agreeing with my esteemed friend, the
ranking member of the Ways and
Means Committee, but I would like to
briefly address his concerns.

As our esteemed chairman, Mr. RAN-
GEL, pointed out, this is a serious pro-
gram that all agree needs a serious so-
lution to avoid having people who lose
their homes end up having their loss
become a taxable event. Our legislation
solves this.

Where I take modest exception to the
ranking member and, in fact, had a
rather spirited debate before the Rules
Committee with Ranking Member
DREIER that this is somehow a tem-
porary problem and just requires a
temporary solution, we are in a situa-
tion now where the majority would
argue that there is never a good time
to have people who lose their homes
have that loss be a taxable event. Sec-
ond, unlike the Bush administration
thinks this is going to be solved in the
next year or two, the fact is, in 2006, 20
percent of the first-lien mortgages
were in the subprime market.

We are going to see exploding adjust-
able rate mortgages for years. Those
people shouldn’t have uncertainty if
there are people who assume control
who think that their loss should be a
taxable event.

As it speaks to the pay-for, the
Democrats have made a commitment
that we are going to pay for our ac-
tions. We are not going to add to the
deficit. This is an entirely appropriate
pay-for. There was never an intent
with the $500,000 per couple exclusion
from capital gains on the sale of their
homes to string these together.

I came to Congress committed to en-
acting that relief to protect them. But
under the provisions that, as it has
worked out, some extraordinarily
wealthy people can string these to-
gether and have a $500,000 tax-free gain
three times in 6 years.

Our amendment, our pay-for, gives
everybody the protection for their
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principal home and allows them to get
the capital gains exclusion to the ex-
tent that a second home is their prin-
cipal home. It’s reasonable, it’s bal-
anced, it’s paid for. I urge its adoption.

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

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I rise today in strong support for the
Mortgage Forgiveness Debt Relief Act
of 2007. I have heard concerns from
many homeowners in my district about
the serious situation in the mortgage
market. A recent University of Michi-
gan study of homeowners indicated
that at least 26 percent of those sur-
veyed had experienced a loss of equity
in their home during the past year.
These declining prices have led some
families to sell their homes for less
than they paid for them.

On August 31, President Bush spoke
from the Rose Garden and called on
Congress to address a crisis in the
mortgage market. Included in the
President’s priorities was a bill that
Congressman ROB ANDREWS and I intro-
duced in April to relieve tax obliga-
tions on those who sell homes that
have lost equity and have been forgiven
a portion of outstanding mortgage
debt.

Our measure was later incorporated
into the larger bipartisan committee
bill that we are debating today, just a
little over a month since the Presi-
dent’s remarks. This legislation, al-
though not perfect, is a piece of legisla-
tion that I asked my colleagues to take
a close look at and the intent of the
bill before casting your vote.

You will see that this legislation de-
livers real help to our constituents.
Under current law, only two categories
of individuals pay taxes when selling
the principal residence: those who have
been able to realize a capital gain of
more than $250,000 or $500,000 on a joint
return and those who lose the equity in
their home and are forced to pay tax if
the lender forgives some portion of the
mortgage debt.

It is unfair to tax people on phantom
income, particularly when they have
suffered serious economic loss and had
less ability to pay the tax. The Mort-
gage Forgiveness Debt Relief Act
would relieve this tax burden.
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The Andrews-Lewis provision states
that no tax will be collected when a
lender forgives part of the mortgage on
the sale or disposition of a principal
residence. This proposal has earned the
support of the National Association of
Home Builders, the National Associa-
tion of Realtors, and the United States
Department of the Treasury.

Addressing this Tax Code inequity
and other long-term issues in the hous-
ing market cuts to the core of our na-
tional economic stability as we seek to
calm financial markets, aid local com-
munities, and support one of our most
basic American aspirations, and that’s
homeownership.
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I would like to thank my colleague,
Congressman ANDREWS, for his com-
mitment to this issue. I also appreciate
the time and effort of my chairman,
Congressman RANGEL, Ranking Mem-
ber MCCRERY, and their staffs for mov-
ing this important measure to the
House floor.

The bill before us is a good first step
toward addressing the mortgage situa-
tion. But more important, this bill is
an example of what happens when both
parties work together to produce good
policy that will benefit millions of
Americans.

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
Chair of the Trade Subcommittee, and
a senior member of the Ways and
Means Committee, Mr. LEVIN.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this legislation. On
the Democratic side, we’ve been em-
phasizing the importance of fairness in
the code, of equity in the code, the
ability to go home, meet our constitu-
ents, look them squarely in the eye and
say that we’re taking steps to make
the Tax Code more equitable. And this
legislation is a step in that direction,
and an important one so a loss isn’t
taxable when it should not be. So this
is one step, an important step, towards
meeting the subprime mortgage crisis.

My home State of Michigan has very
much suffered from this phenomenon,
and I’'m glad that we’re taking this
step today.

As mentioned, also included in this
legislation is a 7-year extension of the
deduction for mortgage insurance pre-
miums. This is also necessary. What it
does is to level the playing field among
the products of mortgages; and this
will be helpful, especially helpful now,
in view of the crisis with these mort-
gages.

Let me just say a word about the
payment. There’s been some comment
about the pay-for, and I mean to say
this charitably. I think this pay-for is
better than, much better than no pay-
for. And we’ve been having too much,
in recent years, legislation that pro-
ceeded without any pay-for at all. And
this is an effort to be fiscally respon-
sible, and I think it does so in an effec-
tive and an equitable way.

I urge support for this legislation.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to my friend from
Pennsylvania (Mr. ENGLISH).

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for the opportunity to
speak on a bill that he has spent an ex-
traordinary amount of time on and is
most timely.

The bill before us today is really a
question of bringing fairness to the Tax
Code. At its heart it puts those tax-
payers that have been placed in the
tough situation of declining property
values and perhaps even foreclosure in
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a better position to be able to stay in
their homes.

Under current law, a homeowner
must pay taxes at ordinary income
rates on the fictitious income never re-
alized by the homeowner when a lender
forgives part of the debt owed on a
mortgage. It is simply unfair that
when lenders do the right thing and try
to work to keep working families in
their homes during tough times, that
the taxman then comes and presents
that family with a bill on money that
they never saw.

The kicker, Mr. Speaker, is that were
the homeowner to realize a gain on
selling their home, the situation is a
very different matter. In that instance,
the seller of the home would be only re-
quired to pay tax, and at the capital
gains rate versus the income tax rate
on the amount above an exclusion. Yet,
for the homeowner facing a short sale
or participating in a debt forgiveness
proposal in order to keep them in their
home, no such help is extended through
the Tax Code.

This bill provides a major step to-
ward helping taxpayers, our constitu-
ents, facing this difficult situation.
And, Mr. Speaker, it does it while
maintaining tight controls to ensure
that this change will not be abused by
those looking to game the system.

In short, given the situation facing
so many of our constituents in this un-
certain housing and credit market, this
is a needed change for working families
and for our economy as a whole.

In States such as Pennsylvania,
where delinquency rates are climbing
by the quarter, this will serve to keep
people in their homes. Homeownership
is a major part of the equation when it
comes to building savings and owner-
ship in our society, and we shouldn’t
permit our Tax Code to unnecessarily
stand in the way of enabling working
families to participate in the owner-
ship society.

I urge my colleagues to make this
bill law as soon as possible.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
Chair of the Select Revenue Measures
Committee and a champion of tax fair-
ness, Mr. NEAL from Massachusetts.

(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I thank Mr. BLUMENAUER for
yielding the time. And I want to ac-
knowledge Chairman RANGEL and JIM
MCCRERY today for the manner in
which they moved this legislation and
how swiftly they addressed the issue
that is looming across markets here in
America and has had, in fact, an inter-
national impact.

In my home State of Massachusetts,
foreclosures have risen by 66 percent
over the last year. Recent studies have
estimated that one in five subprime
mortgages from the past 2 years will
result in foreclosure. That means more
than 1 million homeowners will lose
their opportunity to hold on to the
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American Dream. But even more dis-
tressing will be the tax bill if the lend-
er is kind enough to forgive part of this
debt.

We want to do all that we can to
keep them in their home and to work
out some arrangement to help them
keep paying, even if that means for-
giving a part of the tax debt. But with
the tax bill looming, many might even
argue that that could be counter-
productive. So that’s why I'm enthusi-
astic about supporting the legislation
that’s on the floor today.

This bipartisan bill, and I emphasize,
the most bipartisan bill in the last 7
years on the Ways and Means com-
mittee, this bipartisan bill would
change the current tax law and provide
that homeowners would not be taxed
on the portion of forgiven debt if due to
financial hardship or decline, and I em-
phasize decline, in the value of the
home.

It simply makes good sense to do
this. The bill has been endorsed by the
Realtors  Association, the home-
builders, the mortgage bankers, and
most importantly, members of the
American family.

This is a commonsense proposal. I
hope we’re all going to support it.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON from Texas.

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the current problems with
mortgage and real estate markets are
considerable, but they’re not perma-
nent. For the individuals and families
who have gotten into trouble with in-
appropriate mortgages, I'm glad to see
that their lenders are restructuring
and writing down loans so people can
move on with their lives. Taxation of
phantom income is something I've
fought for a long time. I have con-
fidence in the American economy and
in the fact that real estate markets
will rebound. It’s not a permanent
problem.

However, this bill puts permanent re-
lief in place and sets up a system where
there is permanent assumption of slid-
ing home prices. Instead of a perma-
nent problem, I believe it’s a short-
term problem worthy of being given
emergency budget designation. This
would allow this phantom income to
remain untaxed, and to make it unnec-
essary for permanent tax increases to
be imposed on other Americans.

The tax increase the majority has
chosen as an offset is a permanent lux-
ury tax on one in 20 American families
who own a second home. The Ways and
Means Committee has a track record
on luxury taxes, and it’s not good.
When the Democrats were last in the
majority, they imposed a luxury tax on
vachts and claimed that only the rich
would pay the tax. The luxury tax on
vachts really ended up being a tax on
boats. It was a disaster tax on the
American boat building industry and
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on marinas all over America. The lux-
ury tax killed the yacht business, dev-
astated an industry and was finally re-
pealed with sincere regret.

I fear this luxury tax on second
homes will have the same effect as the
luxury tax on yachts. Yet our friends,
the Realtors, the bankers and the
homebuilders all support the bill before
us today because of the need for relief
and mortgage debt forgiveness.

It’s clearly not a perfect bill. It
should come back from conference with
the Senate with only a temporary pro-
vision, then the luxury tax on second
homes ought to no longer be necessary
because it should be given the emer-
gency budget designation it deserves.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself 15 seconds to clarify that
there’s no luxury tax on second or
third homes. It preserves the tax ex-
emption for the $500,000 capital gain on
a residence, and it permits people to
claim an additional benefit to the ex-
tent to which it is their primary resi-
dence in the future.

I would at this point, Mr. Speaker,
recognize a distinguished member of
the Ways and Means Committee, Mrs.
TUBBS JONES from Ohio, whose experi-
ence helped shape this legislation, for 2
minutes.

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
want to commend my colleagues, both
on the Democratic and Republican
side, for introducing this legislation.

I rise today in support of H.R. 3648,
the Mortgage Forgiveness Debt Act of
2007.

It comes as no surprise to most
Americans that when debt is forgiven
by lending institutions in a fore-
closure, this amount must be included
as income in their tax statement. In a
time of rising foreclosures, I cannot
imagine anything more upsetting to a
family than this scenario. The situa-
tion usually occurs when the family
cannot pay their mortgage and then
must give up their home. Then they
must pay tax on phantom income when
the lender forgives some part of the
homeowner’s mortgage.

More than 8 years ago, I introduced a
piece of legislation called the Preda-
tory Lending Reduction Act of 2001, I
believe it was. And in that legislation,
I suggested that we needed to monitor
or regulate mortgage brokers.

The reason I raised the issue is be-
cause most of the subprime lending
that occurs in America comes through
brokers who are brokering subprime
lending mortgages.

The reason I'm so concerned about
the statement of my colleague before
about this taxation should not be per-
manent, the reality is, for many fami-
lies who lose their homes as a result of
the situation we’re in, it’s permanent.
It’s permanent loss of assets that
would pass from one generation to the
next. And they can never recover from
it. It’s permanent loss for communities
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where the tax duplicate is reduced be-
cause they don’t have that money upon
which they can build a rating so that
that community could then borrow
money on a bond. It’s a permanent loss
for public school systems that no
longer receive the tax that you allow
them to be able to support that public
school system. So this legislation is
very, very important.

And whatever happens in the housing
market, and hopefully we’re going to
get a hold on these subprime lenders
who have devastated permanently our
communities across the United States
of America, we’'re going to get a hold
on that. But in the interim, let’s give
the people who are in this position a
break.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to Mr. BRADY from
Texas.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, if
you lose your job and lose your home
or are forced to sell at a loss, only in
America do you get a bill, a tax bill
from Uncle Sam for forgiven debt. Hav-
ing witnessed this during the terrible
Texas recession of the 1980s, it is noth-
ing less than shooting the financially
wounded. There’s no question this is
long past time to correct this unfair-
ness.

I applaud the authors of this bill,
Representatives LEWIS and ANDREWS,
and all of those who have helped bring
this to the floor today. There is serious
question, however, about the way we
pay for it.

Raising taxes on the sales of second
homes unfairly taxes families who live
in one city, but are forced to work in
another, and couples who have
scrimped their whole lives to enjoy a
retirement home they dreamed of.
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It is a poor way to fund this bill.

This $2 billion tax hike unfairly pun-
ishes those who make their house pay-
ments to help those who can’t or who
find themselves in a bad situation. It’s
a false choice, completely unrelated to
each other. And yet those who profited
millions of dollars from the sale of
predatory and risky loans walk away
unscathed. What type of accountability
is that?

Because this pay-for has had no real
study, no in-depth analysis by Con-
gress, I and others worry there may
well be unintended consequences that
damage the value of second homes and,
in the long run, not today but in the
long run, harm lake communities, va-
cation communities, and retirement
communities around the Nation whose
economies are dependent upon these
types of homes.

There are better ways to offset the
tax cost of this bill, including raising
more than $1 billion simply by allowing
government workers in 457 plans to
have the option of a Roth-style IRA, an
option available to millions of workers
in the private sector.

I am hopeful that before this bill goes
to the President’s desk that a change is
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made, whether that recommendation
or another. This is an important meas-
ure to help those who are losing their
homes or are in a bad situation. There
is surely a fairer, more thoughtful way
to pay for it.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yvield 2 minutes to the distinguished
Ways and Means Committee member,
Mr. PASCRELL from New Jersey, a
former mayor who has firsthand expe-
rience about the significance of this
legislation.

Mr. PASCRELL. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. I want to thank
Mr. RANGEL and Mr. MCCRERY for the
great work they have done and the
great work of ROB ANDREWS from New
Jersey, the exhaustive efforts in this
regard, to help people avoid fore-
closure, to stay in their homes.

There is a little doubt that the cur-
rent tax effect on the struggling home-
owners is not fair or prudent. Requir-
ing any discharge of indebtedness to be
included in taxable income further ex-
acerbates and endangers the financial
health of those already in distress.

Think about it: A bank forgives some
amount of indebtedness for a home-
owner in trouble, either to avoid fore-
closure or to forgive a debt to a home-
owner in the foreclosure process. Right
now the amount of forgiven indebted-
ness is treated by the IRS as income,
which is then taxable. That’s pretty in-
credible, I think.

For families across America, this du-
bious income and the resulting tax bur-
den can cause an even greater level of
anguish that they should not have to
absorb in the time of need.

This legislation would provide a per-
manent exclusion of gross income of
discharged homeowner indebtedness. It
is the wise and decent thing to do.

And I might add there is danger
ahead. Right now between January and
September of this year $263 billion of
debt that was opened up, people were
losing their homes, and in 18 months
that is going to go to $700 billion of
loans in the pipeline that are going to
open up to higher rates. This is what
we have to look forward to. This is a
serious, serious problem that’s not
going to go away next week.

So I thank both the chairman and
the ranking member. With the abun-
dance of acute problems in the mort-
gage finance system, this legislation
can help stabilize families, their neigh-
borhoods and communities, as well as
our national economy.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2V4 minutes to the distinguished
Ways and Means member from Nevada
(Ms. BERKLEY), who has represented an
area that is facing this problem and
has been so generous in sharing with us
the consequences.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Mr. BLUMENAUER for his leadership on
this issue.

I rise today in support of the Mort-
gage Forgiveness Debt Relief Act. This
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legislation represents an important
step in helping homeowners caught in
our Nation’s housing crisis. The people
I represent have been hardest hit by
this crisis. It pains me to say that the
State of Nevada currently has the
highest rate of foreclosure in the Na-
tion. In Nevada there is one foreclosure
for every 163 households. That is three
times the national average.

Unfortunately, many of those who
lose their homes to foreclosure are hit
with the added insult of a surprise tax
bill. This occurs when a home has de-
creased in value and the amount owed
is more than the current value of the
home. The difference between the
amount owed and the actual value of
the home is considered forgiven debt
and, therefore, taxed at regular in-
come. With interest rates on hundreds
of thousands of mortgages about to
reset and home values in decline in
many areas, this foreclosure tax is
likely to be a growing problem.

This bill will help protect home-
owners from this tax by providing a
permanent exclusion of the discharged
debt as long as the mortgage was on
the primary residence.

And for those who fear that this leg-
islation will bail out wealthy land
speculators who have made bad invest-
ments, let me assure you that the re-
lief provided in this bill is targeted to-
wards those losing the very roofs over
their heads, their family’s home, and
not to real estate speculators who
made bad bets.

Additionally, this bill will extend the
tax deduction on private mortgage in-
surance to provide an additional meas-
ure of tax relief to homeowners. Low-
ering the cost of mortgage insurance
by keeping this tax deductible will help
ensure that more borrowers are choos-
ing mortgages they can actually afford.
For some of my constituents this tax
savings will mean the difference be-
tween being able to stay in their homes
or becoming one of thousands facing
foreclosure and loss of their family
home.

For those on the other side of the
aisle who are criticizing the pay-for in
this bill, not one, not one of them has
come up with a sensible and honest al-
ternative or solution to the pay-for
that is included here.

I think this is a good piece of legisla-
tion. I urge support for this legislation.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, it
is my honor to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. ANDREWS), who has been ac-
knowledged as one of the prime drivers
in shaping this legislation.

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my good friend for yielding, and I
would like to thank Chairman RANGEL
and his staff especially for their great
work in bringing this to the floor.
Thank you very much. And to Mr.
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MCCRERY and to my friend Mr. LEWIS
for showing that when people from two
parties come together in support of a
good idea, it can happen.

This is what this bill is about: A per-
son buys a house for $150,000 and has a
$140,000 mortgage. And then bad times
hit the neighborhood and the person
can only sell the house for $130,000, but
they still owe $140,000 on the mortgage.
So they go to closing and they sell the
house, but even after all the proceeds
of the sale are paid, they still owe
money on the mortgage. Now, someone
is only going to do this because they
have lost their job or had a health cri-
sis or some other family crisis. By defi-
nition, this is an American family in
some trouble.

If their lender says that they are
going to write off that $10,000 that still
is owed on the mortgage, if the lender
says we are not going to bother to
chase this person, usually because
there is nothing to recover from, under
present law the IRS would treat that
family as having $10,000 worth of in-
come. Now, they have no money in
their checking account to pay it. They
have no means to go earn the money.
They owe a tax on money they never
saw.

This is unfair, and it exacerbates the
problem we see in the mortgage mar-
ket right now. So Republicans and
Democrats came together. We are
thankful for the leadership of Chair-
man RANGEL, and we have before us
now a bill that will address in a fair
and targeted way this problem.

I would also add I do appreciate the
pay-for. I think we should pay for what
we do here. And what this bill does is
close a loophole. It basically says that
everybody can get the $500,000 exclu-
sion for the house they actually live in,
but you can’t take that for a property
you don’t live in. That seems pretty
fair to me.

So, again, I thank people on both
sides of the aisle for their support. I
would urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 15 seconds.

I want to thank Mr. ANDREWS for this
bill, and I certainly have appreciated
working with him on this.

And this is a good time. This is good
for the American people to see that we
can come together when a problem, a
serious problem, is affecting them and
we can come up with a solution. In-
stead of pointing fingers and talking
about a problem, we have actually
come up with a solution. So thank you
for your work.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
LANGEVIN).

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

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of the Mortgage For-
giveness Debt Relief Act. I commend
the sponsors. I believe that this is a
necessary and compassionate step in
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helping families recover from problems
caused by the continuing mortgage cri-
sis.

Let’s face it. Unscrupulous lending
practices have taken their toll as hard-
working families struggle to keep pace
with ballooning mortgage payments.

Under current law any debt forgiven
by a lender is treated as phantom in-
come and subject to taxation. At a
time when so many families are al-
ready in crisis, it is fundamentally un-
fair to penalize them by taxing money
they may recover through refinancing
their mortgage or foreclosure of their
homes.

The Mortgage Forgiveness Debt Re-
lief Act will change the Tax Code to
prevent forgiven mortgage debts from
being assessed as gross income. This
critical measure will help address the
persistent problems in the housing
market that have resulted from unfair
lending practices. And I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting it.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. SPACE).

Mr. SPACE. I thank the gentleman
from Oregon.

Home foreclosures are, unfortu-
nately, something that Ohioans face
far too frequently. Ohio ranks near the
top in the Nation in foreclosures. In
this year alone, approximately 61,000
families will have their homes fore-
closed upon. These are families who
have fallen victim to unscrupulous
subprime lending brokers, who have
fallen victim to failing health, and who
have fallen victim to a changing econ-
omy, one where we have seen our man-
ufacturing base eroded, our cost of the
living through gas and utilities in-
creasing, and stagnant wages. The
phantom tax on forgiven debt adds in-
jury to insult, especially to working
families who have undergone the trau-
ma of a foreclosure.

I am very grateful for Chairman RAN-
GEL’s leadership on this issue and
thankful that our leadership as the
Democratic Party has taken up this
cause as well. And, furthermore, I am
gratified at the bipartisan support that
this body has demonstrated in its com-
mitment to tax relief for middle-class
and working families.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. DON-
NELLY).

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud, with my colleagues on both the
Republican and Democratic sides, to
support H.R. 3648, the Mortgage For-
giveness Debt Relief Act. This provides
much-needed tax relief to American
families facing foreclosure. As mort-
gage rates reset to levels that families
are unable to afford, this crisis con-
tinues to grow.

In my home State of Indiana, one in
every 219 Hoosier families now face
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foreclosure. We rank well above the na-
tional rate, with 3 percent of our loans
in foreclosure. Subprime loans which
have affected many of our Nation’s
families account for nearly half of our
State’s foreclosures.

This legislation permanently ex-
empts individuals from being taxed on
forgiven debt in the event of fore-
closure. By passing this legislation, we
are taking an important step in pre-
venting homeowners already faced with
the devastation of losing their home
from also incurring an additional tax
burden that they are unable to repay.
We should not be imposing additional
hardships on families by imposing an
unfair tax bill on them at the worst
possible moment.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the bipar-
tisan nature of this legislation.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Arizona (Ms. GIFFORDS).
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Ms. GIFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the Mortgage For-
giveness Debt Relief Act, an important
piece of legislation.

A few years ago, Arizona had been a
national leader in home prices. With
the growing subprime mortgage crisis,
Arizona is now experiencing increasing
record foreclosures. In May, new fore-
closures in my State were 141 percent
higher than they were just 2 years ago.

Some mortgage lenders are working
responsibly with homeowners to adjust
their mortgages to fairly reflect the
decreased home values. They are ad-
justing their lending policies in re-
sponse to the current housing market.
Congress has to do the same. We should
not penalize homeowners by taxing
them their discharge debt.

This bill encourages market-based
decision; it creates fundamental tax
fairness. This bill responsibly helps Ar-
izona families avoid foreclosures and to
remain in their homes. Fewer fore-
closures will help stabilize property
values and protect our local and our re-
gional economies.

I proudly cosponsored this bipartisan
legislation that is endorsed by the Na-
tional Association of Realtors, the Na-
tional Association of Home Builders,
and the Mortgage Bankers Association.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
would recognize the gentleman from
California (Mr. MCcNERNEY) for 1
minute.

Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Speaker, in my
district, the city of Stockton, Cali-
fornia and surrounding San Joaquin
County are the very epicenter of the
growing national home mortgage cri-
sis. San Joaquin County has the second
highest level of foreclosures in the
country. Nearly one out of 50 homes is
being repossessed. Stockton has the
highest foreclosure rate of any United
States city, and this is tearing our
communities apart. To add insult to in-
jury, former homeowners who lost
money when their houses were sold,
have to pay taxes on their losses. And
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those able to negotiate for a reduction
in the amount they owe are forced to
pay taxes on this amount.

This doesn’t make sense. Thankfully,
the legislation we’re voting on today
will eliminate this phantom tax and
provide some breathing room for peo-
ple in financial crisis.

I strongly support this bill.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I just want to say that this isn’t a
perfect bill, I don’t guess there has ever
been a perfect bill on this floor, but it’s
a good bill and it does provide a solu-
tion to a real problem for Americans. I
am very happy that we have a good bi-
partisan bill that I encourage all of my
colleagues to vote for and help out in
this very tough time for a lot of home-
owners in this country.

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

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

I would like to commend my col-
league for the work that he has done
on this measure, Mr. MCCRERY, and our
leadership because at core there is bi-
partisan understanding and support for
the elimination of what has been re-
ferred to as a phantom and unfair tax
on the poor souls who lose their homes
and who receive no net increase to
them.

Where we have modest disagreement
is in two specific areas: one, the bill
that is before us recognizes that there
is never a good time to tax American
homeowners on this phantom benefit of
having their loan forgiven on a fore-
closed property. There no cir-
cumstances under which we could con-
ceive that we wanted to penalize them
for something that they didn’t receive,
so we made it permanent. Unlike the
minority, unlike the Bush administra-
tion, we don’t think there is ever a
good reason to tax them on something
that they don’t receive.

Second, we’re paying for the cost
that is associated with it because,
sadly, even a tax provision that makes
no sense carries value, and under our
rules, we need to pay for it. And what
we did was not to implement any addi-
tional tax, but to clarify the benefit
that is given to owners of principal
residences that they have a $500,000
tax-free gain if they occupy that as
their principal residence for 2 out of 5
years. That’s something that we broad-
ly agree upon.

Now, we’ve always agreed that that
ought to occur to the homeowner. Now
we’re hearing that somehow our friends
on the other side of the aisle think
that an additional tax benefit, so that
people could string this together over
the course of 6 years and get $500,000
three times as a tax benefit, is some-
how, some way a tax increase. It is not.
The purpose of that tax provision was
never to reward people who could game
the system and string together tax in-
creases two or three times over a rel-
atively short period of time.

So we have clarified it: as long as it
is their principal home, their principal
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residence, they can claim the exclu-
sion. And to the extent that a second
home, after they’ve gotten $500,000 tax
free, the extent to which they occupy a
second home for an additional period of
time, they can claim the proportion
that it is actually their principal resi-
dence. I would dare say that was the
intent for the majority people of why
that provision was implemented in the
first place. It’s reasonable, it’s sound,
and I would strongly suggest that
that’s why people in this industry, Re-
altors, mortgage bankers, home-
builders, support the bill that we
brought forward.

I suggest that this bill is something
that all of us ought to support. I
strongly urge its passage.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
H.R. 3648, the Mortgage Forgiveness Debt
Relief Act of 2007.

Among large metro areas my district in the
Inland Empire has the fourth highest rate of
foreclosure filings in the Nation and was the
hardest hit area in California through the first
half of 2007.

In San Bernardino County alone there were
19,185 foreclosure filings during the first half
of 2007, representing a staggering 345 per-
cent increase from the previous year. Overall,
there is one foreclosure filing for every 33
households in the Inland Empire.

These numbers go to show that the
subprime crisis we are experiencing today is
not an abstract issue. These are real people
who are going through painful struggles to
stay in their home and keep their families to-
gether.

Regrettably, when banks and loan servicers
decide to help these families by forgiving a
part of a loan, that debt is then treated as a
source of income which in turn makes the for-
given amount subject to tax.

Families who are already facing foreclosure
should not have to face the additional burden
of paying tax on phantom income.

This bill restores fairness for homeowners
who are financially and economically dis-
tressed by eliminating that requirement. It will
play a central role in helping American families
avoid foreclosure and stay in their homes and
| urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of the Mortgage Forgiveness Debt Re-
lief Act of 2007 (H.R. 3648). This measure is
a necessary and compassionate step in help-
ing individuals and families recover from the
problems caused by the continuing mortgage
crisis.

Unscrupulous lending practices have taken
their toll on hard-working families, who are in-
creasingly unable to keep pace with their bal-
looning mortgage payments. We have all seen
how the skyrocketing interest rates associated
with nontraditional mortgages, such as adjust-
able-rate mortgages, have devastated families
nationwide. These families are often left with
few options. They may either try to renegotiate
the terms of their mortgage for fixed interest
rates, or be forced to foreclose on their
homes. Both options can be emotionally dif-
ficult and are further complicated by the hefty
taxes that may result.

Under current law, when a lender forgives
all or part of a loan, it is required to report the
amount of debt forgiven to the IRS and to the
homeowner. That amount is subsequently
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treated as “phantom income” and is subject to
taxation by the IRS. At a time when families
are already in financial dire straits, it is fun-
damentally unfair to penalize them by taxing
the money they recover through either refi-
nancing their mortgage or foreclosure of their
homes.

| am proud to support the Mortgage Forgive-
ness Debt Relief Act, which will change the
Tax Code to prevent forgiven mortgage debts
from being assessed as gross income. This
improvement will limit the financial penalties
families incur when refinancing their homes at
fixed rates and could even keep some families
on the brink of foreclosure from losing their
homes. | am also pleased that, under this leg-
islation, people would not be unfairly taxed
when a lender voluntarily agrees to waive pre-
payment penalty fees.

The Mortgage Forgiveness Debt Relief Act
is a critical measure that will help address the
persistent problems in the housing market re-
sulting from unfair lending practices. This leg-
islation is another important step toward fixing
the mortgage crisis nationwide, and will help
stabilize families throughout the Nation and
our economy as a whole.

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, the
situation in the housing market is well docu-
mented.

Unscrupulous practices by mortgage bro-
kers in search of fees and the unrealistic belief
that housing prices would continue their mete-
oric rise is resulting in the most perilous situa-
tion for the housing sector, and the economy
as a whole since the Great Depression.

The most urgent action for this Congress is
to encourage actions that enable families to
stay in their homes.

Today we will consider H.R. 3648, the Mort-
gage Forgiveness Debt Relief Act. This bill
takes the crucial step to restore fundamental
fairness for homeowners in financial distress
by revising language in the tax code that in-
cludes discharged home mortgage debt as
taxable income.

Homeownership, especially among minori-
ties, is at an all time high. It has contributed
greatly to our economy and our social fabric.
Foreclosed, empty homes only impose costs
that everyone must bear.

Now is the time to make sensible reforms to
protect families and consumers who are on
the verge of losing their home.

| commend the Committee on Ways and
Means and the House Leadership for bringing
this important bill to the floor.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker | am
a cosponsor of this important legislation and
rise to support its passage

As we all know, the real estate market is
troubled. In Colorado and across the country,
some families are caught in a bind—as prices
have declined, they are finding that the value
of their homes are less than what they owe on
their mortgages.

And many of these people are experiencing
financial problems—including increased pay-
ments required as the interest rates on their
mortgages are adjusted—that can lead to fore-
closure or require them to work out other ar-
rangements with lenders.

That is bad enough—but as things stand
now, in many cases they find that there is
more bad news, because today homeowners
are taxed on debt that they are no longer re-
quired to pay, either because a mortgage has
been foreclosed or restructured.
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That is because the tax code today treats
the value of cancelled mortgage debt as tax-
able Income.

This bill will provide relief to people in this
situation. It will change the tax laws so as to
permanently exclude debt forgiven under
these circumstances from tax liability.

It also will help make home purchases more
affordable by a long-term extension of the tax
deduction for private mortgage insurance. Cur-
rent law allows certain premiums paid or ac-
crued for qualified mortgage insurance by a
taxpayer in connection with financing of the
taxpayer's residence to be treated as inter-
est—that is, to be deductible. However, this is
now scheduled to terminate for any amount
paid or accrued after December 31, 2014.

This bill will extend the deduction through
December 31,2014.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good measure. |
strongly support it and urge its approval.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker,
| rise in support of H.R. 3648, the Mortgage
Forgiveness Debt Relief Act.

This bill will end the double-whammy of pay-
ing taxes on the lost value of their homes by
providing a permanent exclusion from gross
income of discharged home mortgage debt.

We are passing this legislation at a time
when anxiety over the state of the economy
remains high and concerns mount that the
subprime mortgage meltdown will infect the
rest of the economy.

Last month, RealtyTrac released the latest
bad news that foreclosures reported in August
increased 36 percent since July and 115 per-
cent since this time last year.

Expectations are that the next 18 months
will be even worse, as many subprime loans
reset to higher rates. We have real concerns
that this subprime crisis will cause 2.2 million
people to lose their homes.

The credit crunch, the worsening housing
slump, market volatility, and weak consumer
confidence point to a gathering storm that
could drag down the economy, possibly taking
thousands of American jobs with it.

In the face of this gathering storm, Demo-
crats in Congress are working to help families
stay in their home and are working to prevent
another crisis. The House has passed FHA
and GSE reform bills. We are working on a
predatory lending bill.

We are working with regulators to advocate
forbearance and with servicers to engage in
workouts for strapped borrowers.

We recognize this crisis in homeownership
and we are doing everything we can to re-
spond in a forceful and responsible way.

Again, | support this legislation.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, it is esti-
mated that, before this housing slump is over,
2 million homeowners will lose their homes
due to skyrocketing interest rates on their
mortgages.

Increased foreclosures have adverse effects
on the values of neighboring properties. For
example, research indicates that, for each
foreclosed home in a given neighborhood, the
prices of nearby homes could fall by 1 percent
to 1.5 percent.

Nationally, housing prices have stopped ris-
ing. In fact, some measures of home prices
have already declined, by more than 3 percent
since the beginning of 2007. Some econo-
mists predict that real housing prices are likely
to decline by more than 15 percent over the
next 2 years.
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We want to prevent thousands of Americans
from getting hit by the double whammy of (1)
losing their homes to foreclosure, and (2) get-
ting slapped with a tax bill when the debt on
their home is discharged by the lender.

Even taxpayers that restructure their mort-
gages to avert foreclosure face this risk of trig-
gering large tax bills.

It doesn’t seem right for individuals in this
circumstance to face a tax bill when they real-
ly have no increase in their net worth.

As | see it, their house went down in value,
and the individuals couldn’t meet their mort-
gage requirements, resulting in foreclosure.
The amount of the income that they would
recognize without regard to this bill would be
equal to or less than the decline in value of
their home. So, absent this legislation, home-
owners in this situation would be slapped with
a tax liability for no net increase in wealth.

H.R. 3648 would correct that result so that
if a person’s principal residence lost value,
that loss won't give rise to a tax liability.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in strong support of H.R. 3648, the Mort-
gage Forgiveness Debt Relief Act. | am proud
to be a cosponsor of similar legislation that
also gives a much-deserved break to home-
owners and their families facing enormous tax
liability made more painful by the housing cri-
sis.

Nearly 3,000 homeowners in Suffolk Coun-
ty, New York in my district are facing fore-
closure. One out of every 180 families in my
district will join 2.2 million families nationwide
whose subprime loans have already failed or
will end in foreclosure.

Adding insult to injury, most of them have to
pay a tax when a lender forgives some part of
their mortgage. The IRS treats that forgiven
debt as income, and can even add interest
and penalties.

To be relieved of debt at one moment, but
then to be charged shortly thereafter with a
huge tax bill is a tremendous shock and bur-
den. We can all agree that middle class fami-
lies who lose their homes should be spared
any further penalty by the IRS.

Mr. Speaker, losing your home is bad
enough. The last thing any family in today’s
housing market needs is for the IRS to make
their struggle more of an uphill climb. | urge
my colleagues to support H.R. 3648 and com-
mend the leadership for expediting its consid-
eration by the House today.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of H.R. 3648, the Mortgage Forgive-
ness Debt Relief Act of 2007 because | be-
lieve that it is the least that the Congress can
do to aid beleaguered homeowners, who in
addition to facing foreclosure, are also facing
taxation on phantom income.

It was not a long time ago that the housing
market was being touted as the savior of the
economy and that homeownership was looked
to as a reliable, stabilizing force in commu-
nities across the country. Now that the pen-
dulum has swung in the other direction, and
the housing market is wobbling under the
weight of the subprime crisis, it is incumbent
upon the Congress to assist beleaguered
homeowners.

H.R. 3648 would amend current law which
would now tax a homeowner who received re-
lief from financial institutions on their mort-
gages in order to save their homes. H.R. 3648
would provide a permanent exclusion for any
discharge of indebtedness which is secured by
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a principal residence through acquisition, con-
struction or substantial improvement of the
principal residence.

Mr. Speaker, this bill also extends the de-
duction for private mortgage insurance for 7
years through 2014 and would relax the rules,
making it easier for housing groups to qualify
as a cooperative housing corporation. It would
also modify the exclusion of gain on sale of a
principal residence, all items that would make
it easier for homeowners to survive the murky
waters of the current housing market. As the
housing crisis continues to run its course, | be-
lieve that this legislation is a step in the right
direction. | believe that more has to be done
in order to keep homeowners in their homes
and help stabilize the part of our economy that
has been the surest route to wealth in our
country. | urge all of my colleagues to vote for
its passage.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, 75 million
American households own their home. About
68 percent of these homeowners have a mort-
gage, and about 26 percent of those also
carry a second mortgage, a home equity line,
or both. In total, Americans have about $10.4
trillion of mortgage debt outstanding.

The large majority of families are paying
their mortgage payments on time, but many
families are having a difficult time meeting
their monthly mortgage payments as the inter-
est rates on their loans are being reset to
higher levels. Missed payments can mean
high added fees also apply.

In this last year, more families have found
that they just can not keep up and end up
loosing their home in foreclosure. Both fore-
closures and their precursor, delinquencies,
shot upward. By August 2007, foreclosures
were up 115 percent from last year, and up 36
percent from July. Since economic research
shows that a single foreclosure within a city
block lowers the value of homes in the area
by 0.9 percent, many lenders want to help
families stay in their homes. These families
work out a new loan with their lender revising
the home loans by forgiving some of the debt
caused by the decline in housing prices.

The last thing these families need is a tax
bill for the “phantom income” arising from the
loss in the value of their home or the amount
of debt forgiveness. Today, Congress rips up
that tax bill for struggling families as we pass
the Mortgage Forgiveness Debt Relief Act of
2007. This bill provides relief to those families
by permanently excluding debt forgiven under
these circumstances from tax liability.

Housing is an important job creator in our
economy. We still need to keep home owner-
ship a reachable part of the American Dream.
With recent reports in the Wall Street Journal
showing that demand for previously owned
homes tumbled in August to the lowest level
in 5 years, we know that the trouble in the
mortgage market hurts sales. Home resales
fell to a 5.5 million annual rate, a 4.3 percent
decline from July, according to the National
Association of Realtors. Help for new home
buyers is in H.R. 3648.

Solid Midwest values helped keep folks in
my state North Dakota out of the subprime
mortgage fallout, by and large. Yet, we all
know that it is hard for young families to
scrape together the money to make a signifi-
cant down payment on their first home. Many
of them are not able to purchase their home
with a 20 percent down payment. Mortgage in-
surance protects these buyers that the market
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needs, while insuring against the loss in home
value in the event of default.

H.R. 3648 would help our kids and other
would-be homeowners secure their first homes
through a long-term extension of the tax de-
duction for private mortgage insurance. Mort-
gage insurance keeps new homeowners from
taking out second and riskier loans to buy
their first home. Extending this tax deduction
until 2015 treats mortgage insurance as a cost
of homeowners hip in the same way as mort-
gage interest.

The bottom line is that foreclosures do not
help the taxpayers. It does not help the econ-
omy and it does not help our communities.
H.R. 3648 is another step that this Congress
is taking to restore strength to the Nation’s
floundering housing market. Providing help to
keep families in their homes and to improve
the ability of young families to buy their first
home from those houses on the market would
help ease the crisis we face.

Mr. KAGEN. Mr. Speaker, my constituents
in Northeast Wisconsin and countless others
across this Nation are hurting because of the
current mortgage crisis.

The fact is many homeowners are increas-
ingly unable to make monthly payments or sell
their homes in the middle of a national hous-
ing slump.

The number of national foreclosure filings
reported last month more than doubled from a
year ago.

For these reasons, | rise in support of H.R.
3648.

We need to provide tax relief to home-
owners who face foreclosures on their homes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WEINER). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 703,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill, as amended.

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. CANTOR

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

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

Mr. CANTOR. Yes, in its current
form.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Cantor of Virginia moves to recommit
the bill H.R. 3648 to the Committee on Ways
and Means with instructions to report the
same back to the House promptly with the
following amendment:

Strike sections 5 and 6.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Virginia is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, this mo-
tion to recommit is very simple. It
strikes the tax hike from the bill. A
vote for this motion to recommit gives
us all an opportunity to vote for the
underlying bill whose purpose is to pro-
vide relief to homeowners impacted by
the subprime crisis without raising
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taxes on America’s families. I, for one,
don’t believe we should raise taxes on
one family to cut taxes for another.

Contrary to the remarks made by my
friend from Oregon who alleges that
some are gaming the system, which
could or could not be true, there is an
instance, and plenty of which occur,
that will impact real families. If we
don’t pass this motion to recommit,
there will be a real cost to real people
and real families who are relying on
the equity built up in their greatest
asset, their home.

Take, for example, a family that
moves to a new area in search of a job.
If that family currently lives in an
area with a depressed housing market
and the family intends to return in the
future, they may make the reasonable
decision to rent their home instead of
selling it. They would do so in hopes of
recovering some of the home’s value in
the next few years.

Under existing law, if they Ilater
move back to their home and, having
lived at least 2 years in the home for
the last 5, any gains realized from the
eventual sale of the home would be ex-
cluded from the tax up to $500,000. The
underlying bill, however, will change
that. Families that move back into
their old house after several years and
then intend to sell it could be facing
tens of thousands of dollars in addi-
tional tax bills when they later sell
that home. This is nothing more than a
tax increase on those American fami-
lies, an additional burden on families
that are trying to put their children
through school, provide health care
and live the American Dream.

This provision adds another level of
complexity to an already complicated
Tax Code. Bottom line, Mr. Speaker,
the net effect is to take away from
some American families a tax benefit
that they are currently enjoying.

We, in this House, should be making
it easier for the American people to
comply with the Tax Code, and we
should strive to make it easier for
them to provide for their families.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the opponents of
this motion will argue that because the
motion directs the committee to report
back promptly that somehow this Kkills
the bill; that simply is not true. In-
stead, it directs the committee to re-
consider the bill.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the Senate is in
recess next week and the House sched-
ule is extremely light. If this motion
passes, we will have plenty of time
next week to improve the bill. And I,
for one, pledge to work with the chair-
man, as I'm sure our leadership will
and our ranking member, so that we
can have a good bill waiting for the
Senate when they return from their
week-long recess.

So, Mr. Speaker, the underlying bill
has a tax increase in it. I urge support
of this motion to recommit.

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise to oppose the motion to recommit.

October 4, 2007

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oregon is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. First of all, as
the gentleman mentions, using the
term “‘promptly’” means that it is
kicked back to the committee to an
uncertain future.

This has been before the committee
for some time. There is broad bipar-
tisan support that we need to solve this
problem. And I have listened to my
friends, they haven’t come forward
with any reasonable suggestion about
an alternative pay-for. They had an op-
portunity in the Rules Committee;
they had an opportunity before the
committee. If we follow their course,
we’'re going to be in limbo, I don’t
know how long, but unnecessarily.

The minority has been interested in
the past in making it temporary. That
was the Bush administration’s posi-
tion; that’s what Republicans argued
before the Rules Committee. We don’t
want to put it back to an uncertain fu-
ture.

The one proposal that has come for-
ward today for a pay-for was itself a
long-term revenue loser. Using a Roth-
style approach to government em-
ployee accounts, I think they’re 457s, is
a long-term revenue drain which uses
an accounting gimmick in the short
term to have people pay a little tax so
they save a whole lot of tax in the fu-
ture. That will add to the deficit over
time.

Now, contrary to what my distin-
guished friend from Virginia says, it
does not disadvantage people. The ex-
clusion for residential property for a
prime residence was just that, it was to
give people a $500,000 exclusion from
capital gain on the sale of the prop-
erty. It doesn’t foreclose other people
from stringing it forward to get more
than $500,000. It just means the extent
to which it’s not your primary resi-
dence, you don’t get a percentage in-
crease above that. If it’s your primary
residence for one-third of that time,
you get one-third of the benefit, in ad-
dition to $500,000 that you get with
your first bite of the apple. It means
you don’t get two it means you don’t
get three in 6 years; you get one full
bite, and then you get a percentage on
top of that. It’s reasonable; it’s fiscally
responsible.

I strongly urge the rejection of this
proposal that puts this legislation in
limbo. There is broad bipartisan sup-
port for the concept. The permanent
support of a permanent nature of it is
sound, the pay-for is reasonable. I urge
rejection of the motion to recommit.

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

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 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.
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Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of passage.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 201, nays
212, answered ‘‘present’ 1, not voting
18, as follows:

[Roll No. 947]
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Clarke Jackson-Lee Rahall

Clay (TX) Rangel
Cleaver Jefferson Reyes
Clyburn Johnson (GA) Richardson
Cohen Jones (OH) Rodriguez
Conyers Kagen Ross
Cooper Kanjorski Rothman
Costa Kaptur Roybal-Allard
Courtney Kennedy Ruppersberger
Cramer K}ldee ) Rush
Crowley K}lpatrlck Ryan (OH)
Cuellar Kind Salazar
Cummings Klein (FL) Sanchez, Linda
Davis (AL) Kucinich T.

Davis (CA) Langevin Sanchez, Loretta
Davis (IL) Lantos

Dayvis, Lincoln Larsen (WA) gzﬁ?;nes
DeFazio Larson (CT) Schwartz
DeGette Levin Scott (GA)
DeLauro Lewis (GA) Scott (VA)
Dicks Lipinski Serrano
Doggett Loebsack Sestak
Donnelly Lofgren, Zoe Shea-Porter
Doyle Lowey Sh

Edwards Lynch Sireersman
Ellison Mahoney (FL) Skelton
Ellsworth Maloney (NY) Slaughter
Emanuel Markey Smith (WA)
Engel Matheson

Eshoo Matsui Snyder
Etheridge McCarthy (NY) ~ Solis

Farr McCollum (MN) ~ Space
Fattah McDermott Spratt
Filner McGovern Stark
Frank (MA) McIntyre Stupak
Giffords Meek (FL) Sutton
Gillibrand Meeks (NY) Tanner
Gonzalez Melancon Tauscher
Gordon Michaud Taylor
Green, Al Miller (NC) Thompson (CA)
Green, Gene Miller, George Thompson (MS)
Grijalva Mollohan Tierney
Gutierrez Moore (KS) Towns

Hall (NY) Moore (WI) Udall (CO)
Hare Moran (VA) Udall (NM)
Harman Murphy (CT) Van Hollen
Hastings (FL) Murphy, Patrick Velazquez
Herseth Sandlin ~ Murtha Walz (MN)
Higgins Nadler Wasserman
Hill Napolitano Schultz
Hinchey Neal (MA) Waters
Hinojosa Oberstar Watson
Hirono Obey Watt

Hodes Olver Waxman
Holden Ortiz Weiner
Holt Pallone Welch (VT)
Honda Pascrell Wexler
Hooley Pastor Wilson (OH)
Hoyer Payne Woolsey
Inslee Peterson (MN) Wu

Israel Pomeroy Wynn
Jackson (IL) Price (NC) Yarmuth

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1

Barrett (SC) Dingell Pickering
Carson Jindal Pryce (OH)
Costello Johnson, E. B. Schakowsky
Cubin Lee Sullivan
Davis, Jo Ann McNulty Visclosky
Delahunt Perlmutter Weller
0 1508
Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN and Ms.

McCOLLUM of Minnesota and Messrs.
EDWARDS, SPRATT, JOHNSON of
Massachusetts,
RUSH and BUTTERFIELD changed

Georgia,

NEAL of

Capuano

NOT VOTING—18

their vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”’

So the motion to recommit was re-

jected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION
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The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that

YEAS—201

Aderholt Franks (AZ) Moran (KS)
Akin Frelinghuysen Murphy, Tim
Alexander Gallegly Musgrave
Altmire Garrett (NJ) Myrick
Bachmann Gerlach Neugebauer
Bachus Gilchrest Nunes
Baker Gingrey Paul
Barrow Gohmert Pearce
Bartlett (MD) Goode Pence
Barton (TX) Goodlatte Peterson (PA)
Bean Granger Petri
Biggert Graves Pitts
Bilbray Hall (TX) Platts
Bilirakis Hastert Poe
Bishop (UT) Hastings (WA) Porter
Blackburn Hayes Price (GA)
Blunt Heller Putnam
Boehner Hensarling Radanovich
Bonner Herger Ramstad
Bono Hobson Regula
Boozman Hoekstra Rehberg
Boustany Hulshof Reichert
Brady (TX) Hunter Renzi
Broun (GA) Inglis (SC) Reynolds
Brown (SC) Issa Rogers (AL)
Brown-Waite, Johnson (IL) Rogers (KY)

Ginny Johnson, Sam Rogers (MI)
Buchanan Jones (NC) Rohrabacher
Burgess Jordan Ros-Lehtinen
Burton (IN) Keller Roskam
Buyer King (IA) Royce
Calvert King (NY) Ryan (WI)
Camp (MI) Kingston Sali
Campbell (CA) Kirk Saxton
Cannon Kline (MN) Schmidt
Cantor Knollenberg Sensenbrenner
Capito Kuhl (NY) Sessions
Carter LaHood Shadegg
Castle Lamborn Shays
Chabot Lampson Shimkus
Coble Latham Shuler
Cole (OK) LaTourette Shuster
Conaway Lewis (CA) Simpson
Crenshaw Lewis (KY) Smith (NE)
Culberson Linder Smith (NJ)
Davis (KY) LoBiondo Smith (TX)
Davis, David Lucas Souder
Davis, Tom Lungren, Daniel Stearns
Deal (GA) E. Tancredo
Dent Mack Terry
Diaz-Balart, L. Manzullo Thornberry
Diaz-Balart, M. Marchant Tiahrt
Doolittle Marshall Tiberi
Drake McCarthy (CA) Turner
Dreier McCaul (TX) Upton
Duncan McCotter Walberg
Ehlers McCrery Walden (OR)
Emerson McHenry Walsh (NY)
English (PA) McHugh Wamp
Everett McKeon Weldon (FL)
Fallin McMorris Westmoreland
Feeney Rodgers Whitfield
Ferguson McNerney Wicker
Flake Mica Wilson (NM)
Forbes Miller (FL) Wilson (SC)
Fortenberry Miller (MI) Wolf
Fossella Miller, Gary Young (AK)
Foxx Mitchell Young (FL)

NAYS—212

Abercrombie Berman Brady (PA)
Ackerman Berry Braley (IA)
Allen Bishop (GA) Brown, Corrine
Andrews Bishop (NY) Butterfield
Arcuri Blumenauer Capps
Baca Boren Cardoza
Baird Boswell Carnahan
Baldwin Boucher Carney
Becerra Boyd (FL) Castor
Berkley Boyda (KS) Chandler

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall Nos.
946 and 947 on the motion to recommit H.R.
3648 and final passage of H.R. 3648, | was
unable to vote due to a prior family commit-
ment. Had | been present, | would have voted
“yea” for both votes.

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

the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

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

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 386, noes 27,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 948]

AYES—386

Abercrombie Dayvis (IL) Inglis (SC)
Ackerman Davis (KY) Inslee
Aderholt Davis, David Israel
Alexander Davis, Lincoln Jackson (IL)
Allen Davis, Tom Jackson-Lee
Altmire DeFazio (TX)
Andrews DeGette Jefferson
Arcuri DeLauro Johnson (GA)
Baca Dent Johnson (IL)
Bachus Diaz-Balart, L. Johnson, Sam
Baird Diaz-Balart, M. Jones (NC)
Baker Dicks Jones (OH)
Baldwin Donnelly Jordan
Barrow Doolittle Kagen
Bartlett (MD) Doyle Kanjorski
Barton (TX) Drake Kaptur
Bean Dreier Keller
Becerra, Edwards Kennedy
Berkley Ehlers Kildee
Berman Ellison Kilpatrick
Berry Ellsworth Kind
Biggert Emanuel King (IA)
Bilbray Emerson King (NY)
Bilirakis Engel Kirk
Bishop (GA) English (PA) Klein (FL)
Bishop (NY) Eshoo Kline (MN)
Bishop (UT) Etheridge Knollenberg
Blackburn Everett Kucinich
Blumenauer Fallin Kuhl (NY)
Bonner Farr LaHood
Bono Fattah Lamborn
Boozman Feeney Lampson
Boren Ferguson Langevin
Boswell Filner Lantos
Boucher Flake Larsen (WA)
Boustany Forbes Larson (CT)
Boyd (FL) Fortenberry Latham
Boyda (KS) Fossella LaTourette
Brady (PA) Frank (MA) Levin
Braley (IA) Frelinghuysen Lewis (CA)
Brown (SC) Gallegly Lewis (GA)
Brown, Corrine Garrett (NJ) Lewis (KY)
Brown-Waite, Gerlach Lipinski

Ginny Giffords LoBiondo
Buchanan Gilchrest Loebsack
Burgess Gillibrand Lofgren, Zoe
Burton (IN) Gohmert Lowey
Butterfield Gonzalez Lucas
Buyer Goode Lungren, Daniel
Calvert Goodlatte E.
Campbell (CA) Gordon Lynch
Cannon Granger Mahoney (FL)
Cantor Graves Maloney (NY)
Capito Green, Al Manzullo
Capps Green, Gene Markey
Capuano Grijalva Marshall
Cardoza Gutierrez Matheson
Carnahan Hall (NY) Matsui
Carney Hall (TX) McCarthy (CA)
Carter Hare McCarthy (NY)
Castle Harman McCaul (TX)
Castor Hastert McCollum (MN)
Chabot Hastings (FL) McCotter
Chandler Hastings (WA) McCrery
Clarke Hayes McDermott
Clay Heller McGovern
Cleaver Hensarling McHenry
Clyburn Herseth Sandlin  McHugh
Coble Higgins McIntyre
Cohen Hill McKeon
Cole (OK) Hinchey McMorris
Conaway Hinojosa Rodgers
Conyers Hirono McNerney
Cooper Hobson Meek (FL)
Costa Hodes Meeks (NY)
Courtney Hoekstra Melancon
Cramer Holden Mica
Crenshaw Holt Michaud
Crowley Honda Miller (FL)
Cuellar Hooley Miller (MI)
Cummings Hoyer Miller (NC)
Davis (AL) Hulshof Miller, Gary
Davis (CA) Hunter Miller, George
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Mitchell Rogers (AL) Stark
Mollohan Rogers (KY) Stupak
Moore (KS) Rogers (MI) Sutton
Moore (WI) Rohrabacher Tanner
Moran (KS) Ros-Lehtinen Tauscher
Moran (VA) Roskam Taylor
Murphy (CT) Ross Terry
Murphy, Patrick Rothman Thompson (CA)
Murphy, Tim Roybal-Allard Thompson (MS)
Murtha Royce Thornberry
Musgrave Ruppersberger Tiahrt
Myrick Rush Tiberi
Nadle14" Ryan (OH) Tierney
Napolitano Ryan (WI) Towns
Neal (MA) Salazar Turner
Neugebauer Sanchez, Linda Udall (CO)
Nunes T.
Oberstar Sanchez, Loretta Udall (NM)
Upton
Obey Sarbanes Van Hollen
Olver Saxton 14
Ortiz Schakowsky Velazquez
Pallone Schiff Walberg
Pascrell Schmidt Walden (OR)
Pastor Schwartz Walsh (NY)
Payne Scott (GA) Walz (MN)
Pearce Scott (VA) Wamp
Peterson (MN) Sensenbrenner Wasserman
Peterson (PA) Serrano Schultz
Petri Sestak Waters
Pitts Shadegg Watson
Platts Shays Watt
Poe Shea-Porter Waxman
Pomeroy Sherman Weiner
Porter Shimkus Welch (VT)
Price (NC) Shuler Weldon (FL)
Putnam Shuster Wexler
Radanovich Simpson Whitfield
Rahall Sires Wicker
Ramstad Skelton Wilson (NM)
Rangel Slaughter Wilson (OH)
Regula Smith (NE) Wilson (SC)
Rehberg Smith (NJ) Wolf
Reichert Smith (TX) Woolsey
Renzi Smith (WA) Wu
Reyes Snyder Wynn
Reynolds Solis Yarmuth
Richardson Space Young (AK)
Rodriguez Spratt Young (FL)
NOES—27
Akin Duncan Marchant
Bachmann Foxx Paul
Blunt Franks (AZ) Price (GA)
Boehner Gingrey Sali
Brady (TX) Herger Sessions
Broun (GA) Issa Souder
Camp (MI) Kingston Stearns
Culberson Linder Tancredo
Deal (GA) Mack Westmoreland

NOT VOTING—19

Barrett (SC) Doggett Pickering
Carson Jindal Pryce (OH)
Costello Johnson, E. B. Sullivan
Cubin Lee Visclosky
Davis, Jo Ann McNulty Weller
Delahunt Pence

Dingell Perlmutter

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during

the vote). Members are advised there

are 2 minutes remaining in this vote.
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Mr. FERGUSON and Mr. INGLIS of
South Carolina changed their vote
from ‘“‘no” to ‘“‘aye.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

Stated for:

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, on rolicall No.
948, had | been present, | would have voted

“aye.”

——————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, due to a

family emergency | missed the following votes
on Thursday, October 4, 2007. | would have
voted as follows:

Motion to recommit on H.R. 2740—"yea.”

Final Passage of H.R. 2740, MEJA Expan-
sion and Enforcement Act of 2007—"“aye.”

Democratic Motion on Ordering the Previous
Question on the Rule for H.R. 3246—Regional
Economic and Infrastructure Development Act
of 2007 (H. Res. 704)—“yea.”

Rule to provide for consideration of H.R.
3246—Regional Economic and Infrastructure
Development Act of 2007 (H. Res. 704)—

Democratic Motion on Ordering the Previous
Question on the Rule for H.R. 3648—Mort-
gage Forgiveness Debt Relief Act of 2007 (H.
Res. 703)—"yea.”

Motion to Recommit H.R. 3246—"nay.”

Final Passage of H.R. 3246—Regional Eco-
nomic and Infrastructure Development Act of
2007—"yea.”

Motion to Recommit H.R. 3648—"nay.”

Final Passage of H.R. 3648—Mortgage For-
giveness Debt Relief Act of 2007—"yea.”

—————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H. RES. 106

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to remove my
name as a cosponsor of H. Res. 106.

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

There was no objection.

———
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
my friend from Maryland, the majority
leader, for the purpose of inquiring
about the schedule for next week.

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend for
yielding.

It is Thursday, 3:15 p.m., and we have
finished our business. A lot of people
have talked to me about that, and I
just thought I would note it.

On Monday next, the House will not
be in session in observance of the Co-
lumbus Day holiday. On Tuesday, the
House will meet at 12:30 p.m. for morn-
ing-hour business and 2 p.m. for legisla-
tive business, with votes rolled until
6:30 p.m. next Tuesday. We will con-
sider several bills under suspension of
the rules. A list of those bills will be
announced by the close of business to-
morrow.

On Wednesday and Thursday, the
House will meet at 10 a.m. for legisla-
tive business. We expect to consider
H.R. 2895, the National Affordable
Housing Trust Fund Act; H.R. 2095, the
Federal Railroad Safety Improvement
Act; and H.R. 3056, Tax Collection Re-
sponsibility Act.

On Friday, there will be no votes in
the House.

That is a change in the schedule so
everybody will want to note that. That
means we expect to have no votes on
any Friday for the balance of the
month.

Mr. BLUNT. I am sure that will be
well received. While we are on that
topic, I wonder if my good friend has
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any sense of the anticipated November
schedule, if we are working in Novem-
ber.

Mr. HOYER. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, I thank my friend for
asking that question.

The expectation for November is that
we will be in until November 16. I don’t
mean straight through, but we will
come in usually Monday nights and we
will see about the Fridays because we
don’t know what the Senate is doing.
Obviously we need to do the appropria-
tions process and fund government.
The CR runs through the 16th of No-
vember.

I want to tell all Members and the
distinguished whip, my friend, that the
Speaker and I would both like to con-
clude the business of the first session
of this Congress by November 16. I
don’t want to represent that I think
that is probable at this point in time,
but that would be our desire and that is
what over the next 5 weeks we are
going to try to work towards.

We will not be in session either of the
last 2 weeks of November, which would
mean that Thanksgiving week, which
is the week following the 16th, the
week of the 19th, and the week fol-
lowing that, we would not be in ses-
sion. Obviously, it would be my hope
we would have concluded our business
and would not, therefore, need to come
back in December. I don’t want to
make that representation, however.
The gentleman is well familiar with
the fact it is too far out and the appro-
priations process is still not as sure as
I would like it to be at this point in
time. But the last 2 weeks of November
we will not be here.

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman
for that information. That is incredibly
helpful, as is the notice on the Fridays
this month. With that kind of notice,
our Members have the kind of time
they need and, I know, appreciate on
both sides of the aisle to take advan-
tage of that time. Like you, I hope we
can find a way to be done by November
16, but I am very appreciative of know-
ing the schedule for the next two weeks
in November if we aren’t done.

In the process of getting done, I
asked last week when you couldn’t be
on the floor, and I will just ask again,
is there any anticipation with four
Senate appropriation bills completed,
and in fact the Senate having named
conferees on those four bills, is there
any anticipation we can go to con-
ference on one or all of those bills in
the near future?

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. OBEY and the leadership have
met. It is our hope we will be able to go
to conference on a number of these
bills, and there has even been some dis-
cussion on some of the bills that have
not yet passed. We passed all 12 of our
bills, of course. It is our desire to go to
conference on these. I can’t say when
exactly that will be, but I can tell you
that I am in the process of discussing
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this with the chairman of the com-
mittee to see how quickly we can get
that accomplished.

Mr. BLUNT. That would be helpful,
and I appreciate the information on
that.

On the Military Quality of Life bill, I
think we have had that the second
longest, the Homeland bill, and then
the Military Quality of Life has been
here about a month, and that bill has
contained substantial increases for vet-
erans and for military personnel and
their families for a long time. This
year I think those increases amount to
$18.5 million a day, and I just advance
the thought that the sooner we can get
that bill finalized, a bill that all Re-
publicans in the House voted for, a bill
that all Democrats in the House voted
for, they can begin to benefit from
those new changes and new benefits.
All four of the bills are important, but
that bill, I think, particularly is a bill
that has an easy path to a moment
when veterans and people currently in
the military would benefit from the
changes in that bill. So whether it is
Homeland or Military Quality of Life
or the other two bills sent over, I
would be eager to see us move forward
on those, but particularly on the Mili-
tary Quality of Life bill.

Mr. HOYER. Would the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

We obviously want to have all 12 of
the appropriation bills signed. They all
passed with an average of 285 votes in
this House. There has not been less
than 81 votes for any one of the Senate-
passed appropriation bills to date.
These bills have enjoyed broad bipar-
tisan support.

Very frankly, the MILCON Quality of
Life bill is $4 billion over what the
President requested. We believe, and
obviously the vote reflected, that it is
at an appropriate level to ensure that
our veterans and our active-duty mili-
tary have the medical care that was
promised to them. So we were pleased
that that passed overwhelmingly, not-
withstanding the fact that is over what
the President has asked for, and he in-
dicated he was going to veto bills if it
was over what he asked for. What he
really meant, apparently, was if they
were over what he wanted.

These bills passed very substantially
in both Houses. We would hope the
President would come to the table. Mr.
OBEY and Mr. Nussle have had some
discussions. I will tell you, those dis-
cussions have not indicated any move-
ment at this point in time. They hope
that will not be the case.

We want to see the MILCON bill
signed. Frankly, we want to see the
Labor-Health bill signed, which pro-
vides for a billion dollars more in basic
biomedical health research on cancer,
heart, lung, blood, diabetes and other
diseases that inflict our citizens, and
Pell Grant increases.

I appreciate the gentleman’s observa-
tion regarding the MILCON bill, and I
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share his view. But I hope he also
shares our view. Not all of the bills
have passed with as big a margin, but
an average of 285, indicating pretty
good bipartisan support on all of these
bills. And the case has been in the Sen-
ate, the ones that they have passed,
that the President would discuss with
us how we can get this process com-
pleted at levels that we can agree on
and not be told to do.

Mr. BLUNT. I appreciate that. And I
also appreciate the sentiment that the
process works better if we agree on a
process rather than being told about a
process.

On MILCON for several years now,
whether it was health care to retirees,
starting a formula that ended the post-
Civil War concurrent receipt problem,
we have come together and passed good
legislation, as I think we did this year,
and this is a bill that had virtual una-
nimity. I am not sure that anybody
voted against this bill. I would hope to
get it done. I would hope to get all of
our work done, and get it done in a way
that we talk to each other, that gets a
product on the President’s desk that he
can sign that we are all able to work
together on and get done.

I would also like to see that happen
on the Child Health Insurance Program
bill. We believe that there is room for
us in that discussion, and hope to be
able to get there. I would tell my good
friend as the whip on this side, I be-
lieve whether it would have been yes-
terday or Monday or 2 weeks from yes-
terday, we will sustain that veto, but
we want to do that in a way that either
now or later gets us in that discussion
so that we continue this important
program so that it works best for kids
who don’t have access to health care.

Mr. HOYER. I appreciate the obser-
vation and I appreciate the gentle-
man’s assertion that the veto will be
sustained in this House. In the other
body, as you know, they have more
than sufficient votes to override the
veto. There are senior leaders in the
Senate, very senior leaders in the Sen-
ate in the gentleman’s party who be-
lieve that the President has based his
veto on incorrect information and in-
correct premises. Senator HATCH and
Senator GRASSLEY, both of whom are
conservative Republicans, leaders in
your party, who believe this bill does,
in fact, accomplish what the President
said that he wanted to do, at your con-
vention in 2004, that he wanted to add
millions of children.

We are hopeful that we can convince
some of your ranks not to vote as Re-
publicans or Democrats but to vote in
a way that does reflect, I think, what
all of our priorities are on the health
care of our children. So we understand
what your representation is and your
confidence level is, but in this case, we
hope you are in error.

Mr. BLUNT. I appreciate the senti-
ment. If I am not in error, I hope we
don’t just waste the 2 weeks, and in-
stead begin the discussions that we
need to get to a bill that puts the
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health care of kids who don’t have ac-
cess to insurance first.

On one more appropriations topic,
two comments made this week by
Chairman OBEY, and I was interested in
more information from the gentleman.
One was that we won’t do any supple-
mental funding for our troops in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq this year, and I be-
lieve he may have said ‘‘and poten-
tially not next year,” and then the
other was the question raised by him of
having an income tax surcharge placed
on people who pay the income tax to
the tune of about $150 billion.

I believe you and others have said
that surcharge will not be coming to
the floor, and I wonder if you can
verify that. And also any information
you have about the likelihood of how
we sustain our troops in the field be-
tween now and the end of the year.

I yield to my friend.
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Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

With respect to your latter question,
sustaining our troops in the field,
under the continuing resolution, we
think that the authority to do that ex-
ists, and we’ve been advised that.

With respect to if we pass the De-
fense appropriations bill, it’s our ad-
vice as we understand it from the Pen-
tagon that they will have sufficient
funds through the beginning of next
year to fund their needs. Mr. OBEY, I'm
sure, will be discussing with us and
others on the status of the supple-
mental.

I note that he’s left now, but the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee was on the floor. He has indi-
cated he thinks that they will have suf-
ficient funds if the Defense appropria-
tions bill passes and is signed by the
President. That passed, as you know, in
an overwhelming vote here as well. We
hope to see that bill get to the Presi-
dent. I don’t know exactly what’s going
to happen to it in the Senate, we’ll
have to see that, but I hope that will
pass.

With respect to the first question,
there’s no intention of bringing a sur-
charge to this floor. What Mr. OBEY
was saying is that this war was pro-
jected to cost $60 billion by the White
House when it started. We’re going to
be at $1 trillion before too long. That
bill is going to be paid by somebody.
We talked about our children and
grandchildren will be paying this bill.
And what Mr. OBEY’s point was is that
the people who are being asked to sac-
rifice are those going into Iraq, those
families who send people to Iraq, and
that the rest of us really aren’t paying
much of a price, but our grandchildren
and children will pay that price. I
think that was his point.

But in answer to the gentleman’s
question, we have no intention of
bringing such a bill to the floor.

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman
and I yield back my time.
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HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 3 p.m. tomorrow, and further,
when the House adjourns on that day,
it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, October 9, for morning-hour
debate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CLAY). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.

———————

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. HOYER. 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 Maryland?

There was no objection.

———

COMMEMORATING THE 50TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE FIRST BAP-
TIST CHURCH IN MT. ZION, ILLI-
NOIS

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

Mr. HARE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to commemorate the 50th anniversary
of the First Baptist Church in Mt.
Zion, Illinois.

In 1957, the original 45 members of
the Mt. Zion faith community gathered
in front of a storefront on Main Street.
They chose the name of First Baptist
Church and organized a mission. The
following year, that small congrega-
tion began construction on a new place
of worship. As the congregation grew,
so did its need for a larger building.
The church moved to its present loca-
tion in 1962.

Throughout the past 50 years, Mt.
Zion Baptist Church has played an im-
portant role in the surrounding com-
munity through its education center,
auditorium and mission. I'm happy to
celebrate the church’s 50th year of
service, and I look forward to its con-
tinued growth and good works of its
congregation.

———

WORD “GOD” CENSORED HERE

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

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, ‘I will do my
duty to God and my country.” This is
part of the Boy Scout oath. When a
Boy Scout becomes an Hagle Scout,
some Members of Congress have an of-
ficial flag flown over the Capitol and
these words are requested to be in the
official certificate which is given to
the Scout, along with the flag.

But the Architect of the Capitol, who
is in charge of such matters, censors
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the word ““God” in these certificates
and only puts the word ‘‘country’ in
them.

The word ‘‘God,” according to the
Architect, violates his rules against re-
ligious references. The Architect is the
caretaker of the Capitol. We have nu-
merous references to God in these hal-
lowed Halls. Our history is based upon
a belief in God, whether the Architect
likes it or not.

Maybe the Architect hasn’t even seen
the phrase “In God We Trust’” above
the flag here in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

What’s next? Is he going to sneak
over here in the darkness of the night
and chisel off the word ‘“‘God” because
he doesn’t want that word ““God’’ in the
Capitol?

The first amendment right to express
religious freedoms is being violated by
the censor of the Capitol.

And that’s just the way it is.

———

RECOGNIZING THE LIFE OF MOHE-
GAN INDIAN CHIEF RALPH W.
STURGES

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

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the life of Mohegan
Indian Chief, Ralph W. Sturges. Chief
Sturges died on September 30, 2007, in
New London, Connecticut, at the age of
88.

A lifelong resident of Connecticut,
Chief Sturges was a renaissance man
whose commitment to community and
Nation knew no bounds. During his
early life, he worked for the Civilian
Conservation Corps and joined the U.S.
Army’s intelligence division during
World War II, where he subsequently
earned a Bronze Star for his out-
standing service.

After the war, Chief Sturges worked
tirelessly for Federal recognition of
the Mohegan tribe, which finally oc-
curred in 1992. Because of his efforts, he
was elected ‘‘Chief for Life,” which he
faithfully worked as an ambassador of
goodwill during the extraordinary
growth of Mohegan Sun Resort and Ca-
sino as a world-class destination.

While his passing brings sadness to
the Connecticut community, his legacy
and contributions will be remembered
for generations to come. I ask my col-
leagues to join with me and my con-
stituents to honor his life and offer
condolences to his family.

————

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, and under a previous
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes
each.

——————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

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

ISSUE OF GOD AND FLAGS FLOWN
OVER THE CAPITOL

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, Mr. POE talked about this just a few
minutes ago, and I'd like to carry on
his thinking regarding the Architect of
the Capitol or the Acting Architect of
the Capitol.

There was a 17-year-old boy who was
about to become an Eagle Scout. His
name was Andrew Larochelle, and he
wanted to give a flag that’s flown over
the Capitol to his grandfather, who was
one of his heroes, and he asked that his
Congressman be able to put this lan-
guage into the certificate that goes
along with the flag. And he said, ‘“This
flag was flown in honor of Marcel
Larochelle, my grandfather, for his
dedication and love of God, country
and family.”

The Acting Architect of the Capitol,
if you can believe this, Stephen Ayers,
took ‘“God” out of that and sent the
certificate back. And he said there
can’t be a reference to God in any kind
of certification like that that comes
out of the Capitol.

I'd just like to say to my colleagues,
right here we have ‘“In God We Trust”
over the Speaker’s rostrum. We have
“In God We Trust’’ on our currency. We
have ‘“In God We Trust” on our coin-
age. We have “In God We Trust’’ in the
Pledge of Allegiance to the flag.

And I can’t imagine anybody wanting
to take God out of a certificate for a
Boy Scout or an Explorer Scout or any-
body else in scouting because they
wanted to honor their grandfather.

I'd like to just tell my colleagues
that a few of our Founding Fathers had
something to say about having God in
our activities and in our government.
Patrick Henry said, ‘It is when people
forget God that tyrants forge their
chains.” Thomas Jefferson said, ‘“God
who gave us life gave us liberty.”

And John Adams, I want to read you
this because it’s a little longer but it’s
very important. He says, ‘It is the
duty of all men in society, publicly,
and at stated seasons to worship the
Supreme Being, the Creator and Pre-
server of the universe. And so no sub-
ject shall be hurt, molested, or re-
strained in his person, liberty, or es-
tate, for worshipping God in the man-
ner most agreeable to the dictates of
his own conscience; or for his religious
profession or sentiments; provided he
doth not disturb the public peace, or
obstruct others in their religious wor-
ship.”

The Acting Architect of the Capitol
should be removed from office post-
haste for doing this, and anybody who
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tries to infringe upon the rights of
American citizens to express them-
selves regarding God and country
should be taken to task.

This country was founded upon the
principles of believing in God and a su-
preme being, and we’re now trying to
take that apart one step at a time.

The Architect of the Capitol, who
represents the Congress of the United
States and this Capitol, has no right to
tell a Scout that he can’t honor his
grandfather by giving him a flag and a
certificate that says, ‘“‘This flag was
flown in honor of Marcel Larochelle,
my grandfather, for his dedication and
love of God, country and family.”

And so the President, as I understand
it, appoints the Architect of the Cap-
itol. Mr. President, if he happens to be
listening, I hope he will remove this
man and replace him with somebody
who really loves God, country, and his
fellow man.

——
A CRISIS FOR IRAQ’S CHILDREN

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, every
parent, every parent, whether living in
the United States or in Iraq, wants
only the best for their children. They
want their kids to feel safe and to have
the very best of everything. And every
parent wants their child to get a qual-
ity education.

Worldwide over 100 million children
do not attend school. Unfortunately,
the trends of school attendance in Iraq
are very discouraging. According to re-
cent UNICEF reports, high levels of
street violence and lawlessness are
keeping school attendance levels, par-
ticularly of girls, to low levels.

Often because families can no longer
afford to keep their children in school,
girls are pulled out to assist their fami-
lies with household work and to look
after younger siblings while their
brothers finish school.

The large refugee crisis is another
impediment to education. UNHCR esti-
mates that 500,000 school-age Iraqi chil-
dren now live in neighboring countries.
This could put a severe strain on neigh-
boring countries’ schools and their
school systems, that is, if children are
even allowed to attend school while
living as a refugee. Additionally, ref-
ugee families often do not have money
for tuition, and refugee children may
not speak the local language.

This summer, the United Nations
launched a global appeal for $129 mil-
lion to get more Iraqi refugee children
into schools. This is just a Band-Aid,
Mr. Speaker, on the situation.

Until Iraq is stabilized and families
can return to their homes, we’re going
to have a generation of children who
have lived their lives on the run, with-
out feeling safe and without an edu-
cation.

In a nation with a rich legacy of edu-
cation, a nation that has produced
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some of the world’s leading doctors, ar-
chitects and artists, parents are watch-
ing their children denied an education?
This is not the future we want for
American children, and it is not the fu-
ture we want for Iraqi children.

Iraqis of all ages deserve a safe and
secure future and one that is enriched
by education.

We know how to provide that future,
and it’s by ending the occupation and
returning sovereignty to Iraq. If this
administration would only listen to the
Congress, or even to the Iraqi people
themselves, they would see that there
is overwhelming support to bring our
troops home.

This does not mean that we would
end our commitment to the Iraqi peo-
ple. In fact, the American people have
a long history of generosity and great
humanitarian works. Our dedication to
the children of Iraq would not end with
our military presence. Iraq is only
made less stable with an endless Amer-
ican occupation, and our very presence
appears to be inspiring even more in-
surgents.

Let’s do what is in the best interests
of the United States and of Iraq. Let’s
renew our humanitarian commitment
to the Iraqi people. Let’s end this mis-
guided occupation. Let’s bring our
troops and military contractors home.

————
[0 1545

SPUTNIK 50TH ANNIVERSARY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CLAY). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WELDON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to take the opportunity
to recognize the importance to our Na-
tion of what happened 50 years ago
today.

On October 4, 1957, Russia launched
Sputnik I, the first artificial satellite
to successfully be placed in orbit
around the Earth. On that day, Ameri-
cans were shocked, and many believed
that we were no longer the techno-
logical leader of the world.

On that day Americans realized that,
like never before, our homeland was
threatened. This was significant, be-
cause the leader of the Nation that
launched Sputnik, Nikita Khrushchev,
less than a year earlier had aggres-
sively delivered to America the now-fa-
mous threat, “We will bury you.”

To many Americans, Sputnik was a
major step showing how the Russians
were starting to make good on their
promise, and it was a promise that
America had to counter and nullify be-
fore it was too late. The reverberations
of Sputnik and its launch were felt
many years thereafter.

Thankfully, our Nation got busy
after October 4, 1957, to ensure that our
space program became second to none.
We began an aggressive effort to edu-
cate and train a new generation of en-
gineers and technicians, and we began
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the Mercury, Gemini and Apollo pro-
grams and ultimately, of course, put-
ting Neil Armstrong and Buzz Aldrin
successfully on the Moon and bringing
them home safely.

Since then, of course, we have built
the most versatile and complex ma-
chine ever made by man, the space
shuttle. We have constructed the Inter-
national Space Station.

I am proud of what we have accom-
plished with our space program, and
now we are moving forward with the
next step in human space flight, the
Constellation program, which will,
again, carry us back to the Moon and,
with international cooperation, on to
Mars. But we are, today, facing an-
other watershed moment in the history
of our space program.

By 2010, the space shuttle is sched-
uled to end its over quarter century of
operations. While this is a sad time for
many, it will also allow us to continue
on into the future with the Constella-
tion program. Unfortunately, Con-
stellation is not set to begin space
flight until 2015.

What will America’s manned space
flight program be doing to put men and
women into space between 2010 and
2015? Quite puzzlingly, we will be ask-
ing the Russians, the country that
agreed to bury us 50 years ago, to
launch our astronauts into orbit.

Now, I supported President Bush’s
announced plan in 2004 to someday re-
tire the space shuttle and replace it
with a new, safer and less expensive
system to operate that could go back
to the Moon and on to Mars, but I was
critical of the President at the time,
with his notion that we retire the shut-
tle in 2010 and not launch the new sys-
tem until 2015, and that we rely, of all
places, on Russia to launch our astro-
nauts into orbit. Yet, today, that is
what we are planning on doing.

What is very troubling about our re-
lationship with Russia, while we have
had good cooperation with them in re-
cent years, there have been problems,
problems with proliferating weapons of
mass destruction to rogue nations such
as Iran. Indeed, this body passed the
Iran Nonproliferation Act, and then we
had to go back and amend it to allow
our current cooperation with the Rus-
sians.

Then, of course, more recently, the
Russians have engaged in a number of
behaviors that I consider to be very
ominous for our future relationship
with them, placing a Russian flag on
the bottom of Arctic Circle and claim-
ing the Arctic bottoms resources for
Russia.

The Russians have bitterly opposed
our deployment of missile defense sys-
tems to protect us against Iran in Eu-
rope. The Russian leader, President
Putin, has claimed that it will lead to
a new missile race, and he has, indeed,
threatened to specifically target Euro-
pean capitals. Is Russia trying to bring
back the Cold War? It has reinitiated
its bomber patrols, patrolling our
NATO allies.
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I think if you add up all of these
things and their recent abrogation of
the Treaty on Conventional Armed
Forces in Europe, which placed restric-
tions on conventional forces, I think
this does not bode well to our contin-
ued reliance on the Russians in the
years ahead, and we need a new plan to
deal with our manned space flight pro-
gram in the years ahead.

———

THE COST OF CAMPAIGNING FOR
PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, what
must our children think when they
hear news reports about the upcoming
Presidential race of 2008, and when
they hear over and over and over again
how much money all the candidates are
raising, $27 million, $20 million, $18
million, and the ante is being raised
every week.

In just 6 months of campaigning, the
2008 Presidential candidates have al-
ready amassed more than $265 million.
According to the Center for Responsive
Politics, some analysts predict that
the eventual nominees will need to
raise a half a billion dollars apiece in
order to compete, a half a billion dol-
lars apiece.

In the last 2004 Presidential election,
the candidates, together, raised
$880,500,000. The 2008 Presidential elec-
tion will see the first billion-dollar
race in American history. That’s more
than the gross domestic product of 25
nations.

What must our children think about
this out-of-control arms race? Don’t
they conclude only the rich have a
chance, that the rich control, that to
get ahead, you have to court the rich?
What must our children think of our
Nation, once founded with the high
ideals of patriotism, sacrifice and re-
bellion against the entrenched view
that has now fallen so sick, so sick. A
majority of its candidates in both par-
ties run to Wall Street and hedge funds
and mega-buck donors and bundlers
whose real motives often come to light
as scandals.

Former Member Shirley Chisholm
described herself as unbought and
unbossed. Those of us who knew her
knew she wasn’t kidding when she said
that.

It’s hard to imagine a Presidential
candidate staying unbought under such
immense pressure to raise money. In-
evitably, those candidates have to turn
to the superrich or to bundlers, to spe-
cial interests and unsavory characters
who care only about themselves and
their special interests and very little
about our country.

When we start looking under the
rocks, it’s hard to say what we will
find: foreign influence in unregulated
hedge funds, foreign contributions
laundered through third parties, cro-
nyism taken to the nth degree.
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Almost 100 years ago, a native son of
Ohio, Warren Harding, won the White
House. He ushered in a level of corrup-
tion that was unrivaled at that time.
The dollar amounts being tossed
around in the 2000 Presidential race
make it only a matter of time before
another giant scandal rocks our gov-
ernment and further undermines the
confidence of our body politic and our
very system of government. We all
know what’s going on is wrong, wrong,
wrong.

When I am asked who I am sup-
porting for President, I say the one
who has raised the least money.

We should be asking ourselves what
must our children think, before it’s too
late. We can act now to curb this out-
of-control arms race. I have introduced
a bill, H. Con. Res. 6, that reaffirms
that the presence of unlimited amounts
of money corrupts the political process
in a fundamental manner.

If money equals free speech, then
lack of money equals lack of free
speech. The bill expresses the need to
preserve, through our Constitution, the
integrity of a republican form of gov-
ernment, restore public confidence in
election campaigns, and ensure all citi-
zens an equal opportunity to partici-
pate in our political process.

I encourage my colleagues to join me
in cosponsoring this legislation and for
Americans to pay attention and call
this important issue to the attention of
their Representatives.

America needs a new revolution to
take our politics back from the money
handlers and telemarketers. Let’s re-
turn our Republic to the American peo-
ple and, importantly, a free Republic to
our children.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will remind all persons in the
gallery that they are here as guests of
the House and that any manifestation
of approval or disapproval of pro-
ceedings or other audible conversation
is in violation of the rules of the
House.

0 1600
NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND

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

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I have stood on this floor sev-
eral times now speaking about the neg-
ative impact that NCLB, No Child Left
Behind, has had on our children’s edu-
cation and, consequently, on our chil-
dren’s future as well.

Tonight I will speak continuously
about that as well and the problems
until NCLB are fixed. I will continue to
speak out against NCLB until parents
and educators are empowered to make
the changes that will ensure an envi-
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ronment in which schools can teach
and children can learn.

More and more information is com-
ing to light attracting more and more
supporters to the belief that not only
should No Child Left Behind not be re-
authorized at this time, but, actually,
it should be completely scrapped.

Yesterday, in the New York Times,
Diane Ravitch, a professor of education
at NYU and a former assistant sec-
retary of the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation, wrote, and I quote, ‘‘the No
Child Left Behind Act of 2002 is fun-
damentally flawed,” and that it should
be ‘“‘overhauled, not just tweaked.”’

She continued, ‘““The latest national
tests, released last week, show that
academic gains since 2003 have been
modest, less even than those posted in
the years before the law was put in
place. In eighth-grade reading, there
have been no gains at all since 1998.
The main goal of the law—that all chil-
dren in the United States will be pro-
ficient in reading and mathematics by
2014—is simply unattainable. The pri-
mary strategy—to test all children in
those subjects in grades three through
eight every year—has unleashed an
unhealthy obsession with standardized
testing that has reduced the time
available for teaching other important
subjects. Furthermore, the law com-
pletely fractures the traditional limits
on federal interference in the operation
of local schools.”

Let me repeat that last point, be-
cause I believe that it is a missing
piece of the jigsaw puzzle. NCLB ‘‘com-
pletely fractures the traditional limits
on Federal interference in the oper-
ation of local schools.”

Many times I have referenced the
work of Neil McCluskey of Cato Insti-
tute, a scholar who shares my concerns
about educational policy. He did a
study in 2007 entitled, ‘“End It, Don’t
Mend It,” and he concluded that
“NCLB has been ineffective in achiev-
ing its intended goals, has had nega-
tive, unintended consequences, is in-
compatible with policies that do work,
is at the mercy of a political process
that can only worsen its prospects, and
is based on the premises that are fun-
damentally flawed.”

Using several shocking statistics,
McCluskey points out how States are
lowering, not raising, their educational
standards. They are creating a race to
the bottom to ensure that their schools
will not be denied Federal funding.

Let me give you just a couple. In
2003, the State of Texas decreased the
number of questions on their test in
order for it to be approved, from 24 to
20. In Michigan, when 1,500 schools
were placed on the NCLB need im-
provement list, the State lowered the
percentage of students required to pass
the test in English from 75 down to 42
percent.

The State of Ohio backloaded its ade-
quate yearly progress goals, aiming to
increase proficiency by a mere 3 per-
cent, 3.3 percent for the first 6 years,
but then said they’re going to do a 40
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percent increase in the last 6 years.
They did this of course in hopes of
meeting NCLB’s unrealistic goal of
having 100 percent proficiency in math
and reading in all schools. And there
are other studies as well with similar
conclusions.

In 2005 the Fordham Foundation
compared the State proficiency scores
to NAEP scores, with striking results.
The NAEP tests have generally been
maintained at standards over the year,
and so it’s a good barometer.

In the Fordham study, of the 20
States that have reported gains on
their tests in 8th grade reading pro-
ficiency, mark this, only three showed
any progress at even the basic level for
NAEP. That means 20 States are saying
that since No Child Left Behind things
are going better. But if you compare it
to NAEP, really not. Only three.

Furthermore, in a new study released
today by the foundation, researchers
note that in at least two grades, twice
as many States in the U.S. have seen
their tests become easier, not harder,
since NCLB was put into effect. And
that’s my point here. All the studies
are showing that since NCLB went on
the books, States are racing to the bot-
tom when it comes to trying to estab-
lish their tests, the exact opposite of
what this administration tried to do.

I think all of us should be startled, at
the very least, by this. Appropriately,
we should be outraged. You know, if
Washington is forcing our schools to
basically lower their standards, put-
ting our children’s education at risk,
we must act now in this House to re-
verse the trend. And with NCLB reau-
thorization coming up now, now’s the
time to do it.

To that end I've submitted a bill, the
LEARN Act, Local Education Author-
ity Returns Now. It’s H.R. 3177. And
what it will do is very simply, it would
allow States to opt out of the Federal
NCLB system completely, and, at the
same time, allow the States to retain
their funding.

I think, to me, it’s very obvious that
States have grown tired of Washington
dangling money over their heads and
holding them accountable. And I thank
the Speaker for allowing us to address
the issue of the reform that is needed
in the area of NCLB and talking about
the LEARN Act.

HONORING RICK DIEGEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HoDES). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, tonight I rise to
honor a colleague, ally and a dear
friend, Rick Diegel.

On October 1 of this year, the Inter-
national Brotherhood of Electrical
Workers, the union to which I proudly
belong, said goodbye to long-time po-
litical legislative department director
Rick Diegel.
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Rick Diegel, who has been one of the
most influential labor voices on Cap-
itol Hill, is a true champion for Amer-
ican workers, not just organized work-
ers, but all workers and their families.
I have known and relied on his good
counsel for more than 10 years.

Under Brother Diegel, the IBEW has
become a respected leader on policies
that affect American working men and
women as they try to provide for their
families.

Brother Diegel represents the true
spirit of public service. A Vietnam vet-
eran, he served in the U.S. Air Force
from 1964 to 1968.

Before he came to Washington,
Brother Diegel was active in politics in
his native Texas. And for the record, I
don’t hold against him the fact that he
is from Texas. In the 1970s, he served
three terms as mayor pro-tem of the
City of Ingleside.

As a member of Corpus Christie
IBEW Local 278 in 1969, he worked for
several contractors in Texas as a jour-
neyman wireman and foreman. So, yes,
he has worked with the tools.

He was elected business manager in
1977, a post he held until his appoint-
ment in 1983 to COPE director at the
international office here in D.C. He be-
came director of IBEW’s political legis-
lative department in 1998.

One of Brother Diegel’s greatest
achievements has been his success in
helping IBEW brothers and sisters get
elected to public office, where they
work to advance policies that work for
working families. And his success has
been amazing.

More IBEW members have been elect-
ed to office than any other organiza-
tion, labor or otherwise. And he has
worked to create an office within the
AFL-CIO to promote the election of
working-class brothers and sisters to
local, State, and Federal office
throughout the Nation.

I hope that effort continues to bear
fruit. The more that we can bring the
issues of average working Americans to
the forefront, the more we can take
back the machinery of government
from those who would use it to benefit
the narrow interests of the wealthy
few.

It is through the leadership of Rick
Diegel and the efforts of likeminded
brothers and sisters across the Nation
that we can ensure that the American
Government is working for the people,
all people.

It is with great sadness that I say
goodbye to Rick and his wife, Theresa.
But I will remember Rick’s Kkindness,
his compassion, and his dedication and
strive to live up to those ideals in my
work on the Hill.

Congratulations on your retirement,
Rick, and good luck. And as the Mexi-
can saying goes, may you have love,
success and now the time to enjoy
them.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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(Mr. WOLF addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

————

PROTECTING THE BILL OF RIGHTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, there are certain principles
that do not divide us by whether we’ve
Republican or Democrat or an inde-
pendent and that is, of course, the pre-
cious Bill of Rights, and the idea that
we live in a country that is so unique
and so different and so many people as-
pire to find just a simple taste of the
democracy that we enjoy.

And yet, after 9/11, all of us gathered
together realizing that if we allowed
the terrorists to terrorize us, change
our way of life, they had won.

Unfortunately, we have seen a num-
ber of legislative initiatives and as a
member of the Homeland Security
Committee, I take no back step to se-
curing America. But I understand that
our values of democracy and the pro-
tection of the Bill of Rights should be
the anchor of this society. And if we
terrorize ourselves by taking away our
rights, the terrorists have won.

And so I stand here to emphasize cer-
tain basic principles as we look to re-
vise the FISA law, and that is, of
course, the law that clearly intercepts,
undermines the fourth amendment; the
right to be in your home and to be pro-
tected against unreasonable search and
seizure.

I'm delighted that you will be hear-
ing, over the next couple of days, along
with a markup coming up, the prin-
ciples enunciated that emphasize the
protection of the values of America.
And so we simply believe, as I believe,
in joining with a number of colleagues
to emphasize that we believe that we
live in a dangerous world, but we also
should be guided by principles. Those
principles should ensure that Ameri-
cans do not have to be surveilled in
their homes when they are commu-
nicating with fellow Americans. We
should not be suspect of our tele-
communications companies to think
that they are in cahoots, collaborating
with our government to spy on us.

We realize that there is a difference
when we talk about foreign-to-foreign
communications, that there is a need
for surveillance. And I’'m here today to
emphasize that we should stand and
fight for the protection of the fourth
amendment, to protect you in your
homes and, at the same time, you can
be protected against terrorists, because
terrorism depends upon making sure
that you have the information.

And when you have a court that is
made available under the existing
FISA law that was established in 1978
that understands the necessity and the
urgency of the law enforcement offi-
cers that come to them, then you
should support the idea of court inter-
vention whenever someone determines
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from the Federal Government to inter-
vene and to listen to your communica-
tions between one American and an-
other.

So I stand here today to emphasize
that the court system, the FISA sys-
tem, the Foreign Intelligence Surveil-
lance Court, is an imperative to pro-
tect you as Americans when your gov-
ernment wants to spy on you.

Will we be safe from terrorists? Abso-
lutely. Because part of the terrorism is
to ensure that information is shared
with law enforcement so that we can be
in front of this issue.

I am looking forward to the markup.
I’'m looking forward to an opportunity
to devise legislation that preserves the
preciousness of the Bill of Rights and
the fourth amendment. We cannot step
back and be subjected to our own ter-
ror, and that is to be frightened so
much that we take the Bill of Rights
and extinguish it.

I may not agree with the interpreta-
tion of the second amendment, but it
does exist and it is part of the Bill of
Rights. You may have a different inter-
pretation of the first amendment, but
it is part of the Bill of Rights. You may
have a suspect interpretation of the
fourth amendment, but the language is
clear: you are to be protected against
unreasonable search and seizure. It is
unreasonable to not go into a court es-
tablished to do that, to protect you, to
have a court objectively look at what
the urgency is and to provide that
intervention to protect your rights.

I look forward to working with a
number of colleagues on language that
I have joined and written to establish
the parameters of protecting us from
the violation of the fourth amendment.

Keep the FISA law as it is. Modernize
it. Ensure that the FISA court that in-
tervenes protects our rights and keeps
our values, the values that so many
have strived so hard to seek a place in
the sun in this Nation because they
truly believe that the democracy and
the liberties that we have are worth
protecting, worth protecting with their
lives. And I believe here in the United
States Congress, we must stand in that
tradition.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will remind all persons in the
gallery that they are here as guests of
the House and that any manifestation
of approval or disapproval of pro-
ceedings or other audible conversation
is in violation of the rules of the
House.

———

PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION
FINANCING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. GINGREY) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.
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Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
you, and I'm proud to be on the floor
this afternoon to talk about some
issues that are very important to me
and I think very important to most
Members of this body and certainly to
the American public.

Just a few minutes ago, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), a very
well, well respected, fine Member of
this body, did a 5-minute talking about
the problem with Presidential election
financing. And I think her comments,
Mr. Speaker, were so compelling that
indeed people, our guests in the gal-
lery, when she completed her remarks,
broke out in spontaneous applause.
Maybe they knew that they shouldn’t,
or maybe they didn’t know, but, you
know, they were responding to some-
thing that they heard that they liked.
And certainly, I can understand that.
Folks do that every now and then. I al-
most felt like applauding Ms. KAPTUR
as well because she was speaking the
truth and bringing our attention to a
real problem.

I used to enjoy so much going around
the district, Mr. Speaker, and talking
to school children, whether they were
at the elementary, middle or high
school level, and saying to them, of
course, they’d always ask, Well, Con-
gressman GINGREY, what’s your favor-
ite issue or what is your favorite thing
that you do as a Member of Congress?
And I would say to them, what I'm
doing right now; what I'm doing right
now, speaking to young people to try
to inspire them. And heretofore I would
say to them, the great, one of the great
things about our country is anybody in
America can grow up to be President.
It doesn’t matter who you are or what
your background. Anybody in this
great country of the United States of
America can grow up to be President.

Sadly, today, that’s probably not
true, and I think that’s what Ms. KAP-
TUR was trying to point out. There’s
just something wrong in River City
with all these hundreds of millions of
dollars that have to be raised for a can-
didate of either party, the two major
political parties, to have a chance to,
yes, be grown up now and have an op-
portunity to become President. There
are many people that are very quali-
fied, I think, that would make a great
President, man or woman, white or
black, it doesn’t matter where you
come from, your meager beginnings
possibly. But you don’t have that
chance because of what she was point-
ing out.

And by the way, Mr. Speaker, I want
to digress just for a moment. Speaking
of young people, I don’t think we take
enough time to thank our young men
and women, our young students, our
pages that work in this body and in the
other body, in the House and the Sen-
ate, on behalf of Members of Congress.
And usually the pages are here at the
request of a Member. And this young
man that’s here on the floor tonight
put these posters up for me and made
sure that I've got a cup of water in case
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my mouth gets a little dry, as we con-
tinue to speak over these next 30 to 45
minutes. I think we just owe them a
lot of thanks. What they do is much
more, of course, than these tasks. And
this young man, Edward White, Mr.
Speaker, is from Atlanta, Georgia. I'm
from the metropolitan Atlanta, Geor-
gia area. I represent northwest Geor-
gia. He’s here through Congressman
JOHN LEWIS, the dean of the Georgia
delegation, his office. And I just want
to take an opportunity to thank him
and all the young men and women that
help us so much and don’t get as much
credit as they should.
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But my purpose of this hour was to
bring to my colleagues, Mr. Speaker,
another issue which has gotten com-
pletely out of control. And, yes, it has
to do with spending, kind of on the
theme that Ms. KAPTUR brought to us
in regard to Presidential elections, and
that is the issue of earmarks.

Now, the general public, I think, is
fed up with so-called earmark abuse.
Sometimes we euphemistically will
refer to those as ‘‘Member initiatives.”
Some people, of course, don’t like that
term and they will call it “‘pork.” But
the situation is getting completely out
of hand, and that’s what I want to talk
about primarily in the next 30 minutes
or so, Mr. Speaker.

We can solve this problem. We have
got a problem, and it is not unique to
the Republican Party. It is not unique
to the Democratic Party. I know some
of my colleagues, hopefully, who are
watching us during this time and
maybe the general public is aware of an
article just this past week. And I hold
up the magazine, Mr. Speaker, it is
known as ‘“‘CQ Weekly.”” This magazine
comes out every week. I know that it’s
difficult for Members in the back rows
of the Chamber to see the magazine
that I'm holding up. Maybe the cam-
eras can focus in on that. But basically
the title of this article, and there are
several articles written about the prob-
lem, is ‘‘Playing the Earmark Game.”
“Playing the Earmark Game.”’

Let me reference here in just a sec-
ond my first slide, this poster to my
left, to show you what I'm talking
about.

Now, what is an earmark? Well, an
earmark is when a Member of a con-
gressional district sees a need among
those 670,000 people that he or she rep-
resents. Possibly a school system or a
county commissioner or just an indi-
vidual, or maybe it’s a Head Start pro-
gram, has brought an issue to that
Member, Mr. Speaker, and says, We
have a great need, Congressman or
Congresswoman, in our district. You
represent us. We voted for you. We