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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland).

————

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 15, 2009.

I hereby appoint the Honorable DONNA F.
EDWARDS to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House Representatives.

———————

PRAYER

Rev. David Ferrell, Calvary Taber-
nacle, Perth-Andover, New Brunswick,
Maine, offered the following prayer:

Lord, I stand before You today and
honor You as King of Kings and Lord of
Lords. I ask Your forgiveness for
human error and weakness.

I thank You for these leaders that
You have put in place as a check and
balance to the direction of our great
Nation. I pray that they be empowered
with boldness and courage as they rep-
resent their constituents.

I pray for Your guidance over today’s
proceedings and that Your wisdom rest
on these elect for all future decisions
they will face.

Remind us that when we don’t know
what direction to take, we can entrust
Your hand and word to direct us.

I thank You for a strong United
States and for the individuals who have
answered the call to serve in this great
House of Representatives.

I pray Your blessings be on this place
from now and forevermore.

In Jesus’ name, amen.

———
THE JOURNAL

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

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

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

————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

Mr. MICHAUD led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

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

———————

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed bills and
agreed to a concurrent resolution of
the following titles in which the con-
currence of the House is requested:

S. 692. An act to provide that claims of the
United States to certain documents relating
to Franklin Delano Roosevelt shall be treat-
ed as waived and relinquished in certain cir-
cumstances.

S. 1694. An act to allow the funding for the
interoperable emergency communications
grant program established under the Digital
Television Transition and Public Safety Act
of 2005 to remain available until expended
through fiscal year 2012, and for other pur-
poses.

S. Con. Res. 46. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the benefits of service-learning and
expressing support for the goals of the Na-
tional Learn and Serve Challenge.

———

WELCOMING REV. DAVID FERRELL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Maine,
Congressman MICHAUD, is recognized
for 1 minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. MICHAUD. Madam Speaker, Pas-
tor David Ferrell has been an active,

compassionate, and inspiring minister
for over 21 years. It is truly an honor to
welcome him to the House of Rep-
resentatives.

David is currently a pastor at the
Calvary Tabernacle in Perth-Andover,
New Brunswick, an educator at the
University of Maine at Presque Isle,
and a man who has served in a variety
of religious capacities. Many have ben-
efited from his wisdom and compas-
sion. He has traveled far and wide
speaking at conferences from Maine to
North Carolina, from Quebec to Paki-
stan.

I applaud the pastor for his many ac-
complishments, his thirst for knowl-
edge, and his unending desire to help
people. I wish him the best as he con-
tinues to be a positive force in this
community.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to 10 further re-
quests for 1-minute speeches on each
side of the aisle.

————————

RECESSION OVER FOR GOLDMAN
SACHS

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Speaker, all
across America unemployed Ameri-
cans, struggling small businesses
heaved a sigh of relief today because
we know the recession is over. Gold-
man Sachs reported profits of $3.19 bil-
lion. They are on track to pay bonuses
of over $20 billion, $700,000 average per
employee. The recession is over for
Goldman Sachs.

Of course, there is a little problem
with this whole equation. Over the last
year, they have received over $60 bil-
lion in taxpayer subsidies. Hmm, that
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happens to be about five times their
projected profits and three times what
they are going to pay out in bonuses.

They got $13 billion from AIG after
we gave AIG $80 billion to pay off bad
debts. They changed into a bank-hold-
ing company magically, but are ex-
empt from bank-holding company
rules, and got another 50-or-so billion
dollars of subsidies out of the Federal
Treasury.

What a wonderful system this is.
They are creating tremendous wealth.
They are an engine of growth. They
have recovered from the recession. All
hail Goldman Sachs.

————
DEMOCRATS PLAN TO PAY FOR
HEALTH CARE REFORM ON

BACKS OF PATIENTS

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

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Madam
Speaker, the Democrats plan to pay for
health care reform on the backs of my
patients, many of whom are now senior
citizens. Our seniors have suffered tre-
mendously since the recession began.
Their 401(k)s are now 201(k)s.

However, my Democratic colleagues
don’t think seniors have paid enough
this year. Now they are asking our sen-
iors to foot the bill for health insur-
ance reform by cutting the Medicare
program by $500 billion.

These cuts will result in seniors los-
ing benefits under Medicare Advan-
tage, programs such as vision, dental,
hearing, and even annual checkups,
Madam Speaker. These cuts will result
in longer wait times and make it hard-
er for senior patients to find a doctor
that will see them at all. Worst of all,
these cuts will ensure it will be harder
to fix Medicare, which it surely will, in
7 years.

Madam Speaker, my patients must
not be used to foot the bill for health
care reform.

———

HONORING OKLAHOMA’S SUPER-
INTENDENT OF EDUCATION,
SANDY GARRETT

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

Mr. BOREN. Madam Speaker, I rise
to honor one of Oklahoma’s most re-
spected political leaders, Sandy Gar-
rett.

Born and raised in my hometown of
Muskogee, Oklahoma, Sandy Garrett
has been Oklahoma’s superintendent of
public instruction for the past 19 years.
As chief executive officer of the State
Department of Education, Super-
intendent Garrett has led the imple-
mentation of major education reforms
such as Oklahoma’s Education Reform
Act of 1990, the Federal No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001 and the Achieving
Classroom Excellence Act of 2005.

In 2006, she was re-elected over-
whelmingly for the fifth time. Super-
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intendent Garrett is the only woman in
Oklahoma history to hold the office.

Her strong character and steady lead-
ership have served, and continue to
serve, multiple generations of OKkla-
homa school children.

Sandy Garrett, because of your com-
mitment to public service, Oklahoma
continues to be a great State to live
and work in.

———

SENIORS WILL SEE REDUCED BEN-
EFITS UNDER NEW HEALTH
CARE PLAN

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

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Madam
Speaker, as a doctor, I see the health
care reform debate a little differently
than many of my colleagues. When peo-
ple talk about cost savings and dif-
ferent health care plans, they are real-
ly talking about access to care for my
patients. There is an immediate and
long-term problem for patients’ access
under the Democrats’ plan.

In the near term, 20 percent of our
seniors will see reduced benefits. It’s
not credible to say that we are not cut-
ting Medicare benefits when, in fact,
we are. These so-called reforms seem
incredibly short-sighted to me in light
of the fact that they will decrease ac-
cess to care.

Over the longer term, H.R. 3200 will
force further cutbacks in care as cost
savings fail to materialize. Why am I
so confident of this outcome? Because 1
heard the same promises, the same pre-
dictions to my patients under
TennCare, our State’s Medicaid experi-
ment that failed spectacularly. Care
was rationed and enrollment for the
program was closed, and that hurt our
patients. We simply cannot allow these
cutbacks to harm patient care.

I urge all Members to go back to
their districts and talk to their doctors
and patients. I think they will hear a
different story and remedy for our
health care system than the one the
Democrats are trying to prescribe.

————
CLEAN MONEY, CLEAN ELECTIONS

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

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, across
the country, hardworking Americans
are tightening their belts and pinching
pennies in order to provide for their
families, as well as working to improve
our economy. While the issues of
health care and the economy dominate
our attention, as they should right
now, we should still be mindful of the
importance of campaign finance re-
form.

Campaign finance reform is a neces-
sity if we are going to truly have a de-
mocracy that allows individuals to
enter the political forum based on their
skills and acumen rather than on their
bank accounts.
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In the last decade, an alliance of ad-
vocacy groups, the Fair Elections Coa-
lition, has been working to implement
a public campaign finance system on
the State level known as Clean Money,
Clean Elections. Already, some form of
Clean Money, Clean Elections is law in
seven States, and over 200 State offi-
cials have won their races using this
system.

As a Member of Congress, we need to
remember that we serve the people of
this country based on issues, not dol-
lars. I would ask that my colleagues
join me as we push towards reforming
the campaign finance system across
the board.

————

HEALTH COSTS HIGH BECAUSE WE
HAVE $800 BILLION OF WASTE IN
SYSTEM

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

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania.
Madam Speaker, health care costs are
not high because people have health in-
surance. They are high because we
have $800 billion of waste in the sys-
tem. Now our friends in the Senate are
proposing to increase taxes on health
insurance.

When workers such as ironworkers
and steelworkers and communication
workers and the IBEW negotiate their
pay package, they work to make sure
that their health care plan is covered.
Too often now they find that they
don’t take a raise because their health
insurance is going up in cost. They
worked to have lower copays, lower
deductibles, to have vision, dental,
mental health services, among others.

But now we are talking about taxing
these plans. What we need to do is fig-
ure out ways we can actually lower
health care costs instead of discour-
aging people from having health insur-
ance.

After all, isn’t this what we are sup-
posed to be trying to do? The commu-
nication workers alone are being told
that these new proposals may cost
their workers about a thousand dollars
more per year in taxes.

This is the wrong approach. It’s not
good health care. As someone who has
practiced in the health care field, I am
telling you, it’s bad medicine.

———

EXPAND TAX CREDIT FOR FIRST-
TIME HOMEBUYERS

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam Speaker, 1
rise today on behalf of thousands of
constituents in my district who are
still struggling to cope with the hous-
ing crisis.

Arizona comnsistently ranks among
the Nation’s top three States in fore-
closures. As a former mayor and a
homeowner, I recognize the negative
impact foreclosures have on home val-
ues and neighborhoods.



October 15, 2009

Earlier this year, as part of the
American Reinvestment and Recovery
Act, we took an important step for-
ward. We passed a temporary $8,000 tax
credit for first-time homebuyers.

The good news is that tax credit has
worked. Closer to home, in the Phoenix
metropolitan area, according to at
least one recent survey, home sales
have reached 9,614 in June, up 11 per-
cent from May.

However, I believe we need to expand
this credit to make it available to any
American who wants to buy a home,
not just first-time homebuyers. As the
expiration of the current homebuyer
tax credit approaches, I want to en-
courage my colleagues to consider sup-
porting legislation to expand and ex-
tend the homebuyer tax credit.

———

MEDICARE PATIENTS WILL LOSE
QUALITY OF CARE

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

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Speaker, I practiced medicine, general
medicine, in the State of Georgia for
almost four decades. The American
people need to understand if the House
bill or the Senate bill is passed into
law, my patients and physicians like
me all across this Nation are not going
to be able to give the kind of health
care to their patients that they are
today.

Medicare patients are going to lose
the quality of care that they are get-
ting today. Tens of thousands of people
are going to lose their private insur-
ance. The cost is going to go up for ev-
erybody in this country.

The quality of care is going to go
down. It’s going to be too costly. We
are going to be all forced on the gov-
ernment bureaucrat-run health care
system, and the American people need
to know that, Madam Speaker.

——————

HONORING THE RETIREMENT OF
ED GRIER

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

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Madam Speaker, I rise today to
honor Ed Grier, who served as the
president of Disneyland Resort in my
district for 3 years, before his retire-
ment this October 9.

Ed is a 20-year veteran the Walt Dis-
ney Company; and he served in a vari-
ety of roles, from senior auditor at
Walt Disney World to the executive
managing director of Walt Disney At-
tractions in Japan. But for the last 3
years, we have been lucky enough to
have him in Anaheim.

His hard work has continued to make
Disneyland one of our Nation’s top
tourist attractions. In fact, in 2008,
while most attractions were hurting,
Disneyland hosted 14.7 million visitors
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and generated substantial revenue for
our local businesses and for our cities.
In addition, Disney is Orange County’s
largest private employer, with about
20,000 employees.

During Ed’s tenure, the resort began
a $1 billion expansion of Disney’s Cali-
fornia Adventure and constructed the
company’s first west coast timeshare
units at the Grand Californian Hotel,
which opened last month.

In addition Ed joined the Orange
County community by serving as a
board member for the Children’s Hos-
pital of Orange County. Ed’s skill and
leadership will be missed, and I wish
him the best of luck in his future en-
deavors.

0 1015

CONGRATULATING SCOTT
McCRERY, EAGLE SCOUT

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

Mr. FLEMING. Madam Speaker, for
20 years, the Honorable Jim McCrery
represented Louisiana’s Fourth Con-
gressional District. It is an honor to di-
rectly follow former Congressman
McCrery and represent the great people
of northwest Louisiana.

Earlier this week, former Congress-
man McCrery’s son, Scott, received his
Eagle Scout award, the highest award
given in scouting. Scott’s Eagle project
was a rather ambitious undertaking.
He organized nearly 50 volunteers to
remove debris from the historic
grounds of Mount Vernon, home of
George Washington. The debris covered
an area the size of two football fields.
In addition to being an eyesore, it also
represented a fire hazard to the man-
sion. Some of the debris Scott and his
volunteer corps gathered was used to
build habitat for the wildlife that lives
on the property.

Scott began his scouting journey in
Shreveport 10 years ago when, as a
Tiger Cub, he joined the Cub Scout
pack at South Highlands Elementary
School.

I congratulate Scott McCrery on this
prestigious award.

———
TRIBUTE TO BOBBY L. HAYDEN

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

Mr. GRIFFITH. Madam Speaker, I
rise today to honor a friend, Mr. Bobby
Hayden, a scholar, a soldier, a commu-
nity advocate and a family man.

Bobby Hayden, who resides in my dis-
trict, was one of the first African
Americans on a Presidential Honor
Guard. He took the first watch over
President Kennedy’s body. He became
active in our community and has added
a great deal to his alma mater, Ala-
bama A&M.

As a middle and high school teacher,
Bobby has spent decades of his life
shaping the lives of north Alabama’s
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youth. He has been at the forefront of
many activities, specifically working
to preserve historical landmarks in the
Tennessee Valley.

Mr. Hayden is a dedicated Alabama
A&M alumnus, a Bulldog, and has held
several positions in the college alumni
association. He was inducted into the
Alabama A&M Sports Hall of Fame and
currently serves as the secretary for
the Hall of Fame Association.

It is a privilege for me to mention his
name on the floor, as he has gone
somewhat unrecognized as one of the
first African Americans on President
Kennedy’s Honor Guard, standing with
the family through the ordeal.

———

HONORING ARMY SPECIALIST
JACOB SEXTON

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

Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, some-
times our heroes fall on foreign soil,
and sometimes they come home and
fall, but we honor their service and
their sacrifice all the same.

Madam Speaker, I rise with a heavy
heart to mark the sudden passing of a
hero from my home State of Indiana
and to honor his service and his life.
Army Specialist Jacob Sexton, a com-
bat veteran of conflicts both in Iraq
and Afghanistan, tragically passed
away while on leave from his overseas
duties earlier this week.

A native of Farmland, Indiana, Jacob
graduated from Monroe Central High
School, and like many men in the Sex-
ton family, Jacob chose to wear the
uniform.

Jacob served with Alpha Company,
2nd Battalion, of the 151st Infantry
Regiment in the Indiana National
Guard. Those who served with him re-
member a selfless soldier who was
quick to volunteer for difficult assign-
ments.

A Humvee driver while in Iraq, he
took on dangerous positions, often
leaving himself exposed to IED and
small-arms attacks. As an infantryman
in Afghanistan, Jacob saw firsthand
the perils of combat, but he faced those
perils with courage.

Those close to Jacob noted that the
stresses of combat and long deploy-
ments seemed to have little effect on
his infectious personality. However,
after this week’s tragic events, it is
painfully clear that Jacob Sexton was
deeply affected by his experiences in
uniform and on deployment.

While his loss leaves far too many
questions unanswered, I believe it is
yet another reminder of the special
care our heroes need and deserve, those
who defend freedom, when they come
home.

Heroes like Army Specialist Jacob
Sexton are the pride of their family
and our Nation’s most treasured citi-
zens. Jacob’s family, his parents, Jeff
and Barbara; his brothers, Joshua,
Jeremiah and Jared; and all those who
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served with him, know that you have
our deepest condolences, the gratitude
of the people of Indiana, and you shall
remain in the hearts of a grateful Na-
tion forever.

——————

OBSTRUCTING HEALTH CARE
REFORM

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

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, let
me tell an old story relevant to our
current health care debate.

One day, a frog was hopping by a
river when he came upon a scorpion.
The scorpion asked if the frog would
carry him across. The frog said, No,
you will sting me. The scorpion replied,
No, if I stung you, we would both
drown. What is the point of that?

So the frog put the scorpion on his
back and waded into the river. Halfway
across, he felt a sudden sting and his
body went numb. Scorpion, why did
you do that? Now we will both die. Said
the scorpion, It is my nature.

Today, the health insurance industry
refuses to cover basic maternity care
for four out of five women, while charg-
ing them higher premiums. It kicks
women out of hospitals within hours of
a mastectomy. No industry in history
that profits from a broken system has
ever moved to reform that system.

After faking support for health care
reform for months, why did the health
insurance industry on Monday sud-
denly try to sting us with a flawed and
incomplete cost analysis of a health
care plan? The same reason they fight
to prevent competition through a
strong public option, and the same rea-
son many of my Republican colleagues
have done nothing but obstruct reform.

It is their nature.

————

SUPPORT THE AMTRAK SECURE
TRANSPORTATION OF FIREARMS
ACT

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

Mr. REHBERG. There aren’t many
things that are more important to the
foundation of the West than trains and
guns. In Montana, both still have a
profound impact on our frontier iden-
tity. But these pillars of Western cul-
ture find themselves on opposite sides
of the fence because of Amtrak’s ban
on the transportation of legal firearms
on its trains.

The Second Amendment doesn’t de-
rail the right to bear arms if you hap-
pen to be on a train. We allow the
transportation of firearms in cars and
on commercial airlines, but Amtrak’s
ban on firearms remains in effect, even
as it continues to receive massive Fed-
eral subsidies.

The Amtrak Secure Transportation
of Firearms Act would force Amtrak to
end its ban on firearms once and for
all. T hope my colleagues will join me
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in sponsoring this important legisla-
tion, because the Second Amendment
protects you whether you travel by
horse, plane, truck or train.

————————

SENIORS AND HEALTH CARE
REFORM

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

Mrs. DAHLKEMPER. Madam Speak-
er, I rise today to support health care
reform for our seniors. Our senior citi-
zens deserve reform that will lower
their medical expenses and provide the
highest quality care available. Our
health care reform legislation closes
the prescription drug doughnut hole
which forces seniors to reduce their
prescription drug use, that is, not use
lifesaving medications, by an average
of 14 percent.

The House’s health care reform legis-
lation will help guarantee our seniors
access to their doctors by eliminating
the 21 percent pay cut doctors are fac-
ing for Medicare reimbursements.
Without this health care reform, 40
percent of our doctors say they will
have to reduce the number of Medicare
patients they see. Our seniors deserve
better than that. They deserve reform
that will keep them in good health at
a manageable cost.

I urge my colleagues to support qual-
ity health care reform for our Nation’s
seniors.

————
RECOGNIZING THE 25TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF BREAST CANCER

AWARENESS MONTH

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

Mr. BUCHANAN. Madam Speaker, 1
rise today to recognize the 25th anni-
versary of Breast Cancer Awareness
Month. Breast cancer is the leading
cause of cancer deaths in women be-
tween age 40 and 59. We have all been
touched by it with family or friends.

In my home State of Florida, an esti-
mated 12,000 new cases of breast cancer
in women will be diagnosed this year.
However, if detected early enough, it
can be successful in treating the dis-
ease.

To this end, I am proud to be a co-
sponsor of the EARLY Act, a bill intro-
duced by my fellow Florida colleague,
Debbie Wasserman Schultz. She has
been a leader. She has got a courageous
story that she shares with many. This
act, her bill, is an education campaign,
it is a public awareness campaign, and
it will have a huge difference on women
in the future. So I really respect her
leadership on this.

In my congressional district, I am
proud to say, I thank the leadership.
We have been active, our employees
and our businesses, over the last 10
years. Working together, it makes a
big difference. I would like to just say,
we need to continue to educate our
families and friends on this bill.
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IN MEMORIAM OF U.S. ARMY
SERGEANT JOSHUA KIRK

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

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Madam Speak-
er, it is with a heavy heart that I rise
today to honor the life of Sergeant
Joshua Kirk. Sergeant Kirk was trag-
ically killed in Afghanistan on October
3.

On Tuesday morning, I attended his
funeral at St. Michael’s Church in Exe-
ter, New Hampshire. There were so
many relatives and friends in attend-
ance for a somber and moving cere-
mony. His wife, Megan, a native of Exe-
ter, and his daughter, Kensington, have
lost a husband and father, and this Na-
tion has lost a hero.

Sergeant Kirk selflessly put himself
in harm’s way in service to America.
He and his family are owed a debt of
gratitude.

Sergeant Kirk, a native of Maine,
joined the United States Army in 2005.
He was on his second tour of duty in
Afghanistan when his base was at-
tacked by insurgents on October 3.
Kirk and seven of his courageous fellow
soldiers, all based out of Fort Carson,
were Killed during the long battle.

Sergeant Kirk’s memory lives on
with his wife, daughter, mother and
sisters. We will always remember his
sacrifice, and theirs, and we are forever
grateful for their patriotism and serv-
ice to America.

————

AMNESTY ENCOURAGES ILLEGAL
IMMIGRATION

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, two recent surveys, one of Mexicans
and one of Americans, addresses poli-
cies that encourage illegal immigra-
tion. The first, from Rasmussen, re-
veals that 56 percent of U.S. voters sur-
veyed believe the policies of the Fed-
eral Government encourage people to
enter the United States illegally. Also,
64 percent believe law enforcement offi-
cers should conduct surprise visits at
locations where illegal immigrants
seek employment.

The second, from Zogby, reveals that
56 percent of people in Mexico think
granting legal status to illegal immi-
grants in the United States would en-
courage more illegal immigration to
America. Of Mexicans with a member
of their immediate household in the
United States, two-thirds—two-
thirds—said a legalization program
would make people they know more
likely to go to America illegally.

Madam Speaker, these are more rea-
sons to oppose amnesty for those in the
country illegally.

PROVIDING AFFORDABLE HEALTH
CARE FOR YOUNG ADULTS

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

Mr. TONKO. Madam Speaker, on
Tuesday, Speaker PELOSI announced an
important new addition to the health
insurance reform package. Young
adults will be able to remain on their
parents’ health insurance plans until
their 27th birthday.

Young adults make up one-third of
the entire uninsured population, num-
bering 13.7 million. Only 53 percent of
young adults are even eligible for em-
ployer-based insurance, and 51 percent
do not have health coverage through
their jobs.

Young adults have the highest rate of
injury-related emergency department
visits and 15 percent have a chronic
health condition. Half are overweight
or obese, 9 percent have been diagnosed
with depression or a related condition,
and the highest prevalence of human
papilloma virus, which has been linked
to cervical cancer, is among women
age 20-24. Young adults experience six
preventable deaths each day due to
lack of health insurance.

This is clearly an age group that
needs health insurance. But young
adults are among those least likely to
have access to coverage. Allowing them
to remain as a dependent on their par-
ents’ health insurance plans will bring
quality health insurance within reach
for millions of young adults.

————

THE SCORE: AMERICAN FLAG 1—
FLAG POLICE 0

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker,
the Oak Parks Apartments in Albany,
Oregon, this week decided to ban
American flags. The apartment man-
ager said American flags might offend
somebody in the community, so she
issued a dictate: fly Old Glory, and you
get evicted. American flag sticker on
your car in the parking lot? Not al-
lowed. No Stars and Stripes flying from
a motorcycle or a car.

So the American patriots living there
fought back. They said anyone offended
by their American flags would have to
just get over it. They started flying
flags everywhere. One mom put an
American flag poster in her son’s win-
dow. He is fighting in Iraq, wearing the
flag on his shoulder. One lady just
walked around the complex every day
waving the flag.

These people did not give in. They
were offended by the flag police. You
see, the Constitution protects their
right to display the flag as free speech.
And yesterday the apartment manager
backed off. Flying Old Glory is okay
again, even if it offends the politically
correct apartment owner.

So, congratulations to these Amer-
ican patriots. The score: American flag
1—flag police, zero.

And that’s just the way it is.
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF CONFERENCE REPORT ON
H.R. 2892, DEPARTMENT  OF
HOMELAND SECURITY APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2010

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 829 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 829

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 2892) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Homeland Security for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2010, and for other
purposes. The conference report shall be con-
sidered as read. All points of order against
the conference report and against its consid-
eration are waived. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the con-
ference report to its adoption without inter-
vening motion except: (1) one hour of debate;
and (2) one motion to recommit if applicable.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, for the purpose of debate
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes
to my good friend, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DIAZ-BALART), and all
time yielded during consideration of
the rule is for debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
be given 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
House Resolution 829.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, House Resolution
829 provides for consideration of the
conference report to accompany H.R.
2892, the Department of Homeland Se-
curity Appropriations Act of 2010. The
rule waives all points of order against
the conference report and against its
consideration. The rule provides that
the conference report shall be consid-
ered as read. And finally, the rule pro-
vides that the previous question shall
be considered as ordered without inter-
vention of any motion, except 1 hour of
debate and one motion to recommit, if
applicable.

This conference report appropriates
over $42 billion in funds necessary to
protect the American people and en-
hance our national security. Through
terrorist threat mitigation, natural
disaster response, and immigration en-
forcement, this appropriations bill pro-
vides the funding to fulfill the many
essential responsibilities of a range of
important governmental agencies,
from the Coast Guard to FEMA to Cus-
toms and Border Protection to the
Transportation Security Administra-
tion.
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Particularly critical in this legisla-
tion are the partnerships established
with State and local communities to
prepare for and protect against a range
of emergency situations, including nat-
ural disasters and acts of terrorism and
violence. The funding provided for
emergency response resources dem-
onstrates the need for collaboration
among Federal, State, and local gov-
ernments in providing for effective se-
curity. It’s worth noting a few of the
major initiatives contained in this con-
ference report.

This legislation helps secure our bor-
ders by providing over $10 billion for
Customs and Border Protection, in-
cluding funding for over 20,000 Border
Patrol agents, which represents an in-
crease of 6,000 agents since 2006. In ad-
dition, this report extends authoriza-
tion of the E-Verify program for 3
years, under which employers are able
to check the legal status of their work-
ers. This legislation provides the fund-
ing to operate and improve the existing
E-Verify program.

Ensuring the safety and security of
our Nation’s infrastructure is a critical
part of this legislation. This conference
report provides the necessary funding
to the Transportation Security Admin-
istration and the Coast Guard to pro-
tect our Nation’s vast transportation
network, including airports, seaports,
subways, trains, and buses. With this
funding, the TSA will be able to im-
prove explosive detection equipment at
airports, and the Coast Guard will be
able to replace aging ships and aircraft,
which is much needed, modernizing a
force that is essential to our national
security.

Madam Speaker, I have always
praised the Federal Emergency Man-
agement program for the fine work
they do in helping distressed commu-
nities. In my home State of Florida, we
are frequently plagued with natural
disasters, including hurricanes and
flooding. These disasters profoundly
impact Florida’s residents, particu-
larly when so many individuals and
families experience severe damage to
their homes and communities.

I'm pleased with the funding levels
indicated in this report for the fire-
fighter grants, flood map moderniza-
tion, predisaster mitigation, and emer-
gency food and shelter programs. I
know that the men and women at
FEMA work hard and are dedicated to
relieving the plight of Americans faced
with the hardships of natural disasters.

At the same time, I've never been shy
about making my voice heard on mat-
ters important to my constituents and
all residents of Florida and our Nation
that experience disasters. I have been
outspoken on the need for FEMA to
improve temporary housing.

I'm also pleased to have included lan-
guage in this bill requiring the Florida
Long Term Recovery Office, located in
Orlando, to remain open. And a foot-
note there, Representatives ALAN
GRAYSON and SUZANNE KOSMAS are de-
serving of a lot of consideration from



H11390

us for that action that I, along with
ROBERT WEXLER and others, began
quite some time before they came to
Congress. In order to enhance commu-
nication and relief operations, this is
necessary in the event of a natural dis-
aster.

Madam Speaker, I do want to address
the provisions in this report relating to
the detainees at Guantanamo Bay. I
know that this body has been very fo-
cused on this matter, as rightly we
should be, as President Obama has
committed his administration to close
the detention facility at Guantanamo
by January of 2010. This conference re-
port prohibits current detainees from
being transferred to the United States,
except to be prosecuted, and then only
after Congress receives a detailed plan
on the risks involved, the legal ration-
ale for their transfer, and a notifica-
tion from the Governor of the affected
State.

This is all well and good, but the lan-
guage in this bill, while a good step for-
ward, is not going to solve the problem
of what to do with the hundreds of in-
dividuals we have detained, and those
in the future that we may have to de-
tain, whether they are detained at
Guantanamo or Bagram Air Base in Af-
ghanistan or any other facility where
they may be detained by the United
States.

The debate over Guantanamo, in my
opinion, is missing the larger picture,
and that is a need to reform our entire
detainment policy. As I have main-
tained, the problem is policy, not the
place. Without a system of justice to
deal with suspected terrorists, wher-
ever they are held, we are left with a
broken system that has been a signifi-
cant recruiting tool for al Qaeda and
other groups which threaten our Na-
tion’s security. We need to deny them
that image of America.

We need a judicial process that ac-
complishes at least three things: Num-
ber 1, protects our national security by
holding and prosecuting those who
have committed crimes or who pose an
imperative threat to our country; num-
ber 2, upholds international standards
of human rights; and 3, strengthens our
Nation’s image as a country that up-
holds the rule of law and does not re-
sort to arbitrary justice, even while
under threat.

This appropriations season has, so
far, brought forth a number of bills, al-
most all with language relating to
Guantanamo and a whole lot of that
“not in my backyard’ stuff. At some
point soon, we’re going to need to move
beyond trying to legislate this matter
into appropriations bills and, instead,
deal with what is necessary, and that
is, new policies and guidelines to bring
our national security needs in line with
our historic national values.

I'm pleased to have introduced H.R.
3728, the Detainment Reform Act,
which will move us forward on this
matter, and I urge my colleagues and
the President and his administration
to give some vent to supporting this ef-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

fort, revising it, or doing what is nec-
essary in order for this bill or others to
establish the policy that’s needed for
detaining individuals who would be im-
perative threats or conduct themselves
in a criminal manner against this Na-
tion.

Madam Speaker, ultimately, the con-
ference report before us today provides
the necessary funding for the Federal,
State, and local agencies, programs
and efforts that will protect our Na-
tion.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Madam Speaker, I'd like to
thank my good friend and fellow co-
chairman of the Florida Congressional
Delegation, Mr. HASTINGS, for the time.
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, several years ago I
had the distinct privilege to bring to
this floor, first, the rule bringing the
legislation to the floor that created the
Department of Homeland Security, and
then the first rule for a Department of
Homeland Security appropriations bill.
Since then, the Department of Home-
land Security has begun to mature. It
has improved the process for which it
was created, the oversight of and co-
ordination of many departments re-
lated to the safety of the Nation.

As we know, the department was cre-
ated in the wake of the attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, to help mobilize and to
organize the government to the best of
its ability to secure the homeland from
further terrorist attacks, to protect
the Nation’s borders, and to prepare for
natural disasters. And thanks to our
new concerted approach, I think we’ve
made Kkey investments to secure the
United States from further terrorist
attacks.
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But clearly we must not let our
guard down.

Just a few weeks ago, we heard about
a disrupted terrorist attack in New
York City. The Attorney General of
the United States has called the plot,
“‘one of the most serious in the United
States since September 11, 2001.”” That
is why I am pleased that the under-
lying legislation provides the Depart-
ment with the tools and resources that
it needs in order to continue to help to
protect the Nation from other terrorist
attacks. We must not lose our focus.
We must continue our efforts to pro-
tect the United States from deadly at-
tacks.

This legislation will provide much-
needed funding to help secure our bor-
ders, with $800 million for Southwest
border investments, over $3 billion for
the Border Patrol, including over 20,000
Border agents, an increase of more
than 50 percent since 2006.

The State that I am honored to rep-
resent, Florida, has seen, as my dear
friend has pointed out, its share of nat-
ural disasters, from Hurricane Andrew
in 1992 to the series of very disastrous
back-to-back hurricanes in the middle
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of this decade. That is why having a
prepared and professional staff at
FEMA, ready to coordinate disaster
preparedness, response, recovery and
mitigation efforts, is of wvital impor-
tance to Florida.

I am pleased the conference report
will provide FEMA and the new FEMA
administrator—we Floridians are very
proud of him, Craig Fugate—the re-
sources needed to help in the aftermath
of any natural disaster, whether it’s a
hurricane in Florida, an earthquake in
California, or the flooding in the Mid-
west.

The terrorist attacks of September 11
heightened concerns regarding aviation
security. In response, Congress passed
the Aviation and Transportation Secu-
rity Act of 2001. That legislation estab-
lished a Federal screener workforce
and required the screening of all
checked baggage using explosive detec-
tion systems, EDS. EDS machines can
quickly determine if a baggage con-
tains a potential threat. If a weapon or
explosive is detected, the machines
alert security officers so they can man-
age the baggage appropriately.

Funding and reimbursement for EDS
installation, however, continues to be a
serious concern. Miami International
Airport, which is in my congressional
district, has incurred over $78 million
in in-line EDS terminal modification
costs and continues to seek reimburse-
ment for the Federal share of those
costs. I am pleased that this conference
report provides $778 million in discre-
tionary funding to purchase and install
EDS at airports. Those funds will help
reimburse Miami International Airport
and other airports in their efforts to
complete EDS installations.

Our Nation’s maritime industry con-
tributes approximately $750 billion to
the gross domestic product each year.
Florida has some of the largest ports in
the country. The Port of Miami serves
as the primary maritime gateway to
Latin America and the Caribbean. It is
a strategic hub for international com-
merce throughout the hemisphere, and
obviously it is the cruise ship capital of
the word.

Since 9/11, the Port of Miami has
faced unprecedented security costs due
to the expense of complying with Fed-
eral security mandates. While ports
across the Nation are facing similar
challenges, the problem at the Port of
Miami is particularly serious. Annual
operating security costs at the Port of
Miami have increased from just over $4
million in 2001 to over $20 million
today.

The legislation we are bringing to
the floor provides $300 million in grants
to assist ports in enhancing their secu-
rity measures to prevent, detect, and
respond to possible terrorist attacks.

So I wish to thank Chairman PRICE
and Ranking Member ROGERS for their
clearly bipartisan work on this con-
ference report that makes critical in-
vestments in the priorities facing the
Department of Homeland Security, in-
cluding securing our transportation
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systems, strong border security, a well-
prepared and able FEMA, and so much
more.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I am very pleased and privi-
leged at this time to yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
New York, the distinguished Chair of
the Committee on Rules and my good
friend, Ms. LOUISE SLAUGHTER.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I thank my col-
league for yielding.

Madam Speaker, there are few things
that say more about our country and
our trust in the public’s right to know
than the Freedom of Information Act.
It is one of the most powerful state-
ments of openness and transparency
that we have. It affords ordinary people
the ability to peer behind the curtains
of power and see inside the many bu-
reaucracies that define the Federal,
State and local governments in this
country. It is a symbol for all, that de-
spite anything else that our govern-
ment does in the name of the people,
there should be no secrets.

Over the years, FOIA laws have been
used for a wide range of purposes. FOIA
helped us to discover the ugly truth
about the use of Agent Orange in Viet-
nam, Laos, and Cambodia during the
1960s. And FOIA was also used to un-
cover data showing that Ford Pintos
were built with serious dual system de-
fects that made them more prone to
fire and explosions.

In some ways, FOIA is simply a re-
minder to the public that there is an
avenue to pursue if they believe the
government is keeping a secret. At the
heart of FOIA is the concept that the
people’s right to know is more impor-
tant than the government’s desire to
keep things secret.

The FOIA laws in this country have
enabled reporters and citizens from all
spectrums access to information that
otherwise might never see the light of
day. Signed into law by President
Johnson in 1966, the FOIA laws allow
for the full or partial disclosure of in-
formation and documents with only a
narrow list of important exemptions.

And so it was with some dismay when
I learned recently that the House and
Senate conferees on the Homeland Se-
curity appropriations bill had slipped
in a provision that gives the govern-
ment the option of making old photos
of detainee abuse exempt from the
FOIA laws.

This case has already followed a
lengthy path beginning with a lawsuit
filed by the ACLU against the Pen-
tagon. Last spring, when it appeared
that the lawsuit might go against the
government, the administration re-
sponded by asking some Members of
the House and Senate to insert lan-
guage into the legislation to make sure
that the photos stay secret.

Joining the ACLU against the Pen-
tagon was the American Society of
News Editors, the Associated Press,
Cable News Network, Inc., the E.W.
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Scripps Company, Gannett Co., Inc.,
the Hearst Corporation, Military Re-
porters and Editors, the National Press
Club, NBC Universal, Inc., The New
York Times Company, the Newspaper
Association of America, the Newspaper
Guild—CWA, the Radio-Television
News Directors Association, the Soci-
ety of Professional Journalists, The
Washington Post, and me.

Never mind that the photos in ques-
tion likely have very little value given
that a similar set of photos showing
the abuse were released under the Bush
administration. Despite some com-
plaints that releasing photos would
place service men and women in dan-
ger, the fact is there was absolutely no
increase in violence or attacks after
the previous detainee photos were re-
leased. I assume that if we were to re-
lease the new photos, the result would
be the same. Americans were simply
able to find out what was being done in
their name.

Many observers argue that releasing
the photos was actually a clear break
from the abuses of the past and a sig-
nal to our allies and to everyone else
that the days of this type of detainee
mistreatment were over and that the
United States is willing to come to
terms with past practices. Indeed, we
have said so.

In June, I and other House leaders
prevailed and the FOIA exemption was
dropped from the legislation. However,
the conferees, apparently under direct
orders, quietly put it back into the bill
this month. It’s hard for me to express
how disappointed I am with that deci-
sion. I am sorry because I believed that
we had turned a page from the cloud of
suspicion and secrecy that marked the
previous administration. It runs so
counter to our principles and stated de-
sire to reject abuses of the past.

The FOIA laws in this country form a
pillar of our First Amendment prin-
ciples. It is unfortunate, given that
this administration promised that
openness and transparency would be
the norm. We should never do anything
to circumvent FOIA, and I believe our
country would gain more by coming to
terms with the past than we would by
covering it up.

I hope the President will follow judi-
cial rulings and consider voluntarily
releasing these photos so we can put
this chapter in history behind us.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I especially appreciate the re-
marks of the distinguished woman, the
Rules Chair, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and echo
her sentiments.

I am now pleased to yield 3 minutes
to my colleague from the Rules Com-
mittee, a good friend, JARED POLIS of
Colorado.

Mr. POLIS. I would like to thank my
colleague from Florida for the time, as
well as Chairman PRICE for his leader-
ship in bringing the fiscal year 2010
Homeland Security appropriations bill
to the floor. It reflects the hard work
of Chairman PRICE over the past year,
and I am grateful that I have the op-
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portunity to comment on the commit-
tee’s efforts here today.

I want to reiterate the gratitude that
I first expressed towards Chairman
PRICE and his staff during our colloquy
earlier this year with Congresswoman
ROYBAL-ALLARD regarding alternatives
to detention.

This bill is about security and sta-
bility. One of the issues that we raised
the profile of is alternatives to deten-
tion, a less costly way of detaining
noncriminal immigrants.

There really is a human rights crisis
right in our own midst in this Nation.
We are holding over 30,000 noncriminal
aliens, people like you and me. They
lack documentation, but they have
committed no criminal crime. They
might have been speeding, been picked
up from a speeding ticket; they could
have been in the wrong place loitering
at the wrong time.

And you and I and every other tax-
payer are putting them up to the tune
of $130 a day, average cost $30,000.
Many of them remain in detention for
6 months, 9 months. I had the oppor-
tunity to visit a detention facility in
Aurora, Colorado. I talked to people
who had been there a year and a half,
a year and a half away from their fami-
lies, a year and a half at taxpayer ex-
pense.

I would like to applaud the Obama
administration for supporting alter-
natives to detention. Our bill funds al-
ternatives to detention at $70 million,
lowers cost using ankle bracelets, more
humane, allowing people to remain
with their families, $30 a day average
cost. This provides a glimpse of what
we can accomplish if we work together.

It also underlines the critical impor-
tance of passing comprehensive immi-
gration reform. If we can pass com-
prehensive immigration reform, I know
that in future versions of the Home-
land Security bill we can save money
and have a more humane bill and focus
the bill on Homeland Security where it
should be focused, which is keeping our
Nation safe, not as a back door to deal-
ing with the failures of our broken im-
migration system.

Thank you, Chairman PRICE, for your lead-
ership in bringing the FY 2010 Homeland Se-
curity Appropriations bill to the floor. It reflects
your hard work over the past year and | am
grateful that | had the opportunity to support
the committee’s efforts to get here today. |
want to reiterate the gratitude that | first ex-
pressed towards you and your staff during our
colloquy with Congresswoman ROYBAL-ALLARD
on detention alternatives earlier this year.

This bill is about security and stability. It fur-
thers the need to secure our borders by guar-
anteeing the stability of our immigration serv-
ices’ contributions. It provides the funding nec-
essary to continue America’s leadership in
providing a safe home for both Americans and
all future Americans.

Thus, $122 million above 2009 levels is pro-
vided to U.S. Citizenship and Immigration
Services for its important work. Examples of
such important work that will be carried on
thanks to this bill are many: $50 million goes
to process refugee applications and asylum
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claims so that our Nation may continue to
admit those in greatest need; $11 million ex-
pands immigrant integration and outreach to
help with pressing need once these immi-
grants are lawfully admitted; and $5 million en-
sures the naturalization of immigrants serving
in our armed services.

Funding for detention beds as well as lan-
guage requiring their maintenance ensures
that immigrants will be humanely accommo-
dated while their cases are adjudicated. And
more importantly, $70 million goes to Alter-
natives to Detention—to expand this program
nationwide. This steers us in the right direc-
tion—a direction of commonsense, cost-sav-
ing, and humane measures. It provides a
glimpse into what we can accomplish if we
continue to work together toward comprehen-
sive immigration reform.

This bill only asks our immigrants one
thing—to embrace our cherished tradition of
the rule of law in the pursuit of freedom. As a
result, this bill provides 3-year authorization
extensions for all the immigrants that make
ours a greater nation. From religious workers
who strengthen our social fabric, to investors
who create much-needed jobs while increas-
ing overall credit availability, to rural-serving
doctors, to refugees, all are covered in the FY
2010 Homeland Security bill.

While many provisions in this bill greatly im-
prove our detention policies, there is still much
to be done and | look forward to a concrete
plan for the closing of our Guantanamo Bay
facilities.

| once again thank Chairman PRICE and |
look forward to working with you and your staff
in the future.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Madam Speaker, I very much
appreciate the contributions during
this debate, enlightening our col-
leagues with regard to the merits of
the legislation that we are bringing to
the floor today.

You know, one of the, I think, most
interesting aspects of the American
representative democracy is that we
differ from other representative democ-
racies probably because our two parties
are, in effect, great coalitions. We have
a two-party system by virtue of that;
both parties represent different coali-
tions of thought on numerous issues.

O 1100

So it’s interesting that today, for ex-
ample, while my friend and the distin-
guished chairwoman of the Rules Com-
mittee expressed an opinion contrary
to the position maintained by the
President of the United States on an
important issue—and I think it’s ap-
propriate to do so—I commend the
President of the United States for his
position with regard to the release of
detainee photos.

The legislation before us codifies the
President’s decision to allow the Sec-
retary of Defense to bar the release of
detainee photos. I commend the Presi-
dent because, obviously, his leadership
and support on that aspect has been de-
cisive in the inclusion of that provision
in this legislation.

So our system is unique. This con-
stant manifestation of our two great
coalitions is fascinating to me as a stu-
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dent of comparative politics. It is an-
other reason I am so proud of this
body—the great sovereign Congress of
the United States which represents the
most sovereign and the freest people in
the world, the American people.

Madam Speaker, over the last few
months, the American people have
written and called their Members of
Congress or they’ve made their opin-
ions known at meetings throughout
the Nation. They’ve asked their Mem-
bers of Congress whether they will
pledge to read bills before they vote on
them. The reason is, I think, that peo-
ple were outraged after finding out
that the majority leadership forced
Congress to vote on a number of sweep-
ing and expensive bills without giving
Members time to understand or to real-
ly even read the bills.

I remember a very glaring example of
that when we on the Rules Committee
were faced with an entire new bill on
this legislation that was known as cap-
and-trade, which in effect became a
manager’s amendment to the legisla-
tion at 3 o’clock in the morning, and a
few hours after that, we were here vot-
ing on it. We were forced to vote on the
final so-called ‘‘stimulus’ bill, on the
omnibus appropriations bill and, as I
mentioned, on that cap-and-trade bill
with less than 24 hours to read them—
in some instances, as I mentioned be-
fore with regard to cap-and-trade,
much, much less than 24 hours. Many
people believe that that is no way to
run the House, and many constituents
are rightly upset.

A recent survey found that over 80
percent of Americans believe that leg-
islation should be posted online and in
final form and should be available for
everyone to read before Congress votes
on legislation. You would think,
Madam Speaker, that this would really
not be an issue as the distinguished
Speaker is on record as saying, ‘“‘Mem-
bers should have at least 24 hours to
examine bills and conference reports
before floor consideration.” It’s even
on her Web site. Yet, often, the major-
ity leadership have refused to live up
to their pledge.

That is why a bipartisan group of 182
Members of this House has signed a dis-
charge petition to consider a bill that
would require that all legislation and
conference reports be made available
to Members of Congress and to the gen-
eral public for 72 hours before they are
brought to the House floor for a vote.

So, today, I will be asking for a ‘“‘no”’
vote on the previous question so that
we can amend this rule and allow the
House to consider that legislation—
House Resolution 544, a bipartisan bill
by my colleagues and friends, Rep-
resentatives BAIRD and CULBERSON.

I know that Members are concerned
that this motion may jeopardize the
Department of Homeland Security’s
Appropriations conference report, but I
would like to make clear that the mo-
tion I am making provides for the sepa-
rate consideration of the Baird-
Culberson bill within 3 days so that we
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can pass the conference report today
funding the Department of Homeland
Security. Then, once we are done, we
would consider House Resolution 544.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, the men and women
of the numerous agencies under the
Homeland Security umbrella are dedi-
cated and hardworking public servants
who deserve the full support of this
body. We have a responsibility to pro-
vide them with the funds necessary to
perform activities essential to pro-
tecting our country—preparing for
emergencies, mitigating natural disas-
ters and defending against acts of ter-
rorism and violence.

I commend our colleagues on both
sides of the aisle on the Appropriations
Committee with reference to dis-
charging their functions. I especially
commend Subcommittee Chair PRICE
and the work that he and his com-
mittee have done. As well, I commend
the distinguished chairman of the
Homeland Security Committee, BENNIE
THOMPSON from Mississippi, and the ex-
traordinary Members who serve with
him in that capacity.

As T've discussed before, Madam
Speaker, I hope this body will move be-
yond the debate of whether or not to
close Guantanamo and, instead, will
work to develop comprehensive detain-
ment policies that uphold Federal law
and the United States Constitution,
that uphold human rights and inter-
national law.

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

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

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 829 OFFERED BY MR.
DIAZ-BALART

At the end of the resolution, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. 2. On the third legislative day after
the adoption of this resolution, immediately
after the third daily order of business under
clause 1 of rule XIV and without interven-
tion of any point of order, the House shall
proceed to the consideration of the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 554) amending the Rules of the
House of Representatives to require that leg-
islation and conference reports be available
on the Internet for 72 hours before consider-
ation by the House, and for other purposes.
The resolution shall be considered as read.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the resolution and any amend-
ment thereto to final adoption without in-
tervening motion or demand for division of
the question except: (1) one hour of debate
equally divided and controlled by the chair
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Rules; (2) an amendment, if offered
by the Minority Leader or his designee and if
printed in that portion of the Congressional
Record designated for that purpose in clause
8 of rule XVIII at least one legislative day
prior to its consideration, which shall be in
order without intervention of any point of
order or demand for division of the question,
shall be considered as read and shall be sepa-
rately debatable for twenty minutes equally
divided and controlled by the proponent and
an opponent; and (3) one motion to recommit



October 15, 2009

which shall not contain instructions. Clause
1(c) of rule XIX shall not apply to the consid-
eration of House Resolution 554.

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

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

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

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

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

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of
Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question
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. HASTINGS of Florida. 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 on the resolution.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 15-minute vote on ordering the
previous question will be followed by 5-
minute votes on adoption of House Res-
olution 829, if ordered; and adoption of
House Resolution 800, if ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 243, nays
173, not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 780]

YEAS—243
Abercrombie Engel Markey (CO)
Ackerman Eshoo Markey (MA)
Adler (NJ) Etheridge Marshall
Altmire Farr Massa
Andrews Fattah Matheson
Arcuri Filner Matsui
Baca Foster McCarthy (NY)
Baldwin Frank (MA) McDermott
Barrow Fudge McGovern
Bean Giffords McIntyre
Becerra Gonzalez McMahon
Berkley Gordon (TN) McMorris
Berman Grayson Rodgers
Berry Green, Al McNerney
Bishop (GA) Green, Gene Meek (FL)
Bishop (NY) Grijalva Meeks (NY)
Blumenauer Gutierrez Michaud
Boccieri Hall (NY) Miller (NC)
Boren Halvorson Miller, George
Boswell Hare Mitchell
Boucher Harman Moore (KS)
Brady (PA) Hastings (FL) Moore (WI)
Braley (IA) Heinrich Moran (VA)
Bright Herseth Sandlin  Murphy (CT)
Brown, Corrine Higgins Murphy (NY)
Butterfield Hill Murphy, Patrick
Capps Himes Murtha
Capuano Hinchey Nadler (NY)
Cardoza Hinojosa Napolitano
Carnahan Hirono Neal (MA)
Carson (IN) Hodes Oberstar
Castor (FL) Holden Obey
Chandler Holt Olver
Childers Hoyer Ortiz
Chu Inslee Pallone
Clarke Israel Pascrell
Clay Jackson (IL) Pastor (AZ)
Cleaver Jackson-Lee Payne
Clyburn (TX) Perlmutter
Cohen Johnson (GA) Perriello
Connolly (VA) Johnson, E. B. Peters
Conyers Kagen Peterson
Cooper Kanjorski Pingree (ME)
Costa Kaptur Polis (CO)
Costello Kennedy Pomeroy
Courtney Kildee Price (NC)
Crowley Kilpatrick (MI) Quigley
Cuellar Kilroy Rahall
Cummings Kind Rangel
Dahlkemper Kirkpatrick (AZ) Reyes
Davis (AL) Kissell Richardson
Davis (CA) Klein (FL) Rodriguez
Davis (IL) Kosmas Ross
Dayvis (TN) Kucinich Rothman (NJ)
DeFazio Langevin Roybal-Allard
DeGette Larsen (WA) Ruppersberger
Delahunt Larson (CT) Rush
DeLauro Lee (CA) Salazar
Dicks Levin Sanchez, Linda
Dingell Lewis (GA) T.
Doggett Lipinski Sanchez, Loretta
Donnelly (IN) Loebsack Sarbanes
Doyle Lofgren, Zoe Schakowsky
Driehaus Lowey Schauer
Edwards (MD) Lujan Schiff
Edwards (TX) Lynch Schrader
Ellison Maffei Schwartz
Ellsworth Maloney Scott (GA)
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Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stupak

Aderholt
AKkin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,

Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Fallin
Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Boyd

Cao
Carney
Emerson
Hall (TX)
Honda

Messrs.

CONAWAY,

Sutton

Tanner

Taylor

Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney

Titus

Tonko

Towns

Tsongas

Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky

Walz

NAYS—173

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Griffith
Guthrie
Harper
Hastings (WA)
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hoekstra
Hunter
Inglis
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Kratovil
Lamborn
Lance
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
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Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Minnick
Moran (KS)
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes

Nye

Olson

Paul
Paulsen
Pence

Petri

Pitts

Poe (TX)
Posey

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

Ryan (WI)
Schmidt
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walden
Wamp
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—16

McCollum
Melancon
Mollohan
Platts
Radanovich
Rogers (AL)
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JOHNSON
and

Ms.

Ryan (OH)
Scalise
Schock
Stark

of Illinois,

GRANGER

changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to

113

nay.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER
was allowed to speak out of order.)
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Mr. HOYER. Ladies and gentlemen,
we had hoped to do an additional ap-
propriation bill, but the subcommittee
has not yet reached agreement. As a
result, I wanted to let Members know
that when we finish the business that
is scheduled for today, which includes
the water bill that we will be consid-
ering later today after the Homeland
Security bill, we will then not plan to
be here on Friday. I know that dis-
appoints all of you.

It does disappoint me because I'm
very focused, and we are working very
hard with the Senate to try to get the
appropriations bills done individually.
I'm not a fan of omnibuses. I don’t
think anybody here is either. But as a
result of being unable to move the In-
terior appropriation bill, my view was
that originally we had scheduled the
water bill for tomorrow, but it is our
belief that we can consider both of
them today which would then not re-
quire Members to be here on Friday.

You can lodge your complaints to me
later.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, 5-minute voting will con-
tinue.

There was no objection.

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. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Madam Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 239, nays
174, not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 781]

The

YEAS—239
Ackerman Cleaver Fattah
Adler (NJ) Clyburn Filner
Altmire Cohen Foster
Andrews Connolly (VA) Frank (MA)
Arcuri Conyers Fudge
Baca Cooper Giffords
Baldwin Costa Gonzalez
Barrow Costello Gordon (TN)
Bean Courtney Grayson
Becerra Crowley Green, Al
Berkley Cuellar Green, Gene
Berman Cummings Griffith
Berry Dahlkemper Grijalva
Bishop (GA) Davis (AL) Gutierrez
Bishop (NY) Davis (CA) Hall (NY)
Blumenauer Davis (IL) Halvorson
Boccieri Davis (TN) Hare
Boren DeFazio Harman
Boswell DeGette X
Boucher Delahunt Halstn'lgs (FL)
Brady (PA) DeLauro Heinrich .
Braley (IA) Dicks Hlersgth Sandlin
Brown, Corrine Dingell Higgins
Butterfield Doggett Hill
Capps Donnelly (IN) H?mes
Capuano Doyle H?ncl.ley
Cardoza Driehaus Hinojosa
Carnahan Edwards (MD) Hodes
Carson (IN) Edwards (TX) Holden
Castor (FL) Ellison Holt
Chandler Ellsworth Honda
Childers Engel Hoyer
Chu Eshoo Inslee
Clarke Etheridge Israel
Clay Farr Jackson (IL)

Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Michaud

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bright
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.

Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz

Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall

Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky

NAYS—174

Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Fallin

Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Guthrie
Harper
Hastings (WA)
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hoekstra
Hunter
Inglis

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk

Kline (MN)
Kratovil
Lamborn
Lance
Latham
LaTourette
Latta

Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Taylor
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
MecCotter
McHenry
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Olson
Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Petri
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Posey
Price (GA)
Putnam
Rehberg
Reichert
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Schmidt
Schock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus
Shuster
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Simpson Thompson (PA) Westmoreland
Smith (NE) Thornberry Whitfield
Smith (NJ) Tiahrt Wilson (SC)
Smith (TX) Tiberi Wittman
Souder Turner Wolf
Stearns Upton Young (AK)
Sullivan Walden Young (FL)
Terry Wamp

NOT VOTING—19
Abercrombie McCollum Radanovich
Boyd McMorris Rangel
Cao Rodgers Scalise
Carney Melancon Stark
Emerson Mollohan Towns
Hall (TX) Murphy (NY) Weiner
Hirono Platts

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing on this vote.
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Ms. HIRONO. Madam Speaker, on rollcall
No. 781, had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Madam Speak-
er, on rollcall No. 781, had | been present, |
would have voted “nay.”

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, Madam
Speaker, on rollcall No. 781, | was unavoid-
ably detained. Had | been present, | would
have voted “nay.”

————

EXPRESSING SYMPATHY FOR THE
CITIZENS OF THE PHILIPPINES
DEALING WITH TROPICAL STORM
KETSANA AND TYPHOON PARMA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on
suspending the rules and agreeing to
the resolution, H. Res. 800, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from American Samoa
(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution, H. Res. 800, as amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Madam
Speaker, I demand a recorded vote.

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 415, noes 0,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 782]

This

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

Diaz-Balart, M.

Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle

Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth
Engel

Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin

Farr

Fattah
Filner

Flake
Fleming
Forbes

Fortenberry
Foster
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
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Lofgren, Zoe

Lowey

Lucas

Luetkemeyer

Lujan

Lummis

Lungren, Daniel
E

Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paul
Paulsen
Payne
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher

Rooney Shuler Towns
Ros-Lehtinen Shuster Tsongas
Roskam Simpson Turner
Ross Sires Upton
Rothman (NJ) Skelton Van Hollen
Roybal-Allard Slaughter Velazquez
Royce Smith (NE) Visclosky
Ruppersberger Smith (NJ)
Rush Smith (TX) ngen
Ryan (OH) Smith (WA)
Ryan (WI) Snyder Wamp
Salazar Souder Wasserman
Sanchez, Linda  Space Schultz
T. Speier Waters
Sanchez, Loretta Spratt Watson
Sarbanes Stearns Watt
Schakowsky Stupak Waxman
Schauer Sullivan Weiner
Schiff Sutton Welch
Schmidt Tanner Westmoreland
Schock Taylor Wexler
Schrader Teague Whitfield
Schwartz Terry Wilson (OH)
Scott (GA) Thompson (CA) Wilson (SC)
Scott (VA) Thompson (MS) Wittman
Sensenbrenner Thompson (PA) Wolf
Sessions Thornberry Woolsey
Sestak Tiahrt Wu
Shadegg Tiberi Yarmuth
Shea-Porter Tierney
Sherman Titus Young (AK)
Shimkus Tonko Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—17
Boehner Gordon (TN) Platts
Boyd Hall (TX) Radanovich
Bright Marshall Scalise
Cao McCollum Serrano
Carney Melancon Stark
Emerson Mollohan

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

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

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———————

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Committee on
the Judiciary:

OCTOBER 14, 2009.
HON. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker, House of Representatives, The Capitol,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: I am writing to no-
tify you of my resignation from the Judici-
ary Committee, effective October 14, 2009. It
was an honor to serve you and Chairman
Conyers as a member of this prestigious
committee.

I look forward to continuing to serve on
the Foreign Affairs and Financial Services
Committees in the 111th Congress.

Sincerely,
BRAD SHERMAN,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.

There was no objection.

————
ELECTING MEMBER TO CERTAIN

STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam
Speaker, by direction of the Demo-
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cratic Caucus, I offer a privileged reso-
lution and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 834
Resolved, That the following named Mem-
ber be and is hereby elected to the following
standing committees of the House of Rep-
resentatives:

(1) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.—Ms. Chu
(to rank immediately after Mr. Quigley).

(2) COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERN-
MENT REFORM.—Ms. Chu.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut (during
the reading). Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be considered as read and printed in
the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3612

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
remove Congressman SAM JOHNSON of
Texas as a cosponsor of H.R. 3612.

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

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2892,
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2010

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, pursuant to House Resolution
829, I call up the conference report on
the bill (H.R. 2892) making appropria-
tions for the Department of Homeland
Security for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2010, and for other purposes,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 829, the con-
ference report is considered read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
October 13, 2009, at page H11195.)

The gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. PRrRICE) and the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks and include tabular and
extraneous material on the conference
report to accompany H.R. 2892.

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

There was no objection.
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Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Madam Speaker, I am pleased to
present the conference report for the
Department of Homeland Security ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2010. This
agreement provides $42.78 billion for
the Department, $2.64 billion, or 7 per-
cent, above the fiscal year 2009 level.

I want to thank the distinguished
ranking member, Mr. ROGERS, for his
advice and counsel and help in making
this a better bill, and also his staff for
working so closely and constructively
with us. I want to highlight the work
of all staff on both sides of the aisle
who have helped us present such a
strong legislative product to the Con-
gress.

This is a critical year for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, as it has
weathered its first leadership transi-
tion with the new administration, in
the midst of a global economic reces-
sion. I commend the Department’s new
leadership on its strong efforts to en-
hance our Nation’s security posture
and its willingness to reach out to Con-
gress to make adjustments and to pro-
mote change when needed.

This conference report, carrying the
seventh annual appropriation for the
Department since its inception, ad-
dresses the needs and challenges that
this still-young Department faces. It
also represents a considered approach
to funding critical domestic security
requirements and other core depart-
mental missions within a bipartisan
consensus on fiscal responsibility.

Madam Speaker, one can make an ar-
gument for increasing funding for
many of the programs contained in this
report. When discussing homeland se-
curity, worst-case scenarios often
abound, as do advocates for fixating on
one threat while downplaying others.

Our obligation, by contrast, is to
take a balanced, realistic approach, to
weigh risks carefully, and to set prior-
ities and make prudent investments in
smart, effective security. I believe this
conference agreement supports the De-
partment’s efforts to focus on the high-
est priorities for protecting our coun-
try and to prevent, prepare for, and re-
spond to legitimate threats, whether
natural or man-made.

To conserve time, Madam Speaker, 1
will highlight just a few items in the
proposed agreement, items I believe
are of interest to all Members.

First, the conference agreement pro-
vides the resources to support the read-
iness of our State and local partners,
our first responders out on the front
lines. This includes $810 million for
firefighters, $887 million for the Urban
Areas Security Initiatives grants and
$340 million for emergency managers.
It also includes over $900 million to
strengthen FEMA’s operational re-
sponse capabilities and to enhance the
agency’s emergency management mis-
sion.

The conference agreement includes
$1.5 billion for more effective efforts by
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U.S. Immigrations and Customs En-
forcement to identify and remove ille-
gal aliens who have committed crimes,
a priority we share with the President
and Secretary Napolitano. Of this
total, $200 million furthers develop-
ment of the Secure Communities Pro-
gram, which offers a productive ap-
proach for Federal immigration agents
to work closely with State and local
law enforcement, while maintaining
the distinction between the traditional
Federal role of enforcing immigration
law and the local role of prosecuting
criminal violations.

The conference agreement includes
$800 million for infrastructure and
technology to secure the border, with
an emphasis on developing techno-
logical surveillance and improving tac-
tical communications so our Border
Patrol can make smart use of its re-
sources to police an expansive border.
It includes $40 million to minimize ad-
verse environmental impacts of border
infrastructure and operations, and
maintains strong oversight require-
ments to ensure the Secure Border Ini-
tiative delivers as promised.

The conference agreement provides a
total of $7.66 billion for the Transpor-
tation Security Administration to im-
prove aviation security and efficiency.
Two areas of note are over $1 billion
available to deploy explosives detec-
tion systems at airports throughout
the country that have less capable and
slower screening systems, and $122 mil-
lion for air cargo security so TSA can
meet the August 2010 deadline for
screening 100 percent of cargo in the
hold of passenger planes.

This conference agreement continues
to take steps to increase the Coast
Guard’s contribution to national secu-
rity, including protection of our water-
ways and those who use them and
stemming the flow of illegal drugs into
this country. Overall, this bill includes
$10.14 billion for the Coast Guard, $170
million more than the administration
requested. Most of this increase is to
purchase materials for a new national
security cutter and to complete the re-
furbishment of a heavy icebreaker that
will help secure America’s interests in
the Arctic. It also boosts support for
the existing fleet, making investments
above the administration’s request for
backlogged vessel maintenance.

The conference agreement includes
nearly $400 million for DHS cybersecu-
rity programs, 26 percent above fiscal
year 2009, to ramp up our protections
for governmental computer networks
and to bring on more professionals
with cybersecurity expertise. In addi-
tion, DHS will be able to initiate new
efforts to help those responsible for
critical infrastructure and other pri-
vate networks, reducing their vulnera-
bility to cyberattacks.

Also, the conference agreement in-
cludes $11 million to promote legal
paths to U.S. citizenship by expanding
the successful immigration integration
program of U.S. Citizenship and Immi-
gration Services.
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The conference agreement includes
$1.1 billion for departmental oper-
ations, up $90 million or 17 percent
above fiscal year 2009, to improve DHS
management and make it more cost-ef-
fective, to secure sensitive informa-
tion, and to ensure that contractors
are overseen by trained government
professionals, not by other contractors.

The agreement provides $221 million
to continue efforts to safeguard inter-
national commerce and to prevent the
use of cargo containers to carry or de-
liver weapons. This includes an in-
crease of $12.5 million, or 8 percent,
above fiscal 2009 to build on the Secure
Freight Initiative and Container Secu-
rity Initiative, as well as funding to
sustain programs targeting high-risk
cargo and shippers. DHS is also re-
quired to submit a realistic strategy
for achieving effective cargo and sup-
ply chain security.

To ensure that DHS can adequately
protect public safety in its efforts to
identify and prepare for biological or
agricultural threats, the conference
agreement requires DHS to conduct a
thorough risk assessment to determine
requirements for safe operation of the
National Bio and Agro Defense Facility
scheduled for Manhattan, Kansas.
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It calls for the National Academy of
Sciences to provide an independent
evaluation of the Department’s safety,
planning, and mitigation efforts in con-
nection with this project.

In addition, the conference report ex-
tends authorizations for the E-Verify
program and for visas for physicians
serving in rural areas, religious work-
ers, and investors, each of these by 3
years. These are all short-term solu-
tions until comprehensive immigration
reform can be considered by the au-
thorizing committees and by the Con-
gress.

Finally, I want to discuss two items
that have been raised repeatedly, the
release of photographs and videos of in-
dividuals detained by U.S. Armed
Forces since 9/11, and restrictions on
the administration’s ability to transfer
detainees from Guantanamo Bay Naval
Station to the United States or else-
where in the world.

On the first topic, the conference re-
port codifies the President’s decision to
allow the Secretary of Defense to bar
the release of detainee photos for a pe-
riod of 3 years.

On the second topic, the conference
report establishes strict safeguards on
the movement of Guantanamo’s detain-
ees, and if the administration chooses
to address their cases in U.S. courts,
this legislation ensures that that will
be done with due consideration, plan-
ning, and forethought.

It prohibits current detainees from
being released into the United States
or any U.S. territory. It allows the
transfer of a detainee to custody inside
the United States only for the purpose
of prosecuting that individual and only
after Congress receives a plan detailing
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the risks involved and a plan for miti-
gating such risks, the cost of the trans-
fer, the legal rationale and court de-
mands, and a copy of the notification
provided to the governor of the receiv-
ing State 14 days before a transfer,
with a certification by the Attorney
General that the individual poses little
or no security risk.

Our bill also prevents current detain-
ees from being transferred or released
to another country, including freely as-
sociated states, unless the President
submits to the Congress 15 days prior
to such transfer the name of the indi-
vidual and the country the individual
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will be transferred to, an assessment of
risks posed and actions taken to miti-
gate such risks, and the terms of the
transfer agreement with the other
country, including any financial assist-
ance.

It requires the President to submit a
report to Congress describing the dis-
position of each current detainee be-
fore the facility in Guantanamo Bay
can be closed. It bars the use of funds
to provide any immigration benefits to
Guantanamo detainees, other than to
allow them to be brought to the U.S.
for prosecution, and it mandates the
inclusion of all detainees on the TSA
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No Fly List. These are provisions that
have been supported on a bipartisan
basis in Appropriations Committee
markups and on the floor of this House.

Madam Speaker, the conference re-
port before us today represents hard
work in a cooperative and bipartisan
spirit. It invests in critical government
efforts designed to keep the American
people safe. I strongly support the pro-
posed agreement, and urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

Madam Speaker, I include the fol-
lowing for the RECORD:
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DEPARTHMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY - FY 2010 (H.R. 2892)
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2009 FY 2010 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. Enacted
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
TITLE I - DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS
Departmental Operations
Office of the Secretary and Executive Management...... 123,456 160,760 17,727 149,268 147,818 +24,362
Office of the Under Secretary for Management.......... 191,793 337,990 153,790 307,690 254,190 +62,397
Emergency appropriations......... ... ... 0 i 200,000 - .- --- --- -200,000
0ffice of the Chief Financial Officer................. 55,235 65,530 60,530 63,530 60,530 +5,295
Office of the Chief Information Officer............... 272,169 338,393 281,593 338,393 338,393 +66,224
Analysis and operations........ ... iiiiiiiiii iy 327,373 357,345 345,556 347,845 335,030 +7,657
Subtotal, Departmental Operations............... 1,170,026 1,260,018 959,196 1,206,726 1,135,961 -34,065
0ffice of the Federal Coordinator for Gulf Coast
REBUTIGING. o v v e e e 1,900 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 +100
Office of Inspector General
Operating expenses................... e 98,513 127,874 111,874 115,874 113,874 +15,361
Emergency appropriations .......... ... it 5,000 —-- . --- .- -5,000
(transfer from Disaster relief)................... (16,000) -e- (16,000) (16,000) (16,000) .-
Total, Office of Inspector General (including
transfers) . ... . .. i i e e 119,513 127,874 127,874 131,874 129,874 +10,361
Total, title I, Departmental Management and
Operations. . ... ittt 1,291,439 1,389,892 1,089,070 1,340,600 1,267,835 -23,604
Appropriation..... ..o i i (1,070,439) (1,389,892) (1,073,070)  (1,324,600) (1,251,835) (+181,396)
Emergency appropriations.............c.ovv.. (205,000) --- .- --- - (-205,000)
By transfer.. .. .. it i (16,000) --- (16,000) (16,000) (16,000) .-
TITLE I1 - SECURITY, ENFORCEMENT,
AND INVESTIGATIONS
U.8. Customs and Border Protection
Salaries and @XPenSEeS..........eveernrervrnniararnres 7,600,052 7,619,842 7,612,571 8,072,423 8,061,487 +461,435
Harbor maintenance fee collection (trust fund).... 3,154 3,226 3,226 3,228 3,226 +72
Emergency appropriations...........c.ociiviiiiny .. 206,200 --- LR --- - -206,200
Subtotal, Salaries and expenses.............ovue 7.809,406 7,623,068 7.615,797 8,075,649 8,064,713 +255,307
Automation modernization........ . c.iiiiiiiiiiiiiaann 511,334 462,445 462,445 462,445 422,445 -B88,889
Border security fencing, infrastructure, and
technology (BSFIT). ... iuuer i iiianninnns 775,000 779,452 732,000 800,000 800,000 +25,000
Emergency appropriations............ .. . o i 100,000 - e .- --- -100,000
Air and Marine Interdiction, Operations, Maintenance
and Procurement. ... . ..ot oiiii ittt 528,000 505,826 513,826 515,826 519,826 -8,174
Emergency appropriations............ .. ..o, 5,000 CE . --- .- -5,000
Construction and facilities management:............... 403,201 678,633 682,133 316,070 319,570 -83,631
Emergency appropriations.............coivniinn 420,000 EER] e - .- -420,000
Fee accounts............. TR (1,448,145) (1,432,000) (1,432,000) (1,432,000) (1,432,000) (-16,145)
Total, Customs and Border Protection........... (12,000,086) (11,481,424) (11,438,201) (11,601,990) (11,558,554) (-441,532)
Appropriations....... .. ... ... i (9,820,741) (10,049,424) (10,006,201) {(10,169,990) (10,126,554) (+305,813)
Emergency appropriations........... ... .o {731,200) .-- e .- —- (-731,200)

Fee aceounts. .. .o v iinnrans (1,448,145) (1,432,000) (1,432,000) (1,432,000) (1,432,000) (-16,145)
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY - FY 2010 (H.R. 2892)
{Amounts in thousands}

FY 2008 FY 2010 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. Enacted
Immigration and Customs Enforcement
Salaries and EXPeNSES.. .. ...curviitirenrraranarnaaaas 4,827,210 5,348,000 5,313,193 5,360,100 5,342,134 +414,924
Emergency appropriations....... ....... .. .0 66,800 --- R --- --- -66, 800
Federal protective service............ . ouiivvvinnrenn 640,000 --- 1,115,000 - - - 640,000
Offsetting fee collections.............coviviiunnn ~-640,000 --- -1,115,000 .-- .- +640,000
Automation modernization........ e e 57,000 110,000 105,000 85,000 90,000 +33,000
Emergency appropriations...........ooviiiiiiiinn 20,000 --- - --- -—= -20,000
CONStIUCEION. .ottt i it ceie ity 5,000 --- 11,818 EE 4,818 -182
Total, Direct appropriations.................... 5,076,010 5,458,000 5,430,011 5,445,100 5,436,952 +360,.942
Fee acCounts. ... .uue i i (299,000) {318,000) (318,000) (304,800) {304,800} (+5.800)
Total, Immigration and Customs Enforcement...... (5,375,010) (5.776,000) (5,748,011) (5,749,900} (5,741,752) {+368,.742)
Appropriations. . ... ... it (4,989,210) (5,458,000) {5,430,011) (5,445,100) {5,436,952) (+447,742)
Emergency appropriations.................... {86,800) .- - --- --- (-86,800)
FEe ACCOUNTS. .\ \. vt ineeennnnsaananns {299,000) {318,000) (318,000) (304,800) {304,800) (+§,800)
Transportation Security Administration
Aviation security. .. .oviuieiiin ittt s 4,754,518 5,310,850 5,265,740 6,233,328 5,214,040 +459,522
Emergency appropriations............ocihiiiiiann 1,000,000 --- .- - - ~1,000,000
Aviation security fees - offsetting collections....... -2,320,000 -2,100,000 -2,100,000 -2,100,000 -2,100,000 +220,000
Other fees - offsetting collections (nonadd).......... (-275} (-19,600) (~2,700) (-19,600) .- (+275)
Total, Aviation security (met).................. 3,434,518 3,210,850 3,165,740 3,133,328 3,114,040 -320.478
Aviation security capital fund................oiieves (250,000} (250,000) {250,000) (250,000) {250,000) ..
Surface transportation security.................... ... 49,606 128,416 103,418 142,616 110,516 +80,910
Transportation Threat Assessment and Credentialing.... 116,018 191,998 171,999 171,999 171,988 +55,981
FEB @CCOUNTS. . it iir i it iancnaiss e (40,000) {28,000} {44,900) {28,000} {47,620} (+7,620)
Transportation security support...............conhotn 947,735 1,004,580 992,980 999,580 1,001,780 +54,045
Federal Air Marshals.........c.iiiiii i, 819,481 860,111 860,111 860,111 860,111 +40,630
Total, Transportation Security Admin. (gross)... 7.977,358 7,773,956 7,689,146 7,685,634 7,656,066 -321,282
Offsetting fee collections.............. ...\, (-2,320,000) (-2,100,000) (-2,100,000) (-2,100,000) (-2,100,000) (+220,000)
Aviation security capital fund................ (250,000) (250,000) (250,000) (250,000) (250,000) ---
Fee aceounts....v..ooiiii it i (40,000) (28,000) (44,900) (28,000) (47,620) {+7,620)
Total, Transportation Security Admin. (net)..... 5,367,358 5,395,956 5,294,246 5,307,634 5,258,446 -108,912
United States Coast Guard
Operating eXPenSeS. .. v euienern v rsrornonocnrsns 5,854,925 6,216,188 6,240,823 6,256,788 6,223,888 +368,963
Overseas deployment and other activities.......... 138,503 --- 241,503 241,503 241,503 +102,000
{By transfer - contingent emergencies)............ .- {241,503) - - --- e
Defense function...... ... ..o i, 340,000 340,000 340,000 340,000 340,000 .-
Subtotal, Operating expenses {incl. transfers).. 6,334,428 6,797,681 6,822,026 6,838,291 6,805,391 +470,963
Environmental compliance and restoration.............. 13,000 13,198 13,198 13,198 13,198 +198
Reserve training.......coiviiiiiiiiieinrinensrennrns 130,501 133,632 133,632 133,632 133,632 +3,131
Acquisition, construction, and improvements........... 1,484,576 1,383,980 1,347,480 1,597,580 1,537,080 +42,504
Emergency appropriations................ ... Ceeneas 98,000 --- - --- --- -98,000
Alteration of bridges.......... .o v, 16,000 .-- 10,000 4,000 4,000 ~12,000
Emergency appropriations............. oo 142,000 --- - --- --- -142,000
Research, development, test, and evaluation........... 18,000 19,745 19,745 28,745 24,745 +§,745
Health care fund contribution (permanent indefinite
APPrOPTiation) .o vv . er ittt ira i 257,305 261,000 261,000 261,000 261,000 +3,695
Subtotal, U.S. Coast Guard discretionary........ 8,503,810 8,367,743 8,807,081 8,877,448 8,778,046 +275,236
Retired pay {mandatory). . ... iiiiirinrrnennennnns 1,236,745 1,361,245 1,361,245 1,361,245 1,361,245 +124,500
Total, United States Coast Guard {including
transfers)......... 9,740,555 9,870,491 9,968,326 10,238,631 10,140,291 +399,736
Appropriations (9,361,062} (9,728,988) (9,726,823) {9,997,188) (9,898,788) (+537,736)
Emergency appropriations (240,000} .- . .- - {-240,000)
Overseas deployment and other activities.... (139,503) .- (241,503) (241,503) (241,503) (+102,000)

(By transfer - contingent emergencies)...... --- (241,503) e .- a-- -
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY - FY 2010 (H.R. 2892)
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2009 FY 2010 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. Enacted
United States Secret Service
Salaries and eXPenSeS........vvvrirrnrnnrrnaniriraans 1,408,729 1,485,609 1,457,409 1,482,709 1,478,669 +69,940
Emergency appropriations..............ccoiiuvnannns 100,000 —-- --- --- - -100,000
Acquisition, construction, improvements, and
related expenses..........oiiiiiiiii i i e 4,225 3,975 3,975 3,975 3,975 -250
Total, United States Secret Service............. 1,512,954 1,489,584 1,461,384 1,486,684 1,482,644 -30,310
Total, title II, Security, Enforcement, and
Investigations (including transfers).......... 32,248,818 32,363,455 32,160,168 32,648,099 32,444,887 +196,069
AppPropriations...........o.vue.. (29,951,315) (32,121,952) (31,918,665) (32,406,596) (32,203,384) (+2,252,069)
Emergency appropriations (2,158,000) --- --- --- - (-2,158,000)
Overseas deployment and other activities.... (139,503) - (241,503) (241,503) (241,503) (+102,000)
(By transfer - contingent emergencies)...... --- (241,503) .- - - .-
(Fee funded programs)}...........ccivvvnvnn e, (1,787,145) (1,778,000) (1,794,900) (1,764,800) (1,784,420) (-2,725)
TITLE IIT - PROTECTION, PREPAREDNESS, RESPONSE
AND RECOVERY
National Protection and Programs Directorate
Management and administration......................... 51,350 44,577 44,577 44,577 44,577 -6,773
Infrastructure protection and information security.... 806,913 918,166 883,346 901,416 899,416 +92,503
Federal Protective Service............ ..o i --- 1,115,000 --- 1,115,000 1,115,000 +1,115,000
Offsetting collections................. . .. iivtn --- -1,115,000 --- -1,115,000 -1,115,000 -1,115,000
U.S. Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator Technology 300,000 356,194 351,800 378,194 373,762 +73,762
Total, National Protection and Programs......... 1,158,263 1,318,937 1,279,723 1,324,187 1,317,755 +159,492
Office of Health Affairs.......... ... i, 157,191 138,000 128,400 135,000 139,250 -17,941
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Management and administration 743,378 744,719 750,619 752,218 703,769 -39,609
Defense function............ 94,059 107,481 93,881 107,481 93,881 -178
(Transfer from Disaster Relief)................... (105,600) (50,000) (90,080) (50,000) (105,600) ---
Subtotal, Management and administration
(including transfers)......................... 943,037 902,200 934,580 909,700 903,250 -39,787
Grants and Training:
State and local programs............cevevninanannn 3,105,700 3,867,000 2,836,000 3,067,200 3,015,200 -80,500
Emergency appropriations...................... 330,000 --- --- --- --- -330,000
Firefighter assistance grants..................... 775,000 --- 810,000 810,000 810,000 +35,000
Emergency appropriations...................... 210,000 .- --- --- - -210,000
Emergency management performance grants........... 315,000 --- 330,000 350,000 340,000 +25,000
Subtotal, Grants and Training................... 4,735,700 3,867,000 3,976,000 4,227,200 4,165,200 -570,500
Radiological emergency preparedness program........... -505 -265 -265 -265 -265 +240
United States Fire Administration..................... 44,979 45,588 45,588 45,588 45,588 +609
Disaster relief. ... ...t i 1,400,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 1,456,866 1,600,000 +200,000
(Transfer to Management and administration)....... (-105,600) {-50,000) (-90,080) (-50,000) (-105,600) ---
(Transfer to Inspector General)................... (-16,000) --- (-16,000) (-16,000) (-16,000) ---
Subtotal, Disaster Relief (including transfers) 1,278,400 1,950,000 1,893,920 1,390,866 1,478,400 +200, 000
Disaster assistance direct loan program account:
(Limitation on direct 10anS).........coveeureennnn (25,000) (25,000) (25,000) (25,000) (25,000) .-
Direct loan subsidy....... ..., 295 295 295 295 295 ---
Flood map modernization fund..................... . ..., 220,000 220,000 220,000 220,000 220,000 .-
National flood insurance fund:
Salaries and eXPeNnSeS.........cvvvennnrainrnaraann 49,418 52,149 52,149 52,149 38,680 -10,738
Flood plain management and mapping................ 107,181 107,320 107,320 107,320 107,320 +138
Offsetting fee collections........................ -156,599 -159,469 -159, 469 -159,469 -146,000 +10,599

National predisaster mitigation fund.................. 90,000 150,000 100,000 120,000 100,000 +10,000
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY - FY 2010 {H.R. 2892)
{Amounts in thousands)

Emergency food and shelter............ .. ot
Emergency appropriations............iiiiiiiiiaaaa,

Cerro Grande fire claims (rescission).................

Total, Federal Emergency Management Agency
(including transfers)........... ... . cviinuain
Appropriations. ... ... ittt
Emergency appropriations....................
ResSCisSiONS. ... . i i it ii i
By Transfer. . ... ...t icncrnrnncnceans
Transfer out. ... ... .. i iiiiiieririisnnenans

{Limitation on direct Joans}................

Total, title 111, Protection, Preparedness
Response and Recovery {including transfers)...
Appropriations... ... i
Emergency appropriations....................
ResSCISSTONS. .. v v i i ie et cia s ey
By transfer.... ...
Transfer out.. ... ..o

(Limitation on direct loans).............v.s

TITLE IV - RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, TRAINING,
AND SERVICES

United States Citizenship and Immigration Services
Salaries and eXPENSES. ... covrvrrrrrrnar e
Immigration examination fee account...................
Fraud prevention and detection fee account............
H-1B Non-Immigrant Petitioner Fee Account.............

TJotal, U. $. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Fee funded programs...............iouiinunnn
Federal Law Enforcement Training Center
Salaries and eXPenSeS.........vevernrrrernnanarsnrnnas
Acquisition, construction, improvements, and related

EXPENSES . sttt vttt et s e e

Total, Federal Law Enforcement Training Center

Science and Technology

Management and administration..................... ...,
Research, development, acquisition, and operations....

Total, Science and Technology............. R

Domestic Nuclear Detection Office

Management and administration............... ... ... ...
Research, development, and operations.................
Systems acquisition........... .. .. .ot

Total, Domestic Nuclear Detection Office........

Total, title 1V, Research and Development,
Training, and Services.............cociininnnn
Fee funded programs...........ucuccncnannans

TITLE V - GENERAL PROVISIONS

Enacted provisions:
Sec. 547: REAL ID Grants.......... .. oiieiias,
Sec. 547: REAL ID Information sharing and
verification system......... ..o i i,

FY 2009 FY 2010 Conference
Enacted Reguest House Senate Conference vs. Enacted
200,000 100,000 200,000 175,000 200,000 .-
100,000 --- --- --- --- -100,000
-9,000 —-- “e .- --- +9,000
7,602,906 7,234,818 7,370,118 7,088,384 7,112,468 -450,438
(6,987,906) (7,234,818) (7.386,118) (7,104,384) (7.128,468) (+140,562)
(640,000} “e- .- --- —-- (-640,000)
{-9,000) --- e EE - (+9,000)
{105,600} {50,000} (80,080) {50,000} (105,600) .-
{-121,600) {-50,000) {-106,080) {-66,000}) {(-121,800} .-
(25,000) {25,000} (25,000} {25,000) (25,000} .-
8,918,360 8,691,755 8,778,241 8,547,571 8,569,473 -348,887
(8,303,360) (8.691,755) {8,794,241) (8,563,571) (8,585,473) (+282,113)
(640,000) --- wen --- .- {-640,000)
(-9,000) .- . -~ --- {+9,000)
(105,600) {50,000) (90, 080) {50,000) (105,600} .-
{-121,600) (-50,000) (-106,080) {-66,000) (-121,600) .-
(25,000) (25,000) (25,000) (25,000) (25,000) .-
101,740 364,000 298,000 135,700 224,000 +122,260
{2,495,1886) {2,451,884) (2,451,884} (2,451,884} {2,451,884) {~43,302)
{31,000} (38,348} {38,348} {38,348} {38,348) {+7,348)
{13,000) {13,000} {13,000} {13,000} {13,000} .-
{2,640,928) {2,867,232) {2,801,232) {2,638,932) {2,727,232) {+86,306)
(2,539,186) {2,503,232) {2,503,232) (2,503,232} (2,503,232) {-35,954)
246,530 245,356 239,356 244,356 239,356 -7,174
86,456 43,458 43,456 43,456 43,456 -43,000
332,986 288,812 282,812 287,812 282,812 ~50,174
132,100 142,200 142,200 143,200 143,200 +11,100
800,487 826,191 825,356 851,729 863,271 +62,784
932,587 968,391 967,556 994,929 1,008,471 +73,884
37,500 39,599 39,599 37,500 38,500 +1,000
323,200 326,537 376,537 326,537 324,537 +1,337
153,491 --- wee 10,000 20,000 -133, 491
514,191 366,136 416,136 374,037 383,037 ~131,154
1,881,504 1,887,338 1,964,504 1,792,478 1,896,320 +14,816
{2,539,186) (2,503,232) (2,503,232} (2,503,232} (2,503,232} (-35,9854)
50,000 --- LR .- --- -50,000
50,000 .- - .- .- -50,000
-31,000 .- . .- .-- +31,000

Sec. 549: Rescission, TSA undistributed carryover.
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY - FY 2010 (H.R. 2892)
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2009 FY 2010 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. Enacted
Sec. 550: Rescission of unobligated balances, A&0. -21,373 .- .- --- --- +21,373
Sec. 551: Rescission of unobligated balances,
Coast GUard. ... ..ot ieriiiitnneanaainnnnns -20,000 - - .- .- +20,000
Sec. 603(a) Rescission of emergency funding,
FEMA Disaster Relief. ... ... .ot -100,000 .- - --- .- +100, 000
Sec. 603(b): FEMA State and local programs,
emergency appropriations........oiivviierieiiiiin 100,000 EEE - m- --- -100,000
Sec. 609: Federal share of disaster assistance.
emergency appropriations.......... . i LN . we .e --- ---
Subtotal, enacted provisions.................... 27,627 - EERS “- --- -27,827
Sec. 535: Fraud prevention and detection programs..... - — .- - - -
Rescission of unobligated balances:
Sec. 573: Trucking Industry Security Grants...... .- .- -5,572 -5,500 -5,572 ~5,572
Sec. 574: Analysis and Operations................. - -~ -2,203 -5,000 -2,358 -2,358
Sec. 575: Infrastructure protection and
information security..... e i “en “m -5,963 -8,000 -8,000 -8,000
Sec. 576: Science and Technology.........covuninn .- . .. -7,500 -6,944 -6,944
Sec. 577: Domestic Nuclear Detection Office....... --- - .- -8,000 -8,000 -8,000
Sec. 578: TSA research and development............ - .- - .- -4,000 -4,000
Sec. 579: Coast Guard ACEI...........c.chieeniann, .. .- . .- -800 -800
Sec. 580: Counterterrorism Fund....... P - - . .- -5,600 -5,600
Sec. 551: ICE, Construction............. ... .00 - .. - -7,000 --- ---
Total, title V, General Provisions.............. 27,627 - -13,738 -41,000 -41,274 -68,901
Appropriations........... ... ... e, {100,000} v EEES EEES .- {- 100,000}
Emergency appropriations.......... . ... 000 {100,000} --- --- - --- {-100,000}
Rescissions {including emergencies)......... {-172,373} - {-13,738) {-41,000) {-41,274) {+131,009)
Grand total, Department of Homeland Security.... 44,367,748 44,190,938 43,978,245 44,287,748 44,137,241 ~230,507
Appropriations.. ... . it e {41,306,618) (44,190,938) {43,750,480) (44,087,245} (43,937,012y (+2,630,394)
{Discretionary).....oiiiiivniieineas {40,069,873) (42,829,693) (42,389,235) (42,726,000} (42,575,787) (+2,505,8%4)
{Mandatory) ... it {1,236,745) {1,361,245) {1,361,245) {1,361,245) {1,361,245) {+124 500}
Emergency appropriations.................... {3,003,000) - - e .- {-3,003,000)
Overseas deployment and other activities.... (139,503) EE (241,503) (241,503) (241,503) (+102,000)
RESCISHTONS. ...ttt ittt i i e (-81,373) .- (-13,738) (-41,000) (-41,274) (+40,099)
(By transfer - contingent emergencies)........ --- (241,503) .- .- -~ ---
By transfer) .. ..ot iin e {121,600} (50,000} {106,080} {66,000} {121,800} ---
{(Transfer out).....cvviiiii i i, ‘e (-121,600) {-50,000) {-106,080) {-66,000) (-121,600) ---
Fee funded programs.......cveeeevivvinrnnnnns s (4,326,331) (4,281,232) (4,298,132) (4,268,032) (4,287,652) (-38,679)
Aviation security capital fund ................ (250,000) (250,000} (250,000) (250,000} (250,000} -

{Limitation on direct Yoans).............0uus {25,000} {25,000} (25,000) {25,000) {25,000} ---




October 15, 2009

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

Let me begin by sincerely thanking
Chairman PRICE for his partnership
during this 2010 appropriations cycle.
Through the transition in administra-
tions, the very late submission of the
2010 budget request and the truncated
appropriations process, he has been fair
and respectful and has been willing to
listen to our concerns and accommo-
date the minority’s interests where
possible. So I want to thank the chair-
man for his friendship and his ability
to work with everyone to write the
best possible bill.

This subcommittee, Madam Speaker,
since its inception in 1993, has a long-
standing tradition of bipartisanship, a
tradition that stands in stark contrast,
I might add parenthetically, to the ex-
clusionary tactics of the House’s Dem-
ocrat leadership that trounced the
rights of the minority and stifled de-
bate during floor consideration of the
House bill.

But in spite of some of that partisan
mischief, I am truly grateful for Chair-
man PRICE’s efforts to maintain the
long-standing comity that has defined
this Chamber’s appropriation process,
as well as Chairman OBEY’s work to
move this vital spending bill towards
completion.

So I am thankful that we were able
to hammer out an agreement in con-
ference, for the most part. After all,
the safety and security of our Nation’s
citizens should be the number one pri-
ority of the Congress. This urgency is
underscored by the recent terrorism
cases being investigated in Colorado,
New York, Texas, Illinois and North
Carolina, as well as the persistent acts
of terrorism and violence by radical ex-
tremists overseas.

What this terrorist activity tells me
is that real security demands per-
sistent commitment. Eight years after
9/11 and 6 years after the Department
was created, we must remain vigilant
in addressing every threat and every
vulnerability. I am pleased to see the
conference report is willing to honor

that commitment by properly
resourcing our homeland security
needs.

While I can’t say that I agree with
everything in the conference report, I
think it represents a fairly reasonable
compromise on most of our homeland
security priorities. However, there is a
notable provision that I must respect-
fully take issue with that the chairman
has referred to.

Section 552 of this conference report
permits the terrorists detained at
Guantanamo Bay to be brought to the
U.S. for purposes of prosecution. Since
the President announced the decision
to close Guantanamo some 9 months
ago, we have seen nothing, Madam
Speaker, no plan, in spite of the re-
quests of this Congress, this sub-
committee, this committee, no plan,
no idea of how to dispose of the detain-
ees remaining there, and no legal ra-
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tionale for the prosecution, sentencing
and incarceration of these terrorists
wherever.

Instead, those detainees who pose a
minimal security threat have been
shuttled off to other foreign countries
by way of backroom deals, leaving hun-
dreds of suspected terrorists poten-
tially bound for American soil because
no one else in the world will let them
be brought to their soil. Apparently we
have tried, to no avail.

So I for one see no reason why we
should afford enemy combatants who
have been caught on the battlefield
battling American soldiers, to allow
them the same constitutional rights as
American citizens or the same due
process even as criminal defendants in
the civilian courts of the U.S., and I
see no reason why these terrorists
can’t be brought to justice right where
they are in Cuba before military tribu-
nals, as we have in the past there. In
fact, we know military tribunals work.
We have completed three tribunals and
convicted and sentenced terrorists
right there in Gitmo.

It is clear that the majority of Mem-
bers in this Chamber and in the Senate
agree with this point of view, given the
clear passage of the motion to instruct
two weeks ago in this body, and the
Senate’s near unanimous adoption of a
total prohibition of detainee transfers
to this country with the passage of
their Defense appropriations bill just
last week. Both bodies have spoken by
huge majorities: Keep these detainees
off sacred American soil.

This is a critical issue that I think
we must get right, so I am disappointed
that the conferees did not follow the
convincing and bipartisan votes that
both Chambers have taken over the
past few weeks and deny these terror-
ists access to the United States.

Now, having said all that, and in
spite of my opposition to the section
on the Gitmo detainees, I believe the
base of this conference agreement will
go indeed a long way towards the pro-
tection of our great country.

I once again thank Chairman PRICE
for his consideration of our concerns
and all of his good work throughout
the year on this very important bill.

I reserve my time.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to our val-
ued colleague from New York (Mrs.
LOWEY), a member of the sub-
committee.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference report, and I
want to thank our chairman, Chairman
PRICE, for his strong leadership on this
bill.

Assistance for our first responders is
one of the most effective tools to pro-
tect our homeland, as evidenced by the
Federal Government and the New York
Police Department’s discovery of the
plot to bomb the city’s subways last
month. The bill provides $4.17 billion to
invest in that partnership, including
the Urban Area Security Initiative, the
only grant program for high-risk cities.
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The conference report increases fund-
ing for it by $560 million.

All too often our brave first respond-
ers have to rely on communications
methods that resemble the time of
Paul Revere. The conference report
provides $560 million for new technology
through the Interoperable Emergency
Communications Grant, which I fought
very hard with the chairman to create.

To help prevent illicit radiological
material from entering New York, the
bill provides $20 million for securing
the cities, the same level for equip-
ment procurement as in FY 2009, and I
look forward to working with the
chairman and the subcommittee to en-
sure that the program is fully imple-
mented.

In addition to aiding our first re-
sponders, the bill tackles a number of
pressing issues, including providing $1.5
billion to identify and remove dan-
gerous criminal aliens, bolstering bor-
der security with more than 20,000 Bor-
der Patrol agents, and securing our air-
ports and transit system by providing
$678 million more than in FY 2009 for
the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration.

So I thank the chairman and the
ranking member for their work on this
bill, and I urge my colleagues’ support.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the very
distinguished ranking member of the
Homeland Security authorization com-
mittee in the House, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. KING).

Mr. KING of New York. Madam
Speaker, I thank the distinguished
ranking member for yielding, and at
the outset I want to commend Ranking
Member ROGERS and Chairman PRICE
for the outstanding job they have done
on this bill. I certainly intend to vote
for it. I will vote for it. I must say,
however, there are three specific prob-
lems, three areas where I do have ques-
tions.

Number one is on the Secure the Cit-
ies program, which is essential to pro-
tect New York City from radiation,
dirty bomb attacks. This House by an
overwhelming margin approved an
amendment by Congresswoman CLARKE
and me which would have put $40 mil-
lion in the bill for that. Instead, in con-
ference that was reduced to $20 million.
This is a shortfall which I believe can
have damaging impact.

Secondly, on the issue of Guanta-
namo, I concur in everything that
Ranking Member ROGERS has said. To
me, it is wrong to bring terrorists,
enemy battlefield combatants, to our
shores for any purpose, even to stand
trial, especially to stand trial, because
I believe they should be tried in mili-
tary tribunals.

Again, I bring up the issue of New
York City, where I am certain a num-
ber of these will be brought. Those who
were involved in the 9/11 attacks will
be brought to the Southern District of
New York. To me, this is a timebomb
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waiting to happen, to have those ter-
rorists in New York City for a pro-
tracted period of time before, during
and after their trial.

Thirdly, on the issue of the fire-
fighter grants, the President cut them
by 70 percent. I know the committee
put money back in, but the level was
still lower than it was last year. This,
I believe, is going to impact negatively
on fire departments throughout our
country.

Having said that, Madam Speaker,
this is a fine bill. I look forward to sup-
porting it. I thank the committee for
the way they approached it in a bipar-
tisan way. As Congresswoman LOWEY
said, our Nation is under threat. There
are threats every day. They have tar-
geted various cities throughout our
country. This bill goes a long way to-
wards resolving that.

But, again, on the issues of Secure
the Cities, Guantanamo and the fire-
fighter grants, I do have real issues,
real concerns. Having said that, I sup-
port the bill.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to another
fine member of our subcommittee, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. ROTH-
MAN).

Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey. 1
thank the chairman.

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of the conference agreement on
the 2010 Department of Homeland Secu-
rity appropriations bill. I want to
thank our distinguished chairman,
Chairman PRICE, and our distinguished
ranking member, Mr. ROGERS, for their
outstanding leadership on this bill, and
my colleagues on the subcommittee for
their outstanding work.

First, I would like to remind my col-
leagues that I come from one of the
most densely populated regions in the
most densely populated State in the
United States, northern New Jersey.
This area contains many high-risk ter-
rorist targets. So I understand, as do
my constituents, how vitally impor-
tant this funding is to our region’s and
our Nation’s security.

The bill provides, for example, our
first responders with excellent re-
sources for the training, equipment and
personnel we need to keep our commu-
nities safe.

0O 1215

It includes $60 million for emergency
operations centers, $810 million for
local fire departments, and $950 million
to protect high-risk urban areas from
terrorist attacks. It provides $300 mil-
lion for port security grants to stop the
flow of illegal drugs from coming into
this country. It also increases re-
sources for our Customs and Border
Protection by over $10 billion to com-
bat drugs and weapons smuggling.

In closing, Madam Speaker, this bill,
the Fiscal Year 2010 Department of
Homeland Security Appropriations
bill, honors the commitment we made
to provide our first responders with the
best training and equipment available
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to keep our ports safe and our borders
safe and all of our citizens safe from
the terror that lurks out there by indi-
viduals still seeking to do us harm.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to one of the
hardest working members of this body
and a valued member of our sub-
committee, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. CULBERSON).

Mr. CULBERSON. I want to thank
Chairman PRICE.

The members of our subcommittee
have a good personal working relation-
ship. One of the things I enjoy most
about this wonderful committee on ap-
propriations is that there are no real
partisan differences between us. We al-
ways work together for the good of the
country. We have always worked to-
gether without regard to our party
label. And this subcommittee, in par-
ticular, is one that has worked well to-
gether to protect the country from a
very severe terrorist threat that we
know we all face since 9/11.

I want to thank the chairman and
our ranking member for the support
that this committee has given to our
Border Patrol; for Immigration and
Customs Enforcement funding; for Op-
eration Stone Garden, a very successful
program that allows cooperation be-
tween local law enforcement agencies
on the border and our border patrol.
That program has been a great success.

My good friends CIRO RODRIGUEZ and
HENRY CUELLAR, we’ve worked together
very successfully in Texas in imple-
menting Stone Garden, as well as a
program called Operation Streamline
that the country needs to know is
working very well. If you cross the
Texas border between Lake Amistad
and Zapata County, you will be ar-
rested, you will be prosecuted, you will
be deported. And as a result, the crime
rate has dropped by over 70 percent in
Del Rio. We’ve seen a 60 percent drop in
the crime rate in the Laredo sector.
The local community, which is 96 per-
cent Hispanic, loves this program.
What mom or dad wouldn’t like their
streets safer? As a result of simply
using existing law and a little addi-
tional resources and using the good
judgment, the good sense and the good
hearts of uniformed law enforcement
officers on the border, we have secured
the border in Texas, and with the help
of the chairman and the committee
members, we’re working to expand that
up and down the border.

There are many great, good things
about this bill, but one very serious
concern that I have that Mr. ROGERS
has already expressed is that this bill
puts into law a policy that has never,
in the history of this country, been fol-
lowed, and that is that as soon as the
President issues a plan to Congress for
the disposition of the prisoners in
Guantanamo, 45 days after the Presi-
dent submits that plan, this bill explic-
itly authorizes the prosecution of
enemy soldiers in U.S. courts. Now,
that’s unprecedented.

And my good friend Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER, whom I've worked
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with before on so many good causes, we
all in this House voted to make sure
that we would not bring enemy soldiers
to the U.S. for prosecution, giving
them all the constitutional rights as if
they were captured on the streets of
New York or Los Angeles. We voted not
to bring these prisoners from Guanta-
namo to be incarcerated in U.S. jails.

The security question is one thing,
but the one that really concerns me is
the fact that this bill gives explicit au-
thorization. For the first time in
American history, we will, if we pass
this legislation as it is, be authorizing
what we now know is going to be the
policy of this President for U.S. sol-
diers, for the first time in history, to
be police officers. Our soldiers in the
field, in addition to trying to protect
themselves and their friends, are going
to have——

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield the
gentleman another 1 minute.

Mr. CULBERSON. Never before in
our history have American soldiers had
to worry about protecting the chain of
evidence. Never before in history have
American soldiers had to worry about
whether or not they were reading the
Miranda rights to enemy soldiers cap-
tured on foreign battlefields. Now, this
bill makes that explicit. In fact, Chair-
man OBEY’s fact sheet that he has
issued on his Web site says this bill
prohibits the transfer of Guantanamo
detainees except for legal proceedings.

Now, anyone standing in a U.S. court
in front of a U.S. judge is given all the
protections of the U.S. Constitution.
Now, that is what concerns me more
than anything else is that we are ex-
plicitly changing—this is a monu-
mental change in American policy. We
cannot and should not burden our sol-
diers in the field with having to worry
about the U.S. constitutional rights of
enemy soldiers.

Do you think Sergeant York read Mi-
randa warnings or was worried about
the constitutional rights of the Ger-
mans that he captured during World
War I? Do you think that the brave
men who landed on Omaha Beach were
worried about the constitutional rights
of the Nazis at Omaha Beach or Nor-
mandy? I mean, this is an extremely
important point that we have to raise,
and we need to make sure that all the
Members of the House are aware of it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield the
gentleman another 1 minute.

Mr. CULBERSON. In fact, during the
subcommittee hearing, during the con-
ference committee meeting, my good
friend, the chairman, Mr. PRICE, made
it clear that this is the policy of the
majority that’s going to bring these—
you’ll want to bring these enemy sol-
diers to the United States to be pros-
ecuted in U.S. courts.

That means that these enemy sol-
diers will be clothed in the protection

The
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of the U.S. Constitution. That means
that enemy soldiers, these terrorists,
can lawyer up at U.S. taxpayer ex-
pense. They’re going to be given Mi-
randa warnings. U.S. soldiers are going
to have to protect the chain of evi-
dence, just like a police officer on the
streets of Los Angeles or New York,
and make sure that the chain of evi-
dence is protected, that all their rights
are protected, and that we have to
prove beyond a reasonable doubt that
these enemy soldiers committed what-
ever it is crime that they’re going to be
prosecuted for.

Let me remind the Congress that in
1942 a number of German terrorists
landed on the beaches of Long Beach
and in Florida. In June of 1942, they
were prosecuted in military tribunals—
the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that’s
the proper way to handle enemy sol-
diers captured on a foreign battle-
field—and they were executed by the
end of August 1942.

It is unacceptable to put this burden
on U.S. soldiers. It’s a monumental and
unacceptable change in American pol-
icy. We cannot let enemy soldiers law-
yer up at taxpayer expense.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to another
valued subcommittee colleague, Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER of Maryland.

(Mr. RUPPERSBERGER asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Madam
Speaker, I stand in strong support of
the Homeland Security Appropriations
Conference Report for FY 2010. The se-
curity of our Nation is clearly our top
priority. And this bill dedicates more
money for homeland security when
compared to 2009 levels.

Homeland security is not a Demo-
cratic or Republican issue. It is USA
first—our community, our families,
and our country. I want to thank
Chairman PRICE and Ranking Member
ROGERS, as well as our friends in the
Senate, for their bipartisan and bi-
cameral efforts in crafting this con-
ference report. And I'd like to speak
about two key issues, two key compo-
nents in this bill: the Coast Guard and
cybersecurity. But before I do that, I
have to respond to my friend JOHN
CULBERSON’S comments. I disagree
with his comments.

Number 1, as far as prisoners are con-
cerned, if, in fact, there are prisoners
that are so dangerous that would hurt
our country, I would much rather have
us control those prisoners. If we need
to bring them to the United States of
America to try them, I have more con-
fidence in our court system and our
prison system than some of the coun-
tries they go back to where they could
escape and come back and do harm to
our citizens. That’s step one.

The second thing I disagree with my
friend about is the issue about Miranda
rights in theater. Now, those of us who
have been to Iraq and Afghanistan
know that that is not the case. It start-
ed when a friend of mine—I am on the
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Intelligence Committee—another Mr.
ROGERS came back and said that he got
information that soldiers were having
to give Miranda warnings to people, to
the enemy. That is not the case. We’ve
had hearings. I’ve done my own due
diligence. That is not what our men
and women are required to do. So let’s
get the facts straight. Let’s get the
politics off the table, and let’s talk
about this Homeland Security bill, how
it affects and protects our country, our
families, and that is very important
and relevant.

Now, the Coast Guard. The Coast
Guard of the United States of America,
since 1790, has been a critical part of
our Nation’s defenses. They handle ev-
erything from water rescues, as an ex-
ample, in the Baltimore harbor, which
I represent, to drug interdictions off
our Nation’s coast. Since 9/11, the
Coast Guard has been asked to do even
more. They have stepped up to the
plate and kept watch on our Nation’s
waterways to keep our country safe.

I support the $8.8 billion for the
Coast Guard included in this legisla-
tion. This is more than $275 million
above the 2009 level. I am proud to rep-
resent the Coast Guard Yard at Curtis
Bay in Congress in my district. The
yvard is in my district near the Port of
Baltimore. The men and women of the
yvard do an excellent job maintaining
and repairing the entire Coast Guard
fleet.

Now I want to get to the issue of
cyber. The second thing, and one of the
most important issues that we’re deal-
ing with as far as national security, is
cyberattacks. I would support $283 mil-
lion to address the growing threats to
our Nation’s networks. Our Nation’s
networks control much of what we do
every day. They power our computers
and our cell phones. They power the
electrical grid that allows us to turn
the lights on and the classified mili-
tary and intelligence networks that
keep our country safe. It’s all too easy
to use basic Internet hacking tech-
niques to wreak havoc on our Nation’s
information infrastructure. Imagine if
the Bank of America was suddenly
cyberattacked.

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

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I yield
the gentleman an additional 30 sec-
onds.

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Fifty-nine
million customers in 150 countries
would suddenly be unable to access
their accounts, their debit cards or
their money, credit cards. It would
cripple the economy. Think of what an
attack would do to our electrical grid
system, our security, our national se-
curity.

This threat is real. We must shore up
our defenses. We must ensure that the
Federal Government, the private sec-
tor, and our citizens beef up our cyber-
security efforts. This funding for cyber-
security will be a step in the right di-
rection.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield
such time as he may consume to the
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very distinguished ranking member of
the full Appropriations Committee in
the House, Mr. LEWIS of California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Madam
Speaker, at the end of the bill, Mr.
ROGERS of Kentucky will be presenting
a motion to recommit that addresses
the issue of detainees at Guantanamo
Bay, Cuba. This motion to recommit is
very much designed to implement that
which was the motion to instruct that
so successfully passed the other day. It
passed the House by a vote of 258-163,
and I presume that the vote will reflect
that pattern when we go to the motion
to recommit. But first let me thank
the gentleman for the time.

Mr. Chairman, in many ways, this
conference report represents both the
best and the worst of this Chamber’s
storied history. On the one hand, this
conference report typifies the type of
work that can result from strong bipar-
tisanship. We are most certainly at our
best when our very capable Members
work together in the professional man-
ner that we’ve seen with Chairman
PRICE and Ranking Member ROGERS.
So I congratulate the two of them for
producing what is essentially a very
well-balanced piece of legislation that
will undoubtedly improve the safety
and security of this great Nation.

However, this conference report also
represents some of the worst in terms
of partisan maneuvering. The language
contained in section 552 pertaining to
Guantanamo Bay detainees is a result
of a last-minute mystery insert by the
majority of language that was not in
either the House or the Senate bill.
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With this language, Chairman OBEY
and the Democratic leadership are try-
ing to establish Congress’ de facto posi-
tion on Gitmo detainees. And that po-
sition, in my view, is regrettably weak
as well as flawed. To permit enemy
combatants to come to the United
States for the purpose of prosecution is
a misguided and is potentially a very
dangerous decision. Terrorists should
not be treated like common criminals
in the Federal court. These detainees
are enemies of the State, and should be
treated as such by being held and
brought to justice right where they
are: in a very well-established judicial
facility at Guantanamo.

Both the House and the Senate have
cast clear, bipartisan votes over the
last 2 weeks that made it very clear
where Members and the American peo-
ple are on this issue. They do not want
these terrorists brought to the United
States for any reason. It is regrettable
that the Democrat leadership’s flawed
position on Guantanamo Bay detainees
casts a shadow over what is otherwise
a Dbipartisan, well-crafted conference
report that will provide key resources
for our security.

I appreciate the very, very good work
of Chairman PRICE and Ranking Mem-
ber ROGERS on this measure, but take
considerable exception to Democrat
leadership’s insertion on Guantanamo
Bay detainees.
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Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I would like to yield 2 min-
utes to one of our hardest working sub-
committee members, Mr. FARR of Cali-
fornia.

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much,
Mr. Chairman, for yielding. I appre-
ciate the opportunity to address the
House on the DHS appropriations bill.

I want to just first say at the outset,
I am really surprised to hear, kind of
shocked to hear, that they are taking
an appropriations bill and trying to
make it into something that it isn’t.
We stand here year after year passing
these appropriation bills, pointing out
that you cannot legislate on an appro-
priations bill, you cannot make legal
policy; it is about spending the money
and the ways to spend that money, not
on inventing new law.

This bill does not deal with how you
treat prisoners in Guantanamo Bay.
We ought to get over it and know that
it doesn’t do that. What this bill does
do, though, is address a lot of other
issues, one of which is very important
to this country. They’re talking about
how to keep those prisoners out of our
jails and out of our prisons. Frankly,
there are some States that would love
to have the revenue; they know that
their court system can handle it. But
that’s not the emphasis of this bill be-
cause what we really are trying to ad-
dress is the biggest industry of all in
this country, which is tourism.

Tourism relies on a lot of people from
a lot of countries coming into this
country. Just a few weeks ago, the en-
tire House voted for a travel initiative
bill to allow the United States to go
out and advertise to get more tourists
in here, and there wasn’t one single
vote against it. So we do want to at-
tract these people to spend money and
come to our country. And we need the
facilities when they come in, the facili-
ties to give them visas when they go
down to apply for those visas and cer-
tainly when they enter.

And one of the great things about
this bill is it sets up the Western Trav-
el Initiative, which essentially appro-
priates money into 46 of the busiest
border ports—these could be airports,
harbor ports, the kind of ways in which
people come into this country from
abroad—to facilitate getting them
through all the security and getting
them through the customs and so on.
That is a very important investment in
the biggest industry in this country
with the biggest payoff to our local
communities.

So I want to point out some of the
real positive things in here. This also
allows for a tracking of all these visi-
tors through the status indicator tech-
nology.

There are a lot of good things in this
bill. T urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on the appro-
priations bill and a vote against any
motion to recommit.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded not to traffic the
well while another Member is under
recognition.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, may I inquire as to how much
time is available on both sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from North Carolina has 10%

minutes remaining; the gentleman
from Kentucky has 13% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I would like to yield 2 min-
utes at this point to the distinguished
chairman of the authorizing committee
with whom we work very closely, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Madam Speaker, I appreciate the op-
portunity to speak in support of the
conference report on H.R. 2892, the De-
partment of Homeland Security Appro-
priations Act.

The funding provided in this package
would help ensure the Department of
Homeland Security, under the leader-
ship of Secretary Janet Napolitano,
will have the resources it needs to exe-
cute all its missions.

DHS has a lot to do, from deterring,
detecting and responding to terrorism
to rescuing wayward boaters, to pre-po-
sitioning disaster resources. H.R. 2892
gives DHS the $42.7 billion it needs to
fulfill its mission.

With respect to border security, the
bill makes significant new investments
to enhance border security along the
southern and northern borders. I am
particularly pleased that the bill pro-
vides $72.6 million to increase per-
sonnel and provide new equipment in
the Southwest Border Counterdrug Ini-
tiative, which dedicates resources to
target the flow of guns and bulk cash
that fuel border violence.

This bill also provides $1.5 billion to
support targeted, smarter immigration
enforcement. These funds will expand
critical programs such as Securing the
Communities, which identifies and re-
moves the most dangerous and violent
criminal aliens on our border.

I support the new resources the legis-
lation appropriates to transportation
security, including funds for air cargo
and surface transportation security.

Chemical security is another area of
critical infrastructure that garnered
significant attention in this bill. It
provides $100 million in funding to DHS
to support the coordination and man-
agement of regulating high-risk chem-
ical facilities and brings the size of the
C-FATS regulatory staff to 250.

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

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I yield
the gentleman an additional 30 sec-
onds, Madam Speaker.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.
Madam Speaker, in closing, I urge the
passage of this important legislation
because it makes the necessary invest-
ment in security and resilience to pro-
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tect Americans from future threats and
catastrophic incidents, natural or man-
made.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I reserve.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to a hard-
working member of our subcommittee,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CALVERT).

Mr. CALVERT. I want to thank the
gentleman from Kentucky for his hard
work and the diligence that went forth
in putting this bill together. However,
Madam Speaker, today I cannot vote
for this bill unless the motion to re-
commit passes because of my concern
about what is going to happen with
these prisoners at Guantanamo.

So I would suggest to all the Mem-
bers this is a very serious concern to
our country. It’s a very serious concern
to this fight on terrorism throughout
the world. And I believe that we should
show our unity and vote for the motion
to recommit. And if that motion to re-
commit passes, then I will be happy to
vote for this bill, which I think for the
most part is a good bill with that ex-
ception.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
the time.

In closing, I regret that this bipar-
tisan and well-balanced conference re-
port contains permission to bring
Guantanamo Bay detainees onto Amer-
ican soil.

At the conclusion of today’s general
debate, I intend to offer a motion to re-
commit that will give this Chamber
the opportunity to once again voice its
will to the conferees just as it did 2
weeks ago by way of a clear and con-
vincing bipartisan vote.

I appreciated your overwhelming
vote then, and I ask the Members once
again to register your objection to
bringing these enemy combatants,
caught in battle with American sol-
diers, onto America’s sacred soil.

The conferees ignored our instruc-
tions of 2 weeks ago, which prohibited
detainees from being released, trans-
ferred, or detained in the United States
for any reason, period. My motion
today will have the same effect as the
language Members voted for then and
has the same effect as what the Senate
voted for 93-17.

This motion will keep these terror-
ists off American soil, out of our Fed-
eral civilian courts, and in a place that
is far more appropriate, given their
status as enemy combatants appre-
hended on a battlefield with American
soldiers.

This motion will correct the flaw in
the conference report’s language and
aligns the will of Congress with that of
the U.S. Senate as reflected by the
strong bipartisan votes on this issue
over the last 2 weeks in both bodies of
the Congress.

I would hope Members would join me
in supporting this motion so that we
can further improve and strengthen
this critical conference report.
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Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself the remainder
of our time.

Madam Speaker, I rise once again to
urge colleagues to support this care-
fully worked out conference report.
And since no debate is permitted on
the motion to recommit, I do wish to
say a few words about the motion and
strongly urge its rejection.

The motion to recommit would derail
$42.8 billion in Homeland Security in-
vestments, investments in critical ef-
forts to protect the American people
from the threat of terrorist attacks
and natural disasters, and to secure our
borders, ports and skies.

The motion to recommit would re-
open the compromises made with the
Senate that allowed us to provide $2.5
billion in additional resources for our
homeland security efforts.

My colleagues should make no mis-
take, this motion to recommit will dis-
solve our conference and kill the bill.
Now, that should be reason enough for
voting against the motion, but let me
talk about the substance of the motion
as well, because I do want to make cer-
tain that Members understand what
we’re dealing with.

The motion to recommit would dis-
mantle the agreement that we on the
majority side had with the minority in
our full committee, which was passed
by a large bipartisan vote in the House
as a whole. In listening to our col-
leagues debate today, you would hardly
understand that. But as a matter of
fact, they readily agreed, eagerly
agreed, in the markup in the Appro-
priations Committee that of course
there should be an exception for bring-
ing detainees to this country for pros-
ecution if that was determined to be
the best way of dealing with their case.
I think it’s fair to say that no matter
what President was in the White
House, he or she would insist on this
flexibility, and we should insist on it
for them.

This motion to recommit would guar-
antee, I'm afraid, no progress in resolv-
ing the status of detainees for a year.
It goes against the basic American
principles of due process and access to
a fair trial. It goes against America’s
basic interests as well, the interest in
closing down Guantanamo—and that, I
remind colleagues, is an objective ar-
ticulated by President Bush as well as
by President Obama—our interest in
closing down Guantanamo and in
bringing related cases to an orderly
conclusion.

The motion to recommit unreason-
ably and unwisely exalts these de-
tained individuals above the most sav-
age prisoners in the U.S., saying we
just can’t handle them, we just can’t
handle these dangerous people in our
court system. This, I would say,
emboldens the terrorists, perhaps even
helps their recruiting efforts. We have
tried, convicted, and punished people
who are the worst of the worst in this
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country repeatedly, and we can do so
again.

Similar provisions, Madam Speaker,
were rejected by this body just last
week in a motion to recommit the De-
fense authorization bill, and they
should be rejected today.

Now, we heard a lot of arguments
today about ‘‘Mirandizing’ prisoners
and reading them their rights on the
battlefield. That is a red herring, unre-
lated to this bill. Legal protections are
a matter for the courts; they are a
matter for other committees in this
body. Our conference report does not
reach these matters.
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We have assurances, as a matter of
fact, from General Petraeus that U.S.
military forces are not and will not
Mirandize detainees. The Department
of Justice has said there has been no
policy change nor blanket instruction
issued for FBI agents to Mirandize de-
tainees overseas. There have been spe-
cific cases in which FBI agents have
done this at Bagram and in other situa-
tions in order to preserve the quality of
some evidence, but there has been no
overall policy change.

In fact, the whole issue of
Mirandizing terrorists on the field of
battle shows a lack of understanding of
what ‘‘Miranda rights” are. Miranda
warnings are given prior to interroga-
tion for collecting evidence from a sus-
pect in a crime. They are a protection
against a suspect’s making self-in-
criminating statements. They are not a
part of arrest or detention procedures.
The courts have held that they do not
prevent questioning about identity and
that they do not apply in cases where
public safety is threatened, such as on
the field of battle or at the site of a
terrorist attack. We don’t interrogate
on the field of battle. It’s a red herring.

By the way, we’re also not reaching
the question of the future of military
tribunals, but the ranking member’s
motion to recommit would very defi-
nitely shut off access to U.S. courts.
We need to ask ourselves whether that
is something we want to do in cases
where that may be the most appro-
priate venue for prosecution.

My colleague seems to think that
three convictions by military tribunals
in the entire period of their existence
is an impressive record. One of those
was by a guilty plea. It’s not an im-
pressive record. By contrast, a recent
analysis of the 119 terrorism cases in-
volving 289 defendants tried over the
last 20 years in U.S. courts shows a 91
percent conviction rate for the cases
that had been resolved as of June 2.

Is that an option that we simply
summarily want to close off?

I've already indicated, Madam
Speaker—and I won’t repeat—the lay-
ered protections that our bill contains
with respect to the movement of de-
tainees, the transparency it requires
and the accountability it enforces. This
bill contains multiple protections, and
I stress again that they’re based on an
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earlier bipartisan consensus. They re-
flect not just the wording in our bill
but the language in several of the ap-
propriations bills.

This move today to recommit this
bill makes me wonder just how much
our colleagues have really meant it
when they have urged us to consider
this bill quickly and to act with dis-
patch. We heard this through much of
September.

The Guantanamo provisions that
they asked for were included in the
bill. We brought the bill with those
provisions intact from the conference.
They’ve been clamoring for weeks to
get this bill to the floor, to pass it as
a free-standing bill. But all of a sudden
as the conference proceeded, again
they cried, ‘“‘Stop.”

Now they’re objecting to provisions
that they, themselves, endorsed in the
Appropriations Committee and on the
House floor. They’re objecting to our
good faith safeguards on the movement
of detainees to other countries and to
the transparency requirements.
They’re simply saying, ‘‘Stop.”” Once
again, ‘‘Stop.”

Well, we can’t afford to stop, Madam
Speaker. We're already into the fiscal
year. We have no reason to stop, and
we cannot afford to stop. We will not
hold up the $1.5 billion in this con-
ference report to identify and to re-
move illegal aliens who have been con-
victed of crimes. We will not delay $800
million to secure our borders. We will
not delay $4.2 billion for Homeland Se-
curity grants to ensure our first-re-
sponder community is well-prepared to
meet all hazards. We will not delay
funding for our Coast Guard, for our
Secret Service, for disaster assistance,
or for cybersecurity.

We will, in fact, pass this bill today.
We’ve worked with our colleagues.
We’ve debated the priorities. We’ve op-
erated in good faith. We’ve accommo-
dated interests by Members throughout
this body. Now it is time to get on with
it, to get past the political games, to
get past the ‘‘gotcha’ amendments and
motions, and to fund Homeland Secu-
rity. This body has a responsibility to
legislate. Let’s get the job done.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no”’ on
this motion to recommit and to vote
enthusiastically for this conference re-

port.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speaker, |
plan to support the conference to H.R. 2892;
however, | have serious concerns about some
of the language in the conference report.

Specifically, the conference report directs
the Secretary of Homeland Security to
“prioritize the identification and removal of
aliens convicted of a crime by the severity of
that crime.”

If an individual is in this country illegally,
they should be deported. We shouldn’t wait for
them to commit a crime before we remove
them from the country.

Unfortunately, across the United States, ille-
gal immigrant criminals are being released
onto the streets and into our neighborhoods
every day instead of being deported. In 2006,
the DHS Inspector General found that most of
the foreign-born criminal aliens in state and
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local jails “are being released into the U.S. at
the conclusion of their respective sentences
due to the lack of [DHS] resources.”

In January 2007, 22-year-old Nashville, Ten-
nessee, resident Joycelyn Gardiner was killed
by illegal immigrant Victor Benitez who was
driving drunk, ran a red light and hit Gardiner.
Ms. Gardiner was a track star at Tennessee
State University and planned to go to law
school after graduation. Benitez had prior con-
victions for car burglary, public intoxication,
and resisting arrest.

Are burglary, public intoxication, and resist-
ing arrest convictions considered severe
enough to warrant deportation under this con-
ference report? Had Benitez been detected by
immigration authorities before committing even
his first few crimes, wouldn’t it have been bet-
ter to deport him based solely on his immigra-
tion violations then?

American taxpayers deserve to be pro-
tected. They deserve to have those of us in
Congress do everything possible to prevent
them from becoming victims. And they de-
serve to have the laws of the United States
followed by the enforcement wing of our gov-
ernment.

This misguided prioritization is not the only
concern | have with the conference report to
H.R. 2892.

The Senate bill provisions that made E-
Verify permanent allowed employers to use it
to check the work eligibility of current employ-
ees, required over 700 miles of pedestrian
fencing along the southwest border and pre-
vented funding from being used to rescind the
“no-match” rule should have been retained in
the conference report.

And some of the reports required by the
conference report could be attempts to slow
implementation of REAL ID and the deporta-
tion of illegal immigrants. Yet another report
should have required a validation of the suc-
cess of use of Alternatives to Detention prior
to nationwide use of such alternatives.

So | am troubled by several provisions of
the bill. However | appreciate the inclusion of
the 3-year extensions of the E-Verify, religious
worker visa, EB-5 Investor Visa Regional
Center and Conrad J-1 Physicians’ Waiver
programs. These are good immigration pro-
grams that should be extended.

Mr. CALVERT. Madam Speaker, | would
like to thank Chairman PRICE and Ranking
Member ROGERS, and their staff, for crafting a
very thoughtful Fiscal Year 2010 Homeland
Security Appropriations bill. | especially appre-
ciate the recognition of the Air and Marine Op-
erations Center, also known as AMOC, which
is located in my congressional district. AMOC
has become the foremost aviation-oriented law
enforcement operations and coordination cen-
ter in the U.S. It plays an integral role in pro-
tecting us from attack and from human, drug
and gun smuggling across our borders.

However, | was disappointed that the exten-
sion of E-Verify was reduced from the Senate
language which would have provided for a
permanent reauthorization of E-Verify. The
House overwhelmingly passed a 5-year reau-
thorization last year and | think the American
people would support a permanent reauthor-
ization of E-Verify.

| would also like to commend Ranking Mem-
ber ROGERS for his work on language per-
taining to the closing of Guantanamo Bay.

While the bill prohibits the release of detain-
ees into the U.S., the report does not go far
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enough to prevent prisoners from being trans-
ferred to or detained on U.S. soil. | maintain
that the President must provide a disposition
plan which includes a risk assessment for
each of the detainees and the danger they
pose to the American people as well as to the
national security of the United States. The re-
quirement to have the administration report to
Congress on these matters is similar to that of
my bill, H.R. 1069, which | introduced on Feb-
ruary 13 in response to the administration’s
January announcement that it would close the
detention facility in Guantanamo Bay.

In closing, | would like to reiterate my sup-
port for the conference report but with strong
reservations about the majority’s actions that
has severely restricted amendments and has
shut down a once open appropriations proc-
ess.

Ms. HARMAN. Madam Speaker, eight years
after 9/11, there remains a very real, very seri-
ous threat of another attack on U.S. soil. The
recent series of arrests—in Dallas, Chicago,
Denver and New York City—underscores the
need for continued resolve. The safety of the
American people relies upon multiple layers of
security—from intelligence to local police to
the technologies that help us identify potential
threats. Our duty as lawmakers is to ensure
that all of these pieces are properly in place
and constantly reevaluated.

A New York Times report this week high-
lighted a gaping hole in one of these layers—
we still have no system in place to verify
whether foreign visitors have left this country.
Congress and DHS have known about this
hole. In March, Secretary Napolitano joined
me for a tour of one of the nation’s top airport
terror targets: Los Angeles International Air-
port, part of which is in my Congressional Dis-
trict. We walked through customs to observe
the collection of foreign visitors’ fingerprints
upon entry and | pointed out the absence of
an exit program. Secretary Napolitano com-
mitted her Department to addressing this issue
in a timely fashion.

Work is already underway. DHS just com-
pleted a pilot project to test exit systems and
will soon release a report on their findings.
This bill provides $50 million to put an air exit
system in place. It is imperative that DHS do
S0.

By collecting fingerprints when foreign pas-
sengers exit, we can match them with those
collected upon entry and cross-check them
with a range of databases—from the State De-
partment to the FBI. This isn’t just data for the
sake of data. It builds situational awareness
and makes it easier for terrorism investigators
to connect the “dots.” This kind of capability is
a vital tool in the ongoing struggle to prevent
the next attack on American soil.

It's true that our intelligence and law en-
forcement agencies successfully thwarted re-
cent plots, but that's no guarantee that they’ll
detect the next plot. A biometric system will
provide them with better information that can
more quickly identify potential threats. Four of
the 9/11 hijackers overstayed their visas. It is
exactly this type of thing that exit data will help
us detect.

| would also like to thank the Conferees for
including a 1-year waiver of the port security
grant matching requirement. Since 2006, the
SAFE Port Act has provided hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars to secure U.S. ports. But tough
financial times—and a decline in shipping—
have made it difficult for ports to meet the 25
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percent cost-sharing requirement. Officials at
the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach
have repeatedly told me just how burdensome
the requirement is. It creates a disincentive for
ports to apply for grants, without which fund
vital efforts to mitigate threats cannot be fund-
ed.

Mr. HOLT. Madam Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of this bill.

The Department of Homeland Security Ap-
propriations Act for 2010 continues to fund a
series of important public safety and disaster
preparedness initiatives. To help us better pro-
tect our borders, the bill provides $3.587 bil-
lion, $86 million above 2009, to fully support
20,163 Border Patrol agents—which has ex-
panded by 6,000 since 2006. The bill also pro-
vides $373.7 million, $73.7 million above
2009, for the US-VISIT program. US-VISIT
uses biometrics to track the entry of visitors to
the United States. The bill directs that a total
of $50 million be used to implement a biomet-
ric air exit capability so that we can determine
if individuals have overstayed their visas.

Ensuring that 100 percent of air cargo is
screened for explosives is essential to our ef-
forts to thwart future terrorist attacks. To that
end, the bill provides $122.8 million, including
$3.5 million above the budget request for 50
additional inspectors to ensure compliance
with the 100 percent screening mandate set
for August 2010 in the 9/11 Act. Regarding rail
security, the bill builds on my previous work by
providing $300 million to protect critical transit
infrastructure, including freight rail, Amtrak and
ferry systems in high-threat areas. | remain
very concerned that Amtrak in particular has
been extremely slow to make the kind of secu-
rity upgrades that are necessary to make the
system less vulnerable to the kinds of attacks
that killed so many in Madrid, London, and
Mubai over the last 5 years, and | will continue
to press Amtrak officials to quickly implement
security improvements for the system.

| am also pleased that some key needs in
my district are being met in this bill. The
Township of Old Bridge will receive $500,000
to upgrade its emergency communications
system, and the City of Trenton will receive
$300,000 to help protect its water filtration
plant from periodic Delaware River floods.
Even as we take measures to protect our
country and communities from potential ter-
rorist attacks, it's important to remember that
the most common calamities that strike our
towns come from nature and other sources.
We must ensure that our communities are pre-
pared to meet the full range of threats they
may face.

| am disappointed that this bill allows the
Secretary of Defense to withhold indefinitely
from public release photographs of potential
detainee abuse by U.S. government per-
sonnel. The assumption underlying this provi-
sion is that the release of the photographs
would lead to increased violence against U.S.
government personnel (civilian and military)
overseas in the Middle East and southwest
Asia. | would respectfully submit that our re-
peated mistargeting of civilians in Afghanistan
and Pakistan, along with our continuing and
expanding military presence in Afghanistan,
provide our enemies with far better recruiting
tools than the photographs in question might
ever provide.

| regret that the conferees did not direct the
Attorney General to review the photos to de-
termine if any do in fact show evidence of vio-
lations of either domestic or international law
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with respect to the treatment of detainees.
Using one law to shield from disclosure infor-
mation that might be prosecutable under an-
other law undermines the very foundation of
our legal system and sends a clear signal to
the world that we will cast aside our obliga-
tions under international law if it is politically
expedient for us to do so. The best way we
can protect our soldiers and civilians working
overseas is to show that we will not tolerate
the abuse of other human beings in our cus-
tody and that we will not hide our complicity in
such acts behind politically expedient legal
contortionisms.

Despite this serious flaw in the bill, 1 will
support it and urge my colleagues to do like-
wise.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, | stand
in support of H.R. 2892, the Homeland Secu-
rity Appropriations Act of 2010. This con-
ference report represents Congress’ commit-
ment to partnering with State and local au-
thorities to meet the homeland security chal-
lenges of the nation.

State and local emergency managers and
first responders are the country’s front line de-
fense in times of crisis. Whenever ordinary
Americans find themselves in harm’s way,
State and local authorities are often first on
the scene. Not only does the bill provide al-
most $4 billion for grants to assist State and
local governments with emergency planning
and equipment, the bill provides an additional
$3.9 billion in grants for high-risk urban areas
like the National Capital region for mass tran-
sit security, and fire and rescue programs.
This conference report recognizes State and
local governments as full and equal partners
in the effort to protect American citizens by
helping ensure that they have the tools they
need to get the job done.

The bill also provides important support for
key elements of the domestic and international
transportation, maritime and cyber security de-
fenses of the country. The bill contains funding
to update and maintain airport baggage han-
dling and electronic cargo inspection systems
in the Nation’s air and sea ports; the bill helps
protect Americans and American ships abroad
with funding for U.S. Coast Guard operations;
and the bill includes $397 million in funding for
cyber security efforts to protect the nation’s
cyber infrastructure against unauthorized ac-
cess.

Americans turn to first responders and
emergency managers for help in a crisis. This
bill helps ensure that the resources are there
when they are needed. | encourage my col-
leagues to join me in support of the 2010
Homeland Security Appropriations Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 829,
the previous question is ordered on the
conference report.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

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

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I am in its
current form.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky moves to recom-
mit the conference report accompanying the

bill H.R. 2892 to the committee of conference
with instructions to the managers on the
part of the House to not agree to any lan-
guage allowing a detainee held at Guanta-
namo Bay, Cuba to be brought to the United
States for prosecution or incarceration.

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.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam
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-minute
votes on adoption of the conference re-
port; and motion to suspend the rules
on H.R. 2423.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 193, nays
224, not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 783]

YEAS—193

Aderholt Flake Marchant
Adler (NJ) Fleming McCarthy (CA)
Akin Forbes McCaul
Alexander Fortenberry McClintock
Altmire Foster McCotter
Austria Foxx McHenry
Bachmann Franks (AZ) McIntyre
Bachus Frelinghuysen McKeon
Barrett (SC) Gallegly McMahon
Barrow Garrett (NJ) McMorris
Bartlett Gerlach Rodgers
Barton (TX) Gingrey (GA) McNerney
Biggert Gohmert Mica
Bilbray Goodlatte Miller (FL)
Bilirakis Granger Miller (MI)
Bishop (UT) Graves Miller, Gary
Blackburn Griffith Mitchell
Boehner Guthrie Moran (KS)
Bonner Hall (NY) Murphy, Tim
Bono Mack Harper Myrick
Boozman Hastings (WA) Neugebauer
Boren Heller Nunes
Boustany Hensarling Olson
Brady (TX) Herger Paulsen
Bright Herseth Sandlin Pence
Broun (GA) Hodes Peters
Brown (SC) Hoekstra Petri
Brown-Waite, Holden Pitts

Ginny Hunter Platts
Buchanan Inglis Poe (TX)
Burgess Issa Posey
Burton (IN) Jenkins Price (GA)
Buyer Johnson (IL) Putnam
Calvert Johnson, Sam Rehberg
Camp Jones Reichert
Campbell Jordan (OH) Roe (TN)
Cantor King (IA) Rogers (AL)
Capito King (NY) Rogers (KY)
Cassidy Kingston Rogers (MI)
Castle Kirk Rohrabacher
Chaffetz Kirkpatrick (AZ) Rooney
Childers Kline (MN) Ros-Lehtinen
Coble Kratovil Roskam
Coffman (CO) Lamborn Royce
Cole Lance Ryan (WI)
Conaway Latham Schmidt
Crenshaw LaTourette Sensenbrenner
Culberson Latta Sessions
Davis (AL) Lee (NY) Shadegg
Davis (KY) Lewis (CA) Shea-Porter
Deal (GA) Linder Shimkus
Dent LoBiondo Shuster
Diaz-Balart, L. Lucas Simpson
Diaz-Balart, M. Luetkemeyer Smith (NE)
Donnelly (IN) Lummis Smith (NJ)
Dreier Lungren, Daniel Smith (TX)
Duncan E. Souder
Ehlers Mack Space
Fallin Manzullo Stearns
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Sullivan
Taylor

Teague

Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boccieri
Boswell
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu

Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (CA)
Dayvis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ellison
Ellsworth
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Giffords
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva

Blunt
Boyd
Cao
Carney
Carter

Tiberi

Turner

Upton

Walden

Wamp
Westmoreland
Whitfield

NAYS—224

Gutierrez
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
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Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paul
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—15

Emerson
Hall (TX)
McCollum
Melancon
Minnick

Mollohan
Radanovich
Ryan (OH)
Scalise
Schock

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote.
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Messrs. RUSH, GENE GREEN of
Texas, SCOTT of Georgia, WU,

COURTNEY, HINCHEY, Ms. SUTTON,
Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin and Ms.
CLARKE changed their vote from
4éyea77 tO éénay"S

Messrs. COFFMAN, TERRY, CAMP,
WALDEN, ROSKAM and CANTOR

changed their vote from ‘‘nay’” to
4éyea.75

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. MINNICK. Madam Speaker, on rollcall
No. 783, | was caught in traffic returning from
a lunch at | and 18th Street, NW. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

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

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 307, nays
114, not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 784]
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McCarthy (NY) Platts Smith (NJ)
McCaul Pomeroy Smith (TX)
McCotter Price (NC) Smith (WA)
McDermott Quigley Snyder
McGovern Rahall Space
MecIntyre Rangel Speier
McMahon Reichert Spratt
McMorris Reyes Stupak
Rodgers Richardson Sutton
McNerney Rodriguez Tanner
Meek (FL) Rogers (AL) Taylor
Meeks (NY) Rogers (KY) Teague
Michaud Rogers (MI) Terry

Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary

Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross

Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tiberi

Miller, George Rothman (NJ) Tierney
Minnick Roybal-Allard Titus
Mitchell Ruppersberger Tonko
Moore (KS) Rush Towns
Moore (WI) Ryan (OH) Tsongas
Moran (VA) Salazar Upton
Murphy (CT) Sanchez, Linda Van Hollen
Murphy (NY) T. Visclosky
Murphy, Patrick Sanchez, Loretta Walden
Murtha Sarbanes Walz
Nadler (NY) Schakowsky Wasserman
Napolitano Schauer Schultz
Neal (MA) Schiff Waters
Nye Schock Watson
Oberstar Schrader Watt
Obey Schwartz Waxman
Olver Scott (GA) Weiner
Ortiz Scott (VA) Welch
Pallone Serrano Wexler
Pascrell Sestak Whitfield
Pastor (AZ) Shea-Porter Wilson (OH)
Payne Sherman Wittman
Perlmutter Shimkus Wolf
Perriello Shuler Woolsey
Peters Sires Wu
Peterson Skelton Yarmuth
Pingree (ME) Slaughter Young (AK)
Pitts Smith (NE) Young (FL)
NAYS—114

Akin Franks (AZ) Myrick
Bachmann Gingrey (GA) Neugebauer
Bachus Gohmert Nunes
Barrett (SC) Goodlatte Olson
Bartlett Granger Paul
Barton (TX) Graves Paulsen
Bishop (UT) Guthrie Pence
Blackburn Gutierrez :
Boehner Hensarling getn

oe (TX)
Bono Mack Herger Polis (CO)
Boozman Hoekstra
Brady (TX) Hunter Pogey
Broun (GA) Inglis Price (GA)
Brown (SC) Issa Putnam
Burgess Johnson (IL) Rehberg
Burton (IN) Johnson, Sam Roe (TN)
Buyer Jones Rooney
Calvert Jordan (OH) Roskam
Campbell King (IA) Royce
Cantor Kingston Ryan (WI)
Carter Kline (MN) Schmidt
Castle Lamborn Sensenbrenner
Chaffetz Latta Sessions
Coble Lewis (CA) Shadegg
Coffman (CO) Linder Shuster
gole Eucas ) Simpson

onaway ummis
Costello Lungren, Daniel ggudﬁr
Crenshaw E. ar
Culberson Mack Stealrns
Davis (KY) Marchant Sullivan
Deal (GA) McCarthy (CA) ~ Lhompson (PA)
Delahunt McClintock Thornberry
Dreier McHenry Tiahrt
Duncan McKeon Turner
Ehlers Mica Velazquez
Fallin Miller (FL) Wamp
Flake Moran (KS) Westmoreland
Foxx Murphy, Tim Wilson (SC)
NOT VOTING—11
Blunt Emerson Mollohan
Boyd Hall (TX) Radanovich
Cao McCollum Scalise
Carney Melancon
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Mr. BOOZMAN changed his vote from

“yea’ to “nay.”
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

GEORGE P. KAZEN FEDERAL
BUILDING AND UNITED STATES
COURTHOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 2423, as amended, on which
the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from Hawaii (Ms.
HIrRONO) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2423, as
amended.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 421, nays 0,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 785]

YEAS—307

Abercrombie Crowley Himes
Ackerman Cuellar Hinchey
Aderholt Cummings Hinojosa
Adler (NJ) Dahlkemper Hirono
Alexander Davis (AL) Hodes
Altmire Davis (CA) Holden
Andrews Dayvis (IL) Holt
Arcuri Davis (TN) Honda
Austria DeFazio Hoyer
Baca DeGette Inslee
Baird DeLauro Israel
Baldwin Dent Jackson (IL)
Barrow Diaz-Balart, L. Jackson-Lee
Bean Diaz-Balart, M. (TX)
Becerra Dicks Jenkins
Berkley Dingell Johnson (GA)
Berman Doggett Johnson, E. B.
Berry Donnelly (IN) Kagen
Biggert Doyle Kanjorski
Bilbray Driehaus Kaptur
Bilirakis Edwards (MD) Kennedy
Bishop (GA) Edwards (TX) Kildee
Bishop (NY) Ellison Kilpatrick (MI)
Blumenauer Ellsworth Kilroy
Boccieri Engel Kind
Bonner Eshoo King (NY)
Boren Etheridge Kirk
Boswell Farr Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Boucher Fattah Kissell
Boustany Filner Klein (FL)
Brady (PA) Fleming Kosmas
Braley (IA) Forbes Kratovil
Bright Fortenberry Kucinich
Brown, Corrine Foster Lance
Brown-Waite, Frank (MA) Langevin

Ginny Frelinghuysen Larsen (WA)
Buchanan Fudge Larson (CT)
Butterfield Gallegly Latham
Camp Garrett (NJ) LaTourette
Capito Gerlach Lee (CA)
Capps Giffords Lee (NY)
Capuano Gonzalez Levin
Cardoza Gordon (TN) Lewis (GA)
Carnahan Grayson Lipinski
Carson (IN) Green, Al LoBiondo
Cassidy Green, Gene Loebsack
Castor (FL) Griffith Lofgren, Zoe
Chandler Grijalva Lowey
Childers Hall (NY) Luetkemeyer
Chu Halvorson Lujan
Clarke Hare Lynch
Clay Harman Maffei
Cleaver Harper Maloney
Clyburn Hastings (FL) Manzullo
Cohen Hastings (WA) Markey (CO)
Connolly (VA) Heinrich Markey (MA)
Conyers Heller Marshall
Cooper Herseth Sandlin  Massa
Costa Higgins Matheson
Courtney Hill Matsui

So the conference report was agreed
to.

YEAS—421

Abercrombie Carnahan Flake
Ackerman Carson (IN) Fleming
Aderholt Carter Forbes
Adler (NJ) Cassidy Fortenberry
Akin Castle Foster
Alexander Castor (FL) Foxx
Altmire Chaffetz Frank (MA)
Andrews Chandler Franks (AZ)
Arcuri Childers Frelinghuysen
Austria Chu Fudge
Baca Clarke Gallegly
Bachmann Clay Garrett (NJ)
Bachus Cleaver Gerlach
Baird Clyburn Giffords
Baldwin Coble Gingrey (GA)
Barrett (SC) Coffman (CO) Gohmert
Barrow Cohen Gonzalez
Bartlett Cole Goodlatte
Barton (TX) Conaway Gordon (TN)
Bean Connolly (VA) Granger
Becerra, Conyers Graves
Berkley Cooper Grayson
Berman Costa Green, Al
Berry Costello Green, Gene
Biggert Courtney Griffith
Bilbray Crenshaw Grijalva
Bilirakis Crowley Guthrie
Bishop (GA) Cuellar Gutierrez
Bishop (NY) Culberson Hall (NY)
Bishop (UT) Cummings Halvorson
Blackburn Dahlkemper Hare
Blumenauer Davis (AL) Harman
Blunt Davis (CA) Harper
Boccieri Dayvis (IL) Hastings (FL)
Boehner Davis (KY) Hastings (WA)
Bonner Davis (TN) Heinrich
Bono Mack Deal (GA) Heller
Boozman DeFazio Hensarling
Boren DeGette Herger
Boswell Delahunt Herseth Sandlin
Boucher DeLauro Higgins
Boustany Dent Hill
Brady (PA) Diaz-Balart, L. Himes
Brady (TX) Diaz-Balart, M. Hinchey
Braley (IA) Dicks Hinojosa
Bright Dingell Hirono
Broun (GA) Doggett Hodes
Brown (SC) Donnelly (IN) Hoekstra
Brown, Corrine Doyle Holden
Brown-Waite, Dreier Holt

Ginny Driehaus Honda
Buchanan Duncan Hoyer
Burgess Edwards (MD) Hunter
Burton (IN) Edwards (TX) Inglis
Butterfield Ehlers Inslee
Buyer Ellison Israel
Calvert Ellsworth Issa
Camp Engel Jackson (IL)
Campbell Eshoo Jackson-Lee
Cantor Etheridge (TX)
Capito Fallin Jenkins
Capps Farr Johnson (GA)
Capuano Fattah Johnson (IL)
Cardoza Filner Johnson, E. B.
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Johnson, Sam Miller, Gary Schmidt
Jones Miller, George Schock
Jordan (OH) Minnick Schrader
Kagen Mitchell Schwartz
Kanjorski Moore (KS) Scott (GA)
Kaptur Moore (WI) Scott (VA)
Kennedy Moran (KS) Sensenbrenner
Kildee Moran (VA) Serrano
Kilpatrick (MI) Murphy (CT) Sessions
Kilroy Murphy (NY) Sestak
Kind Murphy, Patrick Shadegg
K@ng (IA) Murphy, Tim Shea-Porter
King (NY) Murtha Sherman
Kingston Myrick Shimkus
Kirk Nadler (NY) Shuler
Kirkpatrick (AZ) Napolitano Shuster
Kissell Neal (MA) Simpson
Klein (FL) Neugebauer Sires
Kline (MN) Nunes
Skelton
Kosmas Nye Slaughter
Kratovil Oberstar ;
Kucinich Obey Sm}th NE)
Lamborn Olson Sm}th NJ)
Lance Olver Sm}th (TX)
Langevin Ortiz Smith (WA)
Larsen (WA) Pallone Snyder
Larson (CT) Pascrell Souder
Latham Pastor (AZ) Spaf:e
LaTourette Paul Speier
Latta Paulsen Spratt
Lee (CA) Payne Stark
Lee (NY) Pence Stearns
Levin Perlmutter Stupak
Lewis (CA) Perriello Sullivan
Lewis (GA) Peters Sutton
Linder Peterson Tanner
Lipinski Petri Taylor
LoBiondo Pingree (ME) Teague
Loebsack Pitts Terry
Lofgren, Zoe Platts Thompson (CA)
Lowey Poe (TX) Thompson (MS)
Lucas Polis (CO) Thompson (PA)
Luepkemeyer Pomeroy Thornberry
Lujan Posey Tiahrt
Lummis Price (GA) Tiberi
Ll.gigren, Daniel 1P;rioe (NC) Tierney
. utnam Titus
Lynch Quigley Tonko
Mack Rahall Towns
Maffei Rangel
Maloney Rehberg $i‘$§js
Manzullo Reichert Upton
Marchant Reyes Van Hollen
Markey (CO) Richardson Velazquez
Markey (MA) Rodriguez Visclosky
Marshall Roe (TN) Walden
Massa Rogers (AL)
Matheson Rogers (KY) Walz
Matsui Rogers (MI) Wamp
McCarthy (CA) Rohrabacher Wasserman
McCarthy (NY)  Rooney Schultz
McCaul Ros-Lehtinen Waters
McClintock Roskam Watson
McCotter Ross Watt
McDermott Rothman (NJ) Wa?iman
McGovern Roybal-Allard Weiner
McHenry Royce Welch
McIntyre Ruppersberger Westmoreland
McKeon Rush Wexler
McMahon Ryan (OH) Whitfield
McMorris Ryan (WI) Wilson (OH)
Rodgers Salazar Wilson (SC)
McNerney Sanchez, Linda Wittman
Meek (FL) T. Wolf
Meeks (NY) Sanchez, Loretta Woolsey
Mica Sarbanes Wu
Michaud Schakowsky Yarmuth
Miller (MI) Schauer Young (AK)
Miller (NC) Schiff Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—I11

Boyd Hall (TX) Mollohan
Cao McCollum Radanovich
Carney Melancon Scalise
Emerson Miller (FL)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

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

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to designate the Federal build-
ing and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 1300 Victoria Street in Laredo,
Texas, as the ‘George P. Kazen Federal
Building and United States Court-
house’.”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2442, BAY AREA RE-
GIONAL WATER RECYCLING PRO-
GRAM EXPANSION ACT OF 2009

Ms. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 830 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 830

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 2442) to amend the
Reclamation Wastewater and Groundwater
Study and Facilities Act to expand the Bay
Area Regional Water Recycling Program,
and for other purposes. All points of order
against consideration of the bill are waived
except those arising under clause 9 or 10 of
rule XXI. The amendment printed in the re-
port 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 in 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 chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
Natural Resources; and (2) one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California is recognized
for 1 hour.

Ms. MATSUI. For the purpose of de-
bate only, I yield the customary 30
minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida, my friend, Mr. DIAZ-BALART. All
time yielded during consideration of
the rule is for debate only.

I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. MATSUI I also ask unanimous
consent that all Members be given 5
legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks on House Resolu-
tion 830.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, H.
Res. 830 provides for consideration of
H.R. 2442, the Bay Area Regional Water
Recycling Program Expansion Act of
2009.
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The rule provides 1 hour of general
debate, controlled by the Committee
on Natural Resources. The rule makes
two small changes clarifying the fund-
ing in the bill is subject to appropria-
tions and making a purely technical
correction to the section numbering in
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the bill. The rule also provides one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

Madam Speaker, I first want to
thank Chairman MILLER and Chairman
STARK, as well as Representatives
ESHOO, HONDA, WOOLSEY, MCNERNEY,
LOFGREN, NAPOLITANO, and SPEIER, for
their work on this bill and efforts to
address the Bay Area waters’ needs.

I also commend Senators FEINSTEIN
and BOXER for introducing identical
legislation in the Senate and their
leadership on this issue.

As the elected Representative from
Sacramento, and as a farmer’s daugh-
ter from the Central Valley, I under-
stand that water is critical to our
State’s economy and our way of life.
After 3 years of drought, pumping re-
strictions and lost jobs from the valley
to the coast, there is no doubt that im-
proving the capability of water recy-
cling will help address these problems
and lessen the burden on the bay-delta
ecosystem.

While recycling is not the only way
to meet the Bay Area and California’s
water requirements, it must be part of
our comprehensive solution. Effective
water use will help keep California’s
agricultural water economy strong and
the delta healthy, and ensure that the
needs of northern California busi-
nesses, farmers and residents are not
ignored.

Under the Title 16 water recycling
program, H.R. 2442, would authorize six
additional water recycling projects for
the Bay Area that would provide 7.2
million gallons of water daily and serve
more than 24,000 households. Collec-
tively, these projects will save 2.6 bil-
lion gallons of water per year in the re-
gion, offering a new water supply of
treated wastewater for industrial and
irrigation use.

Specifically, the Bay Area Regional
Water Recycling Program Expansion
Act would authorize $38 million in Fed-
eral assistance under the Interior De-
partment’s Bureau of Reclamation for
the design, planning, and construction
of these new water projects. It would
also expand the authorization for two
existing projects.

H.R. 2442 would stipulate that the
Federal share of the cost of the
projects not exceed 25 percent of the
total cost and bars the Department
from funding operation or maintenance
of the projects. It is important to note
that this legislation has been endorsed
by the Association of California Water
Agencies, commonly called ACWA,
which includes every major agricul-
tural and urban water agency in the
State and represents the largest coali-
tion of public water agencies nation-
wide.

Additionally, the WaterReuse Foun-
dation, which serves more than 180
public water agencies, cities and major
engineering and technology firms, has
urged that we move expeditiously on
the bill. These groups understand that
no one wins when these kinds of local
projects are held hostage because of
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disputes over the operation of Federal
water projects.

We all know that there are some seri-
ous concerns about the water crisis in
California. I was back home in my dis-
trict over the weekend, Madam Speak-
er, and everyone at home was talking
about a water deal trying to be nego-
tiated by the legislature and the Gov-
ernor.

From local and State levels all the
way here to Washington, there are a
number of different ideas about how to
address our water issues in California.
Some of them I prefer more than oth-
ers, and some of them are preferred
more than others by my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle.

But one thing is for sure: limiting
our State’s water supply by holding up
recycling projects like those in this
bill will not solve anything. In fact, it
will only prolong our collective efforts
to seek solutions to California’s water
problems.

For these reasons, I strongly support
the rule and the underlying legislation,
and I urge my colleagues to do the
same.

Madam Speaker, again, I want to
thank Mr. MILLER and the committee
for their work on this bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. I would like to thank my
friend, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. MATSUI), for the time.

I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Madam Speaker, the House consid-
ered, under suspension of the rules,
H.R. 2442, the Bay Area Regional Water
Recycling Program Expansion Act of
2009. But the bill failed to get the nec-
essary two-thirds to pass.

The reason that bill failed was not
because Members objected to the sub-
stance of the legislation, but because
the majority leadership brought forth
the underlying legislation that pro-
vides water projects for the San Fran-
cisco area for consideration by the
House while blocking the House from
debating the desperate need for water
in another part of California, the San
Joaquin Valley.

On numerous occasions, my colleague
from California, Mr. DEVIN NUNES, has
submitted amendments to the Rules
Committee so that those amendments
could be debated and voted on by the
full House. His amendments would re-
strict the implementation of the De-
cember 15, 2008, biological opinion
issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the June 4, 2009, biological
opinion issued by the National Marine
Fisheries Service. However, the major-
ity on the Rules Committee routinely
blocked consideration of the amend-
ments, twice on the Interior appropria-
tions bill and three times on the En-
ergy and Water appropriations bill.

The reason Mr. NUNES has so stead-
fastly sought to have the House debate
the restriction on those two opinions is
that they have diverted water from the
San Joaquin Valley, practically turn-
ing that area into a dust bowl.
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Madam Speaker, why should Con-
gress be concerned with what may look
like a simple water issue? The valley is
home to a $20 billion crop industry, and
the region produces more in agricul-
tural sales than any other State in the
country. It can be argued that no agri-
cultural area in the country is more
productive and is, therefore, more im-
portant to our Nation’s food security.
If we continue to allow the diversion of
water from the valley, food prices are
going to increase; and we are also
going to put our food security, national
security in jeopardy.

According to a recent University of
California Davis study, the water re-
ductions have led to revenue losses of
over $2 billion, and this year will lead
to 80,000 jobs lost. The area now has an
unemployment rate of about 20 per-
cent. Some of its communities have an
unemployment rate of nearly 40 per-
cent.

Today, the majority comes to the
floor with a rule that the House will
once again consider the Bay Area Re-
gional Water Recycling Program Ex-
pansion Act without giving the House
the opportunity to consider amend-
ments, including those proposed by Mr.
NUNES. That is most unfortunate.

It is time that the House be given the
opportunity to debate the San Joaquin
Valley water issue.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California, a member of the Nat-
ural Resources Committee, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Thank you, Ms.
MATSUL

Madam Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of H.R. 2442, the Bay
Area Regional Water Recycling Pro-
gram Expansion Act of 2009. The bill
has received extensive review and bi-
partisan approval from the Sub-
committee of Water and Power and was
reported on a bipartisan basis favor-
ably from the Natural Resources Com-
mittee.

I listened to my colleague, as I am
also a Californian, I listened to my col-
league on the other side, Mr. DIAZ-
BALART, talk about the billions of dol-
lars. Yes, there is a great need of as-
sistance to the Central Valley, but it’s
not all the San Joaquin.

The fact that the dam is wanting to
be pushed forth, I agree. We need addi-
tional storage, but right now you need
immediate results and water recycling
is one of the tools that you need.

H.R. 2442 provides new water to the
Bay Area in California. The recycling
projects authorized will provide, as Ms.
MATSUI pointed out, 2.6 billion gallons
of water annually, enough to meet the
needs of 24,000 families. Why do we
stand against water for other areas?
All of us need additional water in Cali-
fornia.

Water is life. As we all are very well
aware, the drought in California has
taken a terrible toll on jobs all over
the State, the economy and the envi-
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ronment of the Central Valley in Cali-
fornia in particular. At a time when
our Nation needs leadership and op-
tions to meet our water requirements,
H.R. 2442 provides a tool to create more
water for the Bay Area and, in the
process, reduce the amount of water
imported from the Sacramento and
delta area.

This bill, and the projects it author-
izes, will immediately address Califor-
nia’s water crisis through local action
and provide economic relief through
job creation. It will not solve Califor-
nia’s water crisis, as Ms. MATSUI point-
ed out. However, it does provide a valu-
able and important tool.

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

Ms. MATSUI. 1 yield the gentle-
woman an additional 30 seconds.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. It does provide a
valuable and important tool to stretch
the existing water supply and address
the critical water issues of our State. I
urge strongly a ‘‘yes’ vote and encour-
age all Members to support this legisla-
tion. Water for our Nation is critical
for all of our citizens and we, as legis-
lative leaders, have to provide for solu-
tions.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Madam Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to my friend from California (Mr.
NUNES).

Mr. NUNES. I thank my good friend
from Florida.

Madam Speaker, this water crisis has
been created by the government. This
bill that’s on the floor today provides
water for San Francisco. I would love
for San Francisco to have water.

But in the grand scheme of things,
this is a 2-billion gallon project. We are
losing 200 billion gallons out to the
ocean because we simply won’t let the
pumps run at historical levels.

This is a closed rule. It never should
have been a closed rule, and we need to
find out why is it that the majority
keeps closing down these rules.

0 1345

I think we may be getting close to
the answer if we look back at a few
things that were said a couple weeks
ago at a public event at the Depart-
ment of Interior. The distinguished
chairman, who is the sponsor of the
bill, the distinguished chairman of the
Education Committee, took credit for
the lawsuits that turned the pumps off.
I was not quite sure which lawsuits he
had brought forward, but he said, I
don’t think I have lost many lawsuits
in court over the last 10 or 15 years.

Now, I did some research. I wasn’t
sure what lawsuits the distinguished
chairman had brought forward. So it
made me believe, well, maybe there is
some coordination going on between
the left-wing radicals and the fringe
environmental movement, and how is
that being coordinated from this body.
These are questions that we need to
know about.

So the shocking admission of coordi-
nation between the Democrats in the
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House and radical environmentalists
deserves our attention, and I want to
ask a few questions that I hope can be
answered at some point by some com-
mittee in this Congress.

The first is, how much money is
going to fund these organizations? Sev-
eral billion dollars have been paid out
to these fringe environmental groups
that continue to bring these lawsuits
forward, taxpayer dollars funding shut-
ting off water to people.

Another question that needs to be
answered: the bureaucrats at the gov-
ernment agencies, such as the National
Marine Fisheries Service, are they in-
volved? Have these radical groups been
coordinating with the scientists and bi-
ologists over at the National Marine
Fisheries Service? Because nobody in
their right mind would say that these
pumps are resulting in the death of
killer whales. It is not believable.

Another question we need to figure
out is the water czar that the Depart-
ment of Interior has appointed, that
President Obama has appointed, has
been active with these special interests
in the past at the highest levels. He has
served on their boards, and he has
given them money. Are there more peo-
ple at Interior that are involved with
these biologists that are coming up
with these plans and helping these en-
vironmental groups bring these law-
suits that the taxpayers are paying
for?

This is a closed rule. It is a California
water issue here, to provide water for
San Francisco; yet we can’t even de-
bate or have an amendment to provide
water to the bulk of California.

So we need to get to the bottom of
this. Hopefully we will turn down this
rule, vote it down, so that we can allow
the real issues to be debated.

Vote “‘no’ on this resolution.

Ms. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, before
I yield to the next speaker, I just want
to say that I know that my colleague
on the other side of the aisle is upset
because his amendment that was of-
fered in the Rules Committee was not
allowed on the floor. The fact is his
amendment was not germane to the
underlying bill and not related to
water recycling.

Blaming the Endangered Species Act
by waiving it for 2 years to prevent im-
plementation of certain biological
opinions will not put his constituents
back to work. More importantly, such
an initiative would not turn on the
water pumps for the Central Valley.

To address the drought—the real
cause of the water shortage in the re-
gion and the State—we must work col-
lectively toward a solution.

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
COSTA).

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

Mr. COSTA. I thank my colleague.

Madam Speaker, I rise today to op-
pose H.R. 2442, the rule that we are
speaking on, the Bay Area Regional
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Water Recycling Program Expansion
Act of 2009. While this measure by Con-
gressman MILLER has merit, there are
plenty of meritorious water projects
and bills that we have repeatedly tried
to bring to the floor to help those of us
where the drought is most expansive in
the San Joaquin Valley, and unfortu-
nately, they have been ignored.

Unfortunately, yesterday I learned
that H.R. 2442 was reported out of the
Rules Committee with a closed rule,
and therefore, no amendments would
be allowed. I oppose this rule because
we need every opportunity to offer
amendments and to vote on legislation
that will bring water to our farmers,
our farmworkers, our farm commu-
nities and our valley in the middle of
this drought crisis.

My district is ground zero for this
crisis. Towns from Mendota to Delano
have 35 percent and more unemploy-
ment. There is no water, there is no
jobs, there is no money for our farms
and farmworkers to put food on their
tables. Can you imagine what it would
be like if you lived in a community
where a third or more of your citizens
had no jobs?

In the 1990s, I was working with
many of those water districts, farmers,
and urban and environmental groups to
pass legislation that would help fix
California’s broken water system. Un-
fortunately, we made little progress.

We tried to establish a water ethos
that we would all get healthy together
again. Clearly, we are not getting
healthy in the valley. Our valley agri-
culture provides half the Nation’s
fruits and vegetables, and they are
withering and dying out. Millions of
acre-feet of water have been diverted
from the valley, and unfortunately, the
fisheries are not improving.

It is incumbent upon this body to
come together and help us fix this
problem. If we expect to get healthy
again, we must secure a sustainable
water supply for every region of Cali-
fornia, and for Congressmen CARDOZA,
RADANOVICH and myself, that begins
with the San Joaquin valley.

Let us start anew. Let us start with
leadership focusing on addressing Cali-
fornia’s water crisis in the valley and
not shying away from this crisis.

Congressman CARDOZA agrees with
my statement.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Madam Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to my friend from California (Mr.
CAMPBELL).

Mr. CAMPBELL. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

You know, I am a native Californian,
born in Los Angeles. In fact, I am a
fourth-generation Californian. My fam-
ily was a Gold Rush family in 1849. If
you look back in the history of Cali-
fornia for those 160 years, it has always
been about water, where there is water.
Where we could get water in California
there are jobs, there is growth, there is
prosperity, there is opportunity. When
we didn’t bring water to places in Cali-
fornia, we didn’t have those things.
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So this debate we are having now is
not new for our State, but it is impor-
tant for our State, and I understand
why my colleagues from the Bay Area
want this recycling program. As has
been mentioned, that is not really the
issue here.

As my colleague Mr. MILLER and I
have discussed, in Orange County,
where I come from, we have some of
the world’s leading recycling programs.
They work, they are effective, and we
ought to do more of them in other
places. But what we are talking about
here is that there are other places
where we need water in California.

Now, I don’t represent the Central
Valley, but the Central Valley is the
breadbasket of California, arguably of
the country. There are jobs dis-
appearing and there are businesses dis-
appearing and there are farms dis-
appearing, because of a man-made
water crisis. It is not because of a
drought. It is not because the water
isn’t available. It is because we won’t
turn on some pumps 12 months a year
to provide the water to those farmers
so they can grow food for us and for the
world, to create jobs, and to feed Amer-
icans and generate export for our econ-
omy. The water provided by those
pumps, 25 percent of the water in
southern California and the L.A. area
also comes from the Sacramento River
Delta where those pumps come from.

The travesty of this bill is not what
is in it; it is what is not in it. And what
could have been in it is the opportunity
to turn on those pumps, which have
been 12 months a year for over 50 years.

It is not like this is a new idea or
new environment. It is to get that
water for San Francisco, and that is
great. But let’s get water for the Cen-
tral Valley and the farmers in Cali-
fornia, and let’s get water for southern
California as well. Let’s not just deal
with one part of the State. Let’s deal
with the whole State.

So, Madam Speaker, I would ask that
we reject this rule because of what it
doesn’t have. Let’s give the Central
Valley a chance. We need jobs. We need
economic activity. Turn those pumps
on. Turn this rule down.

Ms. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER), the
sponsor of this legislation.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of the rule and the underlying leg-
islation, and I want to thank Ms. MAT-
SUI, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and the entire
Rules Committee for their support.

Today’s bill responds to a request for
assistance from the State of California
and local water managers to expand
the supply of water in our drought-
stricken State. It does no more than
that. It is good for our economy. This
bill will create thousands of jobs. It
will reduce the stress on our oversub-
scribed fresh water system. This bill
expands the water supply of six Bay
Area communities, including my own
congressional district.
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This bill authorizes additional water
recycling through the successful Bu-
reau of Reclamation’s title XVI pro-
gram. Title XVI allows local water
managers to treat wastewater and use
the clean recycled water for other pur-
poses within their jurisdiction. This
bill would add 7.2 million gallons of
water per day to California’s water
supply, enough water to meet the needs
of 24,000 households.

My bill is one of a series of water re-
cycling bills that have been approved
by the House this year and in recent
years to expand the water supply in
Republican and Democratic districts
alike throughout the West and the
Southwest. They have been passed
without controversy, without amend-
ment, without debate on the larger
California water policy needs.

This year alone the House has passed
by voice vote and overwhelming ma-
jorities five local water bills the same
as this legislation to provide for this
recycling and this reuse. Why has the
House done that? Because across the
State of California, the water users in
that State recognize the extent to
which we can recycle and reuse water.
We take immediate pressure off of the
entire California water system, both
the Federal system and the State sys-
tem.

This is an investment in which there
is unanimity that it must be made.
When you talk about doing this, you
are talking about helping the Central
Valley, because you release the pres-
sure. When you do this, you are talking
about helping the Delta.

Clearly the cities, the agencies in
southern California, believe this is im-
portant to their future. That is why
the cities have put up the money to
match the Federal effort. That is why
my colleagues from both sides of the
aisle have come forward and asked for
this legislation. That is why they have
been approved overwhelmingly on a
unanimous bipartisan basis, because
they are critical to the long-term
water needs.

You cannot help the Central Valley if
you cannot relieve the stress on an
oversubscribed system. It is just that
fact. The pumps are on. The pumps
have been on for months. But what
they would suggest you do is, you dev-
astate the San Francisco Bay Area. We
have already lost tens of thousands of
jobs, from the fisheries, from the ice
stores, from the gas stations, from the
tourist businesses, from the loss of the
salmon running from Monterey, the
midcoast, all the way up to the Wash-
ington border. Those jobs have been
impacted.

This is not a good situation. That is
why I said I haven’t lost many lawsuits
that I have supported. The point was to
check your guns at the door and see if
we could work together. And this has
agreement—it has unanimous agree-
ment of the water agencies across the
State that this is helpful. This will
make a difference. That is why they
have supported all these projects.
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We can start to work together, water
agencies that today are down at the
Department of the Interior trying to
see if we could get things done that the
last administration prohibited the Bu-
reau of Reclamation from doing, such
as entering new fish screens within the
Delta that we think will save 250,000
acre-feet of water. 250,000. Does that
sound familiar in the valley?

But the last administration would
not let the Bureau of Reclamation take
those projects, even though they would
be paid for by State funds. That is the
importance of this legislation. This is
about whether or not we as a State
come together from the Oregon border
to the Mexican border and solve this
problem across all of our needs, which
is agriculture, which is business, which
is municipal use of water.

We have the potential to do that, and
these pieces of legislation are critical.
That is why, up until now, the House
decided on a joint bipartisan basis that
we would get these bills as fast as we
can to the Senate and hopefully get ac-
tion and get these projects underway,
because the cities have already put up
the money, the engineering is done, the
projects are cleared. That is why many
of them were eligible for stimulus
money, because they are ready to go.
They have been waiting to go. They
have been waiting, in fact in many
cases a number of years, because the
administration wouldn’t put up the
money until the stimulus bill of this
year.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes
to my friend from California (Mr.
MCCARTHY).

Mr. McCARTHY of California. I
thank my friend from Florida.

As I listen to my colleague from Cali-
fornia, I rise opposed to this rule. You
cannot bring water to California when
you bring another closed rule to the
floor. You cannot bring debate to the
floor when you don’t allow amend-
ments.

Madam Speaker, the people of the
Central Valley are being crushed with
record unemployment from a man-
made drought, from 14 percent to over
40 percent. Plain and simple, the ma-
jority that runs this House is failing to
fix this problem. Jobs are being lost be-
cause the pumps were shut off.

At a time of crisis, when there is no
excuse for partisanship, some appear to
be playing partisan games at the ex-
pense of people’s livelihoods. Instead of
coming together as Republicans, Demo-
crats and Independents, the solution to
get the water flowing sits behind post
office bills and this bill that would re-
cycle water for use in San Francisco
Bay.

I ask this simple question: why are
we failing to take up a needed bill to
turn the pumps on to get the water
flowing again? This is not a liberal,
conservative or moderate issue. This is
a commonsense issue.

Madam Speaker, President Franklin
Delano Roosevelt once said the Nation

October 15, 2009

that destroys its soil destroys itself.
Well, the pumps are off, the pipes are
dry, the land is no longer able to
produce, and the soil is being de-
stroyed. How do you bring water to
California with a closed rule? How do
you sit on this floor and say you are
bringing all these bills up for water but
you deny the Valley, you deny the
breadbasket and you deny the ability
for the pumps to be turned on?
I ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote on the rule.

O 1400

Ms. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, I just
want to remind everyone here that ear-
lier this year several other local water
measures were resoundingly approved
by the House. They include the South
Orange County Recycled Water En-
hancement Act, which was in Rep-
resentative CALVERT’s district; the
Lake Hodges Surface Water Improve-
ment Act in Representative BILBRAY’S
district; the Magna Water District
Reuse and Groundwater Recharge Act
in Representative CHAFFETZ’ district of
Utah; the Calleguas Municipal Water
District Recycling project in Rep-
resentative GALLEGLY’s district; the
Hermiston water recycling and reuse
project, Representative WALDEN of Or-
egon; the Tule River Tribe Water De-
velopment Act in Representative
NUNES’ district.

Until it was caught up in partisan-
ship, H.R. 2442 would have followed the
same procedure. H.R. 2442 is no dif-
ferent than any of these bills. What is
different is politics.

I reserve my time.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes
to my friend from Iowa (Mr. KING).

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I'm
here standing in support of Congress-
man NUNES and the California delega-
tion that has spoken against this rule
and for water for the valley. And as I
watched this debate unfold here on the
floor, something about the depth of the
emotion in the voice and in the eyes of
DEVIN NUNES told me I needed to go see
for myself, Mr. Speaker.

So in late August, I went down to the
Fresno area and traveled the valley—
most of the valley, not all of the val-
ley—and I looked at 250,000 acres of
man-made dust. And I know there are
at least 600,000 acres of man-made
drought in that Central Valley area,
and then I went up to San Francisco
with a heavy heart. And I can tell you
what I saw when I looked at that dust
in the valley. I felt like that Indian in
the commercial that saw his river full
of junk and tires and the tear trickled
down his cheek to think that man
could do that to man. And they’re wa-
tering the lawns in San Francisco
while we have a man-made drought and
they’re taking out dead trees from or-
chards in California in the valley.

I also led a codel to go look at the
swamp Arabs in Iraq, and there, Sad-
dam Hussein, years ago we’ll know, de-
cided that he didn’t like the politics of
the people in the south, the Shias in
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the south that lived in that swamp, and
so he shut off and diverted the Tigris
and Euphrates Rivers and shut off the
water and dried out the swamp Arabs
in the south. And I visited that area. It
was a political decision and a man-
made drought for the swamp Arabs in
Iraq, and we’re quite proud that we
sent our American military in to turn
on that water and reflood that swamp
and give them back the lifeblood of the
people in southern Iraq on the delta
area there.

Here, we have the valley, and this is
a battle going on between San Fran-
cisco, the urban areas in California,
and the most productive area in the
world. And I’'m from Iowa and I'm say-
ing this. The most dollars per acre pro-
duced out of the valley of anyplace in
the world, and we have a man-made
drought. We’re watering lawns in San
Francisco and diverting more water to
San Franciscans, who didn’t look to me
like they were very dry, and throwing
dust in the face of the hardworking
people in the valley.

I can’t believe we can have a man-
made tragedy of this magnitude and
we’re told, check your guns at the
door. Check your guns at the door
when the cards are dealt, and we have
a closed rule that shuts off any debate
other than on the rule itself, no amend-
ments allowed, no vote being able to be
forced. We can’t shape policy in this
Congress if it’s being shaped up there
in the hole in the wall.

I want to bring that debate down to
the floor. And if you at least have
enough courage to ask for an open rule
and allow some amendments so the
Members of this Congress can weigh in,
then the people of the country can
weigh in and they can have their voice
heard. We can turn on the water.

This is not about the minnow you’ll
find and other species. It’s about a
fight over the water. But a man-made
drought and 600,000 acres, 40,000 jobs
lost, shut off the water to the swamp
Arabs, shut them off to the people
down in the Central Valley. It is heart-
breaking, Mr. Speaker, and this has got
to stop. The voice of the people needs
to be heard.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, let me
just say that five amendments were
submitted to the Rules Committee for
this bill. All five were nongermane. Not
a single amendment would be allowed
on this floor under an open rule.

I reserve my time.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SERRANO). 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 dis-
approval of proceedings or other audi-
ble conversation is in violation of the
rules of the House.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Speaker, it’s my pleasure
to yield 5 minutes to my friend from
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS).

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to strongly oppose this
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rule. As a former member of the Rules
Committee, and currently as the rank-
ing member of the House Natural Re-
sources Committee, I want to address
several arguments that have been made
that try to justify blocking amend-
ments to provide relief for tens of thou-
sands of suffering people suffering an
economic disaster in the San Joaquin
Valley as a result of a man-made and
government-enforced drought.

First, I want to specifically dispel
the notion that allowing the House to
vote on relief to these suffering com-
munities wasn’t possible because
amendments were nongermane. Mr.
Speaker, it is entirely within the power
of the House Rules Committee to allow
debate on any amendment that it wish-
es and, conversely, to shut down debate
on any amendment they do not want to
see discussed on the House floor. The
Rules Committee does, can, and regu-
larly does, waive the germaneness rule.
It simply refused to do so on this mat-
ter because the Democrat leadership of
this House doesn’t wish to have this
matter, this matter of the man-made
drought in the San Joaquin Valley, de-
bated or discussed on the House floor.
Any notion, any notion, Mr. Speaker,
that they couldn’t allow these amend-
ments even 10 minutes of debate time
followed by a vote is simply not true.

So let’s be clear about what we’re de-
bating here. The underlying bill relates
to Federal water recycling projects in
the San Francisco Bay Area of Cali-
fornia. The amendments not made in
order relate to Federal water supply
and a man-made drought in the San
Joaquin Valley in California. This is
hardly a case of mixing apples and or-
anges. The truth is that the Democrat-
controlled Rules Committee chose to
hand a shiny red apple to the San
Francisco Bay Area and give a giant
raspberry to the people in the San Joa-
quin Valley.

The other argument I wish to address
and dispel is that the drought in Cali-
fornia is an issue only for those in Cali-
fornia to resolve. Mr. Speaker, if this
House can debate and vote on a bill to
provide millions of taxpayer dollars,
Federal taxpayer dollars, for water
projects in the San Francisco Bay
Area, then this House can certainly de-
bate and vote on providing relief to
farmers and farmworkers that are de-
nied Federal water by Federal lawsuits
and Federal policies, again, in the San
Joaquin Valley of California. This isn’t
a case of having your cake and eat it,
too. It’s a matter of water for San
Francisco and none for the San Joa-
quin Valley.

Lastly, to the argument this is a
California issue for Californians to re-
solve, I will note that the votes in the
Rules Committee to block the amend-
ments from being heard were by a mar-
gin of six ‘“‘no”” and five ‘‘yes.” All four
Republicans voted to allow the amend-
ments to be heard on the floor, as did
Mr. CARDOZA from California, and a
Democrat, but not one single one of
Mr. CARDOZA’s Democrat colleagues
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joined him. We were told this is a Cali-
fornia matter, and yet relief for the
San Joaquin Valley is denied because
of the votes of Democrats on the Rules
Committee from New York, Massachu-
setts, Florida, Maine, and Colorado,
who all voted ‘‘no’ to block discussion
of these amendments on the House
floor.

The arguments of germaneness and
it’s a California only matter are simply
excuses being used to try to hide the
fact that the Democrat leaders who
control this House don’t want to allow
a vote on solutions and provide relief
to the tens of thousands of people suf-
fering in the San Joaquin Valley.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘no’’ on this unfair rule.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, we are in
a drought. We are in a drought. That’s
a fact. And this legislation will help
ensure that future droughts in Cali-
fornia will have less of a damaging im-
pact. When water is used more effi-
ciently, droughts like the one we are
currently experiencing become less se-
vere because we have built in defense
mechanisms.

We know that the drought, and not
the Endangered Species Act or House
leadership, is the real reason why so
many individuals are suffering in Cali-
fornia’s Central Valley. In fact, accord-
ing to Ron Milligan, the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation operations manager for
the Central Valley Project, the average
delta water exports prior to 2008 were
5.7 million acre-feet. In 2009, the export
fell to 3.6 million acre-feet. Of the 2.1
million acre-foot shortfall, 1.6 million
is due to the drought. Only 500,000 of
the decreased results are from the
delta smelt ruling.

If anything, our colleagues who rep-
resent that part of the State should
support H.R. 2442 as a means of fighting
against the drought. They should also
support it as a way to increase the
amount of water available statewide
for local agencies to access.

I reserve my time.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1%
minute to my friend from Texas (Mr.
GOHMERT).

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I'm
pleased that this bill will apparently
benefit people in the San Francisco
Bay Area with water. As I understand
it, I think we have some leadership on
the majority side that is from that
area. And that’s wonderful that they’ll
benefit with water, but it is deeply
troubling to hear people come to this
floor and start trying to blame the past
administration for water problems in
California.

At what point are people going to ac-
knowledge, you know what? The Demo-
cratic majority, we’re in the majority
as Democrats. We took control over 2%
years ago, and we’re responsible here.
We have had an opportunity to do
something about this for over 2 years,
and we have not done anything because
the majority leadership has chosen not
to do anything.
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My friend DEVIN NUNES recruited me
over 2 years ago. He had me look at
this, and I saw how the smelt were
being protected, and that’s fine. But
the smelt, the 2-inch minnow, while
people are starving, the land is starv-
ing, the people are starving, they’re
losing their jobs.

When DEVIN brought this to my at-
tention, it smelt badly back then. It
smelt badly a year ago. It’s smelt badly
all this year, and now, my friends, it
stinks. It’s time to have open rules
that allow us to bring water to every-
one who needs it.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to say that further investing in
water recycling is sound public policy.
This bill would allow the Bay Area to
reuse water. This legislation would not
mandate additional water transfers or
adversely affect California’s Central
Valley in any way. H.R. 2442 is a
proactive step taken by our delegation
to address California’s water situation
in a positive way.

I'd like to yield 2% minutes to the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the
gentlewoman’s courtesy in permitting
me to speak on the rule.

I was sitting here waiting to speak
on the underlying legislation after the
rule is passed because I think it is an
important ingredient towards dealing
with a serious problem in California
that affects us all, but I am compelled
to come to the floor to support briefly
the rule that is brought before us.

My friend from the other side of the
aisle from Texas recently asked, won-
ders at what point the majority stops
blaming the Bush administration. I
would hope that at some point the mi-
nority looks at a lost decade of Repub-
lican stranglehold on reasonable envi-
ronmental policy, not just for Cali-
fornia, but throughout the West, that
actually set us back. We’re playing
catch-up now on things that we should
have done for years in water infra-
structure and water policy.
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Second, the notion that somehow we
are wasting water because it flows into
the delta and on into the Pacific
Ocean, I will tell you, my fishermen in
the Pacific Northwest don’t think that
is a waste. They don’t think the
smelt—which is a proxy for a col-
lapsing ecosystem that is posing prob-
lems throughout the Pacific Northwest
on historic fisheries and speaking to
other environmental problems—is not
a waste.

I find it amusing to hear some people
come to the floor and talk about a
man-made, government-made drought.
For heaven sakes, look at what’s hap-
pening to the water levels; look at the
areas there where they don’t even mon-
itor what is happening with ground-
water to Kkeep careful control. The
California legislature just tied itself
into knots unable to advance sensible
water policies.
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There is a governmental failure all
right, a governmental failure that at
the Federal Government, the State
government, and the local government
we haven’t dealt meaningfully with
these conflicts. Instead we have treated
farmers, fishermen, the environment
and local communities that rely on
these sources, we have treated them
shabbily. Well, now with the climate
change and persistent drought and the
fact that some people aren’t going to
sit back and take it anymore, it’s com-
ing home to roost.

I hope that there is a more spirited
and robust discussion about the re-
ality. I hope California gets its act to-
gether on a State level.

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

Ms. MATSUI. I yield an additional 30
seconds to the gentleman.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. And I hope that
the Federal Government makes up for
that lost decade.

We are in a situation now where
water is the precious resource for going
forward, and what we’re seeing here is
a blip on the radar screen that is going
to be affecting each and every State
across the country. We better stop pre-
tending that this drought is somehow
government caused. We need to get our
act together, get policies in place, pro-
tect the environment, be rational and
be fair.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes
to my friend from California (Mr.
NUNES).

Mr. NUNES. I thank my friend from
Florida.

I just want to make sure that we set
the record straight on this salmon fish-
ing issue. A lot of people are probably
watching out there and wondering,
well, are these salmon fishermen really
out of work? The truth is that the
salmon fishermen can still fish; they
just can’t fish for salmon. And that is
because the government—us, this
body—and others told the fishermen
that they cannot fish for salmon.
Every other country in the world can
fish for salmon, just us.

So not only are we not allowing the
salmon fishermen to fish, we are also
paying them not to fish; several hun-
dred million dollars we have given the
salmon fishermen so that they will not
fish for salmon. Meanwhile, we have
40,000 people that are without work,
and they get nothing.

So there is no correlation between
these pumps that have run for 50 years
and salmon fishermen not fishing, ex-
cept for this: the government says,
salmon fishermen, you can’t fish for
salmon. The government also says,
keep the pumps shut off so that people
in the San Joaquin Valley don’t have
any water and can’t grow any crops to
provide Americans food. So this whole
argument about the poor salmon fish-
ermen is complete fiction.

I would like to know where my col-
leagues were—some of them who were
in this body—in the 1980s when they
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ran every Portuguese American fisher-
man out of the San Diego area. There
were several thousand mostly Por-
tuguese fishermen, and nobody came to
their aid. They fished for tuna. All
those jobs were lost to foreign coun-
tries. And now all of a sudden we’re
here and we’re worried about salmon
fishermen? Bogus, absolutely bogus.
Shameful on this body.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
my time.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Speaker, with regard to
the issue that’s been debated, one thing
continues to come to mind: the merits
of this issue, this water issue of such
importance to people in the San Joa-
quin Valley in California, have been de-
bated during this rule debate because
there is no other option.

The substantive legislation, two
amendments that Mr. NUNES came to
the Rules Committee and asked to be
authorized for debate by the House,
they were denied; they were not made
in order. So there is no other option
but during the time when we are debat-
ing the rule, the terms of debate for an
underlying bill that will subsequently
be debated, this is the only time when
Mr. NUNES and the others who know
this issue so intimately and feel it, ap-
propriately, so passionately in rep-
resentation of their constituents, it’s
the only opportunity that they have to
be able to bring out the issue, to edu-
cate us. And it’s a shame because the
Congress as a whole, the House as a
whole, should be able to debate this
issue and consider it and decide it.

Mr. Speaker, over the last few
months, the American people have
written and called many of us and
made their opinions known at meetings
asking us whether we pledge to read
bills before we vote on them. The rea-
son is that many people were outraged
when they found out that the majority
leadership forced the Congress to vote
on a number of sweeping and very ex-
pensive bills without giving Members
time to understand or even to read the
bills.

For example, we were forced to vote
on the final so-called stimulus bill and
on the omnibus appropriations bill, and
on a cap-and-trade bill. I remember
that one was presented to us at three
in the morning in the Rules Com-
mittee, and a few hours after that we
had it here on the floor. All those bills
were passed without Members being
able to read them, having time to do
s0. That’s no way to run the House, and
so our constituents are rightfully
upset.

You would think that this issue of
sufficient time to read legislation
should not be controversial. The distin-
guished Speaker stated, and I quote,
“Members should have at least 24 hours
to examine bills and conference reports
before floor consideration,” and yet
that has not been the case time after
time after time.

So 182 Members have signed a dis-
charge petition at the front desk that
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would require all legislation to be
available to Members of Congress for
at least 72 hours before the legislation
is brought to the House floor for a
vote.

So, accordingly, I will be asking for a
“no” vote on the previous question so
we can amend the rule and allow the
House to consider that legislation,
House Resolution 544, a bipartisan bill
by my friends and colleagues, Rep-
resentatives BAIRD and CULBERSON.

Now, with regard to any Members
being concerned that that may jeop-
ardize consideration of the underlying
legislation, I want to make it clear
that this motion provides for separate
consideration of the Baird-Culberson
bill within 3 days so that we can vote
on this underlying legislation, the
water bill, and then once we’re done,
consider House Resolution 544.

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

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

The rule before us today is a fair rule
that allows us to make a strong Fed-
eral commitment to sustaining Califor-
nia’s economy, water supply, and our
environment.

This bill was reported unanimously
by the National Resources Committee
on September 29. It was voted under
suspension on September 30. It was in-
troduced in May. There has been ample
time for the minority to review this
legislation. Now is the time to act on
it.

The Bay Area Regional Water Recy-
cling Program Expansion Act would
lessen the limited demand for fresh
water by the region and the State. It is
critical that we avoid partisan debate
and disagreements over water issues
and pass this legislation.

Moreover, the House has already ex-
pedited similar measures for a bipar-
tisan collection of congressional dis-
tricts across California. The south Or-
ange County recycling project was
passed in February in Mr. CALVERT’S
district. The Lake Hodges Surface
Water improvements was passed in
April in Mr. BILBRAY’s district. The
Calleguas Municipal Water District re-
cycling initiative was approved in Sep-
tember for Mr. GALLEGLY. The Magna
Water District Reuse proposal in Utah
was passed for Mr. CHAFFETZ’s district.
The Hermiston water recycling and
reuse project in Oregon was passed for
Mr. WALDEN’s district. And the Tule
River Water Development Act was
passed by a vote of 417-3 in July for Mr.
NUNES’ district.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that local
water projects typically have bipar-
tisan support here in the House of Rep-
resentatives. I am disappointed that
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle have set aside that tradition,
forcing us to bring this rule to the
floor today.

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

The material previously referred to
by Mr. LINCOLN DI1AZ-BALART of Florida
is as follows:
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AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 830 OFFERED BY MR.
DIAZ-BALART

At the end of the resolution, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. 2. On the third legislative day after
the adoption of this resolution, immediately
after the third daily order of business under
clause 1 of rule XIV and without interven-
tion of any point of order, the House shall
proceed to the consideration of the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 554) amending the Rules of the
House of Representatives to require that leg-
islation and conference reports be available
on the Internet for 72 hours before consider-
ation by the House, and for other purposes.
The resolution shall be considered as read.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the resolution and any amend-
ment thereto to final adoption without in-
tervening motion or demand for division of
the question except: (1) one hour of debate
equally divided and controlled by the chair
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Rules; (2) an amendment, if offered
by the Minority Leader or his designee and if
printed in that portion of the Congressional
Record designated for that purpose in clause
8 of rule XVIII at least one legislative day
prior to its consideration, which shall be in
order without intervention of any point of
order or demand for division of the question,
shall be considered as read and shall be sepa-
rately debatable for twenty minutes equally
divided and controlled by the proponent and
an opponent; and (3) one motion to recommit
which shall not contain instructions. Clause
1(c) of rule XIX shall not apply to the consid-
eration of House Resolution 554.

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

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

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

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

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Democratic majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the defini-
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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.

Ms. MATSUI. 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 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of adoption of the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 237, nays
178, not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 786]

YEAS—237
Abercrombie Capps DeGette
Ackerman Capuano Delahunt
Adler (NJ) Cardoza DeLauro
Altmire Carnahan Dicks
Andrews Carson (IN) Dingell
Arcuri Castor (FL) Doggett
Baca Chandler Donnelly (IN)
Baldwin Chu Doyle
Barrow Clarke Driehaus
Bean Clay Edwards (MD)
Becerra Clyburn Edwards (TX)
Berkley Cohen Ellison
Berman Connolly (VA) Ellsworth
Berry Conyers Engel
Bishop (GA) Cooper Eshoo
Bishop (NY) Costello Etheridge
Blumenauer Courtney Farr
Boccieri Crowley Fattah
Boren Cuellar Filner
Boswell Cummings Foster
Boucher Dahlkemper Frank (MA)
Brady (PA) Davis (AL) Fudge
Braley (IA) Davis (CA) Giffords
Bright Davis (IL) Gonzalez
Brown, Corrine Davis (TN) Gordon (TN)
Butterfield DeFazio Grayson
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Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,

Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz
Childers
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole

Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Me