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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. CUELLAR).

————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 26, 2010.

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

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

——————

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Lord, our God, You reward the just
and hate injustice. You forgive those
who repent their sins and stir compas-
sion for those who suffer.

Once again, Lord, during Black His-
tory Month, You have brought to mind
pitiful stories of slavery and the deep
yearning of people to be free.

With the craft of mass communica-
tion and the skill of good teachers, You
have brought to life again powerful sto-
ries of African American heroes, schol-
ars, artists, and outstanding leaders
throughout our Nation’s history.

Much of this artistry, delightful spir-
it, strong determination, and hard
work was inspired by religious faith in
You and the promise of the Holy Bible.
Their witness to undying hope and
peaceful resolution changed this Na-
tion forever.

Lord, we praise and thank You for
the African American communities
across this landscape who have shared
our past, bless our present culture, and
endow our future with profound hope,
genuine laughter, memorable music,
and so many other contributions to our
common good.

May the African American people
continue to be a blessing, Lord, upon
this Nation, now and forever.

Amen.

————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

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

——
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentlewoman from Massachusetts (Ms.
TSONGAS) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. TSONGAS 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.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

———

END THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN
AND BRING OUR TROOPS HOME

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

Mr. KUCINICH. The Washington Post
reports that nearly $1 billion a year in
cash, suspected to include U.S. aid,
opium trade receipts, or both, is mov-
ing from Afghanistan to Dubai, where
friends and family of Afghanistan’s
President Karzai have multimillion
dollar villas. Dubai real estate deals
and a number of crooked enterprises
connected to the Karzai family have

created crony capitalism in a country
awash in U.S. cash and U.S. blood.

Nearly 1,000 U.S. soldiers have died,
and for what? Hundreds of billions
spent, and for what? To make Afghani-
stan safe for crooks, drug dealers, and
crony capitalism?

Next Thursday I will bring a privi-
leged resolution to this House so that
Congress can claim our constitutional
right to end this war and to bring our
troops home. Please support the resolu-
tion.

———————

HEALTH CARE SUMMIT

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

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday, the President
missed an important opportunity to re-
start the national debate on health
care reform. Americans who tuned into
this health care summit were dis-
appointed that they were left with the
same Big Government health -care
takeover.

The American people are facing
waves of Groundhog Day, as they have
already rejected this type of govern-
ment health care takeover.

There are substantive alternatives to
consider. Republicans have offered 70
different health care bills to the Wash-
ington liberal majority. With 14.8 mil-
lion Americans out looking for work,
Congress should not be taking over a
health care system that will destroy
jobs, which the National Federation of
Independent Business says will kill 1.6
million more jobs.

It’s time to come to consensus on re-
sponsible health care elements that
both parties agree on, and then move
on to focus on job creation policies.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.
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Best wishes for the continued success
of the Historically Black Colleges and
Universities of South Carolina.

———
BLACK HISTORY MONTH

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

Mrs. DAHLKEMPER. Mr. Speaker, in
honor of Black History Month, I rise to
celebrate the lives of two African
Americans from Erie, Pennsylvania.

Born in 1886, Harry T. Burleigh was a
world-famous musician. Burleigh was
the first African American composer
acclaimed for his concert music, and he
wrote more than 200 American art
songs.

After his death in 1949, Harry
Burleigh was largely forgotten until
Rev. Charles Kennedy of Erie revived
his memory. Rev. Kennedy, a minister
and a musician, was a distinguished
community leader and president of the
Harry T. Burleigh Society. He cham-
pioned the legacy of Burleigh’s incred-
ible talent. Sadly, Rev. Kennedy passed
away this November.

Harry Burleigh and Charles Kennedy
made unforgettable contributions to
the African American community and
all of American society. For Black His-
tory Month and every month, we honor
their memories.

———

LET’S GET PEOPLE BACK TO
WORK

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the
number of new unemployment benefit
claims jumped last week to 496,000
Americans. More people out of work,
more people looking for those promised
jobs.

Meanwhile, a year later, we’'re bogged
down debating the administration’s $1
trillion government-run health care
bill, a government-created problem
that most Americans flatly reject.

Our priorities should be getting peo-
ple back to work. Get government off
the back of small businesses, the real
creator of jobs.

But the talk around town is to raise
taxes. John Marshall said, ‘““An unlim-
ited power to tax involves the power to
destroy. There is a limit beyond which
no institution and no person can bear
taxation.”

Tax hikes for more Federal boon-
doggles won’t create any jobs. Leave
money in the hands of the people who
earned it, the American public.

Meanwhile, 15 million Americans are
unemployed.

And that’s just the way it is.

——————

CONSUMER FINANCIAL
PROTECTION AGENCY

(Ms. TSONGAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Ms. TSONGAS. Mr. Speaker, Ameri-
cans have long demanded reliable con-
sumer protections for goods and serv-
ices.

Much as snake oil cures, flammable
children’s sleepwear, and lead toys
were once commonly found in the mar-
ketplace, predatory lending, hidden
fees, and skyrocketing interest rates
are shamefully common today, with
little oversight on behalf of the con-
sumer.

This failure has had devastating con-
sequences for our Nation, and was one
of the principal drivers of the financial
crisis that resulted in a deep depres-
sion.

A strong, independent Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Agency would have
the ability to rein in the worst prac-
tices of the big credit card companies,
banks, and other large financial insti-
tutions, placing the consumer on a
level playing field. It would also help
responsible institutions like commu-
nity banks and credit unions by requir-
ing their competitors in the unregu-
lated shadow banking world to play by
the same consumer rules.

I call on the Senate to follow the
House’s lead in including a strong con-
sumer rights agency in financial re-
form.

FUNDING FOR NASA

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

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to discuss NASA funding. The Presi-
dent’s proposed budget would end the
Constellation program and shift funds
to private companies, effectively kill-
ing United States human space flight.
This shift to private sector is not a
taxpayer savings. The Federal Govern-
ment has already spent $9 billion on
NASA’S Constellation program.

The new budget proposes to spend an
additional $2.5 billion to kill the Con-
stellation, and billions more will be
spent on unproven private sector enti-
ties. So, we’re wasting $11.5 billion to
ensure that America’s 50-year reign as
the global leader in human space flight
is over.

The President’s budget does not even
cut NASA’s funding. It simply shifts
funds dedicated for actual human space
flight to unproven commercial entities,
forcing us to reinvent the wheel on
human space flight. This is not sound
fiscal policy. It’s not good for Amer-
ica’s future.

I urge my colleagues to join me to
support efforts to restore Constellation
funding.

—————

JOBS

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

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, 1 year ago
last week, the President signed the Re-
covery Act, a comprehensive bill that
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reinvested in the American workforce,
an event that my colleagues on the
other side have rallied against since
President Obama took office. The facts
simply don’t back them up.

In the first quarter of 2009, our econ-
omy was losing 726,000 jobs a month.
And now, largely due to the Recovery
Act, the number has been reduced to
35,000 last quarter. The fact is, the CBO
states that the Recovery Act created
2.4 million jobs through the end of 2009.

The Recovery Act also provided $120
billion in tax cuts for 95 percent of
working families. That’s 95 percent of
working families, and that’s a tax cut.

Going forward, we must continue to
build off this momentum of the Recov-
ery Act. That includes passing mean-
ingful job-creation legislation that will
help small businesses and reduce unem-
ployment. It also includes continuing
focus on infrastructure projects and
promoting energy efficiency initia-
tives.

Finally, that means we must pass
meaningful health care reform.

———

RECOGNIZING THIRTY YEARS OF
DEDICATED SERVICE OF VICKIE
L. BANDY

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

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, the Bible
tells us for everything there is a sea-
son. Surely, that includes a time to
work and a time to rest.

Since 1979 I've had the privilege and
indeed the honor of working with a
West Virginian who has had an ex-
traordinary time of working with me
for the people of southern West Vir-
ginia. Vickie L. Bandy was born in our
hometown of Beckley, West Virginia,
and came to Washington, our Nation’s
Capital, three decades ago. She began
her long career serving the State she
loves and its people at my front desk.
This week she retires from her Hill ca-
reer serving as my deputy chief of
staff.

Vickie, as we say back home, was
raised right by her parents. But the
truest power her parents gave her was
her active faith. Far from being left at
the church steps on Sunday mornings,
Vickie’s faith never tires. She has car-
ried that throughout her career work-
ing on my staff and working for the
people of southern West Virginia.

Our mission, of course, is larger, fill-
ing the giant void that is left in
Vickie’s absence. And I'm sure that we
will have a hard task to do in our of-
fice, but we will do it for the people of
West Virginia and for Vickie’s con-
tinuing legacy of working for those
people.

———
O 0915

PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID-
ERATION OF H.R. 2701, INTEL-
LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010
Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, by di-

rection of the Committee on Rules, 1
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call up House Resolution 1113 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 1113

Resolved, That during further consideration
of the bill (H.R. 2701) to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2010 for intelligence and
intelligence-related activities of the United
States Government, the Community Man-
agement Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability
System, and for other purposes, pursuant to
House Resolution 1105, amendment number 1
printed in House Report 111-419 shall be con-
sidered as modified by striking the matter
proposed to be inserted as section 506.

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

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CARDOZA. I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members have 5 legisla-
tive days within which to revise and
extend their remarks and insert extra-
neous material into the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, the resolution provides
for further consideration of H.R. 2701,
the Intelligence Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2010. The rule modifies
amendment No. 1 printed in House Re-
port 111-419 by striking the matter pro-
posed to be inserted as section 506.

Mr. Speaker, the Intelligence Au-
thorization Act provides much-needed
policy guidance for the 16 agencies that
comprise the intelligence community.
At the same time, this bill improves
accountability and helps to prevent the
often disastrous consequences that
faulty intelligence and misinformation
to Congress can have on national secu-
rity. This bill is vitally important be-
cause it recognizes the fundamental re-
ality that solid intelligence is our Na-
tion’s first line of defense against ter-
rorists.

This Congress has not reauthorized
the intelligence bill in 4 years. The
funding in this bill provides our intel-
ligence agencies with tools, resources,
and authorities they need to keep us
safe. For example, it increases funding
for human intelligence collection and
counterintelligence activities; it
makes significant investments in cy-
bersecurity safety while also improving
language capabilities in the intel-
ligence community. Furthermore, it
fully authorizes the President’s budget
request for the intelligence community
programs and operations.

The rule we are debating this morn-
ing is the second rule the House has
considered. Yesterday we heard impas-
sioned arguments from both sides of
the aisle regarding an amendment from
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Mr. MCDERMOTT on actions of the in-
telligence officers in the field and their
criminal liability. Today, we are mov-
ing ahead with the authorization bill
without that language because it’s im-
portant to keep this bill moving for-
ward.

The President has issued guidelines
on this subject, and it deserves to be
considered by this body. However, we
are 4 years overdue on reauthorization,
and our intelligence community cannot
wait any longer.

I urge my colleagues to support this
rule so that we can continue the busi-
ness of protecting America’s families.
No American should ever face harm be-
cause this body could not do its job,
and this bill needs to move forward.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
begin by expressing my appreciation
for my Rules Committee colleague, the
gentleman from Atwater, and I yield
myself such time as I may consume as
we proceed with our customary 30 min-
utes.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, my friend
has just gone through—as was the case
yesterday when Mr. HASTINGS, the gen-
tleman from Fort Lauderdale, was
managing the rule on his side—the im-
portance of dealing with our Nation’s
intelligence. And we obviously have,
since this bill first came to the fore-
front last year, been dealing with a
wide range of very, very serious chal-
lenges: the shooting at Fort Hood,
which the Speaker pro tem under-
stands very well took place in his home
State of Texas; the great threat that
existed on Christmas Day when Umar
Farouk Abdulmutallab posed a threat,
and thanks to the fact that his device
did not go off, and, even more impor-
tant than that, the fact that we were
able to see these courageous passengers
come forward and prevent this man
from posing a threat to all of those on
board; and then, of course, the arrests
of those who posed a terrorist threat,
Najibullah Zazi and David Headley.
And then of course there are many
other instances that have not been in
the headlines.

But those three which I have just
mentioned have developed since last
summer when this bill first came for-

ward.
Mr. Speaker, what is happening
today is, unfortunately, a very dis-

turbing trend. We have had some
records set by this Congress and, frank-
ly, since Speaker PELOSI has been lead-
ing this Congress and the last Con-
gress.

Last year, we went through the en-
tire—entire—calendar year, the first
session of the 111th Congress, without a
single open rule. Not a single open rule
on even the appropriations bills. Never
before in the now 221-year history of
the Republic have we had that take
place. We, in fact, in the last 3 years
have saved the appropriations process,
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in the first 2 years of Speaker PELOSI’S
leadership, we have had a grand total,
Mr. Speaker, of one open rule. And
now, today, we seem to be establishing
another very disturbing and unfortu-
nate record.

It seems to me that as we look at leg-
islation in its first stage, which is
where we are right now, in its first
stage, we are now considering not the
second rule, as my friend from Atwater
has said in his opening remarks, but in
fact the third rule because this legisla-
tion last July was reported out of the
Rules Committee. We had a rule. On
July 3, we had a statement that came
forward from the administration that
leveled a very, very harsh criticism of
the bill itself.

Now, we’ve gone through a wide
range of measures that have been very
important and many that are less than
important in the last 8 months, and yet
we have not considered this very im-
portant intelligence bill. My friend
from Atwater has just talked about
how critically important it is; and if
that were the case in the eyes of the
majority, it would seem to me that last
July we would have dealt with this bill,
since it’s been 4 years since we have
had an intelligence authorization
measure.

Now, the language which has just
been stricken from this bill, it was one
of 21 amendments, Mr. Speaker, in-
cluded in the manager’s amendment.
And the message that comes through
to me over and over and over again—
and my friend from Atwater just re-
ferred to it as a vigorous debate on
both sides as an attempt to continue to
move the legislation forward—this lan-
guage was taken out.

Well, the bottom line is it meant
that the votes weren’t there on either
the Democratic or the Republican side
to move ahead with the intelligence
authorization bill. Why? Because one of
the most outrageous amendments
imaginable was incorporated in this
measure, and that’s the McDermott
language.

Yesterday, Mr. LUNGREN and Mr.
THORNBERRY and Mr. HOEKSTRA and I,
and I know others during the debate
throughout the bill, talked about this
language. And I think that probably
this was best put when the special elec-
tion took place in Massachusetts and
we saw our new colleague, SCOTT
BROWN, elected to the United States
Senate. And he gave an entertaining
and rather lengthy victory speech that
night. But the message that came
through loud and clear was that when
he got to Washington, he was going to
do everything within his power to
make sure that we expand our hard-
earned taxpayer dollars ensuring that
we defeat the terrorists and not defend
them.

And the language that was included—
not allowed for debate on the House
floor, but actually included among the
20 other amendments all by Democrats
in the manager’s amendment—the
manager’s amendment is usually a rel-
atively noncontroversial measure, Mr.
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Speaker, that comes to the floor and
there is often a very brief 10-minute de-
bate and it sails through with bipar-
tisan support—but the manager’s
amendment included this McDermott
amendment. And it provided a cir-
cumstance which could have seriously
jeopardized our men and women who
are courageously engaging in intel-
ligence gathering.

Now, when we talk about, as now-
Senator BROWN mentioned, the rights
of those individuals who have per-
petrated terrorist acts against us and
our interests around the world, the no-
tion of using the word ‘‘phobia,” which
was actually included in the
McDermott amendment, it would mean
that an individual could be imprisoned
and they could claim that for religious
reasons it’s absolutely essential that
they have a knife with them at all
times.

People can say, Well, that is silly.
How can that possibly take place? 1
mean, one has to scratch their head
thinking that that could happen. And
yet there are individuals who’ve inter-
preted that language which was in-
cluded in the manager’s amendment,
Mr. Speaker, as language that would
have allowed a prisoner to say that for
religious reasons it’s absolutely essen-
tial that they have a knife in their pos-
session, obviously posing a threat to
everyone around them.

And so, again, it’s difficult to com-
prehend that that could take place, but
we know how ruthless these barbarians
are who have been perpetrating acts
against us and other freedom-loving
peoples around the world.

So, Mr. Speaker, it to me is very dis-
turbing that we are here dealing with
what has been once again a major man-
agement problem which has taken
place in this institution.

The American people want us to
focus on job creation, economic
growth. We, of course yesterday, saw
the 7-hour summit take place at the
White House on the issue of health
care. But of paramount importance is
our security. It’s the single most im-
portant thing that we deal with. And to
have it mishandled in the way that it
has that has led us at 9:256 Friday morn-
ing to be on the House floor with the
third rule dealing with the Intelligence
authorization bill is, I think, a sad
commentary on where we are.

I have to say that this rule actually
included several other provisions which
should not have been included at this
point, and I discussed this last night up
in the Rules Committee when we met
into the evening. And that is we under-
stand—I mean, I was privileged to
serve as chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee, and we understand that moving
the agenda and ensuring the process of
getting that agenda passed is very,
very important. And yet, Mr. Speaker,
what this rule did was it put into place
a so-called martial law rule.

Mr. Speaker, martial law basically
means that something can move imme-
diately to the House floor, and it usu-
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ally takes place—and I see the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations, my friend, Mr. OBEY,
here. He knows very well that martial
law rule usually takes place at the end
of a session when there are very, very
pressing needs that need to be ad-
dressed.
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When we are dealing with those
issues we can see martial law imposed.
I understand that and recognize that
sometimes it’s necessary. But, Mr.
Speaker, we are in the second month of
the second session of the 111th Con-
gress, and yet we have imposed a so-
called martial law rule here.

So the most important thing is, of
course, dealing with the intelligence
authorization bill. But underlying all
of that are very, very serious manage-
ment flaws which have taken place. So
I just want to voice my concern, and I
know we are going to have a number of
my colleagues who are going to want
to speak and address the issue of the
intelligence authorization bill.

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

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I would
submit to my colleague from California
that we must get this legislation done.
I agreed with him. He agreed with me.
This is very important legislation. It’s
critical to the country.

Then he said, well, there is no real
rush because you are doing a martial
law rule. I submit to you that we need
to get this done. It’s very important
for the country, and we have taken a
long time. And I would also submit
that the majority of the Congress peo-
ple speaking to us all, Republicans and
Democrats, as I said in my opening
statement, felt that that amendment
wasn’t appropriately included in the
manager’s amendment. We agreed.
That’s why we are here today striking
it out.

I realize that the gentleman is say-
ing, well, it should have never been in
there to begin with, and that may be
true, but the reality is we are fixing
and correcting that error today. That
is why we are here, and I appreciate
the gentleman’s statement.

Mr. DREIER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CARDOZA. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say that, in-
terestingly enough, the measure that
we are addressing here is not being
considered under a martial law rule.
The martial law provision in this rule
was to deal with any other issue that
would have come to the floor either
yesterday or today. The idea of includ-
ing that in the rule——

Mr. CARDOZA. The gentleman is cor-
rect, and there are other measures, like
the jobs bill, which is critically impor-
tant, critically important to our home
State.

Mr. DREIER. Absolutely.
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Mr. CARDOZA. Like my district, it
has got 20 percent unemployment. So
there are other pressing matters that
we have to get to, and that’s exactly
the kind of point that I was making.

Mr. DREIER. Absolutely.

Mr. CARDOZA. I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I might consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would simply say that
obviously job creation and economic
growth is a very, very important pri-
ority, but the notion of saying that all
of a sudden this has to be done under
martial law, which basically under-
mines the legislative process, is not
only not necessary, but we are all fo-
cusing on job creation. We want to do
what we can. We all have very strong
feelings as to what should be done on
this and we are concerned about this
dramatic expansion of government.

Let me at this point, Mr. Speaker,
yield 4 minutes to the very thoughtful,
diligent, and hardworking gentleman
from Clarendon, Texas, the ranking
member of the Select Committee on In-
telligence, Mr. THORNBERRY.

Mr. THORNBERRY. I thank the gen-
tleman from California for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, since a number of our
colleagues were watching the events or
participating in the events at the
White House yesterday, like the gen-
tleman from California, I think it’s im-
portant to review briefly the history of
this legislation.

The Intelligence Committee referred
or reported out H.R. 2701 out of com-
mittee on June 26, 2009, by a party line
vote of 12-9. The Rules Committee first
reported a rule out for its consider-
ation on July 8, 2009, and from July 8,
2009, until February 24, 2010, it just sat
there, no action.

Meanwhile, there were at least eight
attempted terrorist attacks or plots for
which arrests were made against our
homeland. Meanwhile, events changed
in Afghanistan, Yemen, Somalia, Iran.
All around the world things were
changing, but we couldn’t find time on
the floor to deal with the Intelligence
authorization bill. We had important
things to do. We had post offices to
name.

But then on February 24, 2010, the
Rules Committee reported the second
rule out, which included the
McDermott language as part of a man-
ager’s amendment that was 31 total
amendments combined into one. That
McDermott language would create a
new crime and penalties only for our
intelligence professionals if they did
things like deny terrorists a proper
amount of sleep or if they did some-
thing that would violate a terrorist’s
religious beliefs however the terrorist
chose to define those religious beliefs.
There was no standard of reasonable-
ness there at all.

So throughout the day yesterday, as
most people were watching events in
the White House, we argued against
that provision; yet it was defended on
the other side of the aisle throughout
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the day. Some people said, Oh, it just
restates current law. Mr. MCDERMOTT
answered that himself in a l-minute
last night. He said, My amendment
would have expanded on the Presi-
dent’s Executive order to define what
constitutes cruel, inhuman, and de-
grading interrogation, and it will cre-
ate criminal penalties for those who
use those kinds of interrogations.

People over there who said that it
just restates current law were just mis-
taken. Somebody else said it reflects
American values. I don’t know when it
became American value to treat terror-
ists better than we treat Americans in
the criminal justice system. When it
came time to vote, the majority found
that they didn’t have enough votes to
pass the bill, and so they went back to
Rules a third time on this bill. Now
this rule strips out that provision that
the majority spent the whole day yes-
terday defending.

Now, I heard what the gentleman
from California said. I am not quite
clear that I have understood why we
have had this amazing turn of events,
why the Rules Committee on Wednes-
day night would say this provision is so
important it must be in the manager’s
amendment, but on Thursday night
they say, no, we are going to have a
rule that does nothing but strip it out.
Maybe they didn’t really know what
the McDermott language did. Maybe
they just voted the way the Speaker’s
office told them to vote.

As a matter of fact, there is a report
in the Washington Times today that
says a House Democratic aid told the
Washington Times leadership sup-
ported the amendment and told the
House Rules Committee to put it in the
provisions. Maybe they were just per-
suaded by our eloquence on the floor
yesterday, Mr. Speaker, and decided
that it needed to be removed. I don’t
know, but this provision is deplorable;
it needs to be scrapped. But it’s a
symptom, I would suggest, of a deeper
sickness that, in fact, some in this
body, some in the administration, of
how they view our intelligence profes-
sionals. Their reflex action is to blame
the intelligence community first. We
see it when special prosecutors are ap-
pointed to go after our intelligence
professionals. We see it when classified
interrogation memos are released, de-
spite the protestations of five former
CIA directors.

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

Mr. DREIER. I yield the gentleman
an additional 1 minute.

Mr. THORNBERRY. We also see that
‘“‘blame the intelligence professionals
first”> mentality when someone as dis-
tinguished as the Speaker of the House,
under political pressure, just accuses
them of lying all the time. That’s the
sort of mentality that gets a provision
made in order that mixes up the good
guys and the bad guys and goes after
the good guys and puts a higher stand-
ard on them than any county sheriff or
State trooper in the country would
have.

The
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Mr. Speaker, this is serious business.
Terrorists are plotting and planning to
attack us every single day. It doesn’t
do our intelligence professionals much
good if we give them nice words and
then enact new crimes against them.
What counts is our actions, standing up
for them and what they do to protect
us, and I would suggest this bill needs
to go a long way further in doing that.
But that strain that goes through this
House and some in the administration
to attack them first must be stopped at
all costs.

Mr. CARDOZA. I continue to reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, in light of
the fact that my friend from Atwater
has chosen to reserve his time, I am
happy at this point to yield 4 minutes
to another hardworking member of the
Select Committee on Intelligence who
brings his great experience, having
served in the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, the gentleman from Brighton,
Michigan (Mr. ROGERS).

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Thank you
to my friend from California.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday, I think, was
a very, very important symptom for us
to all understand, and it’s easy to get
confused, by the way, in who the good
guys are and who the bad guys are.
When you take the fight on the war on
terror from a proactive intelligence ap-
proach to a law enforcement approach,
things get pretty murky in a hurry,
and everything slows down, and infor-
mation exchanges slow down.

What we have done, what they have
tried to do in the middle of the night,
is sneak in a provision that would ac-
tually, when you read the entire thing,
treat terrorists with a special carve-
out that not even white-collar crimi-
nals, organized crime members, extor-
tionists as American citizens would
get, that your interrogator could be
brought up on charges for what you be-
lieved might be incidences that offend
you. Unbelievable. But that’s exactly
what happens when you are confused
about who the bad guys are.

This bill should be known for what it
doesn’t do. I mean, right now, they are
getting ready to bring, through the ad-
ministration policy and support of this
Congress, hundreds of some of the most
dangerous terrorists in the world to
the United States. Do you know that
about over a dozen times where these
terrorists have been held overseas, in-
cluding places like Great Britain, that
terrorists have tried to break in to
break them out? And guess what? Our
policy is to bring them to the United
States, give them a special carve-out,
and treat them like American citizens
at the cost of hundreds of millions of
dollars.

You know, we had the opportunity to
do disruptive activities to al Qaeda,
and some speculate that between the
Fort Hood shooting and the Christmas
Day bomber, there were methods and
activities that we as a Nation didn’t
engage in because we were confused
about being proactive on intelligence
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against terrorism or treating it like a
law enforcement matter. There is a lot
to be accountable in that decision, but
it can happen when you get confused
who the bad guys are.

We have never had a full vetting of
what was known at one time as the
Global Justice Initiative where you
send FBI agents around the world, in-
cluding to the battlefield, to Mirandize
foreign-trained terrorists who have de-
clared war on the United States. That
can happen when you forget who the
bad guys are. There is nothing in this
bill that protects the very courageous
CIA interrogators for following Depart-
ment of Justice guidelines in the inter-
rogation and the development of infor-
mation that will have saved lives in
the United States.

And, by the way, it was brought to
our attention that the same interroga-
tors who gave us about 70 percent of
what we know about the logistics and
operations of al Qaeda are subject to
criminal investigations. You know why
that happens? Because it’s easy to do
when you are confused about who the
good guys are and who the bad guys
are.

Yesterday was that symptom, Mr.
Speaker, that when you make that de-
cision, there are serious consequences.
Now, folks want to say, oh, that’s just
politics you are trying to interject.

This is serious business. Khalid
Sheikh Mohammed will come to New
York. Some estimate it as high as $200
million just for the security. That city
said, ‘“‘No.” Michigan said, ‘“‘No.” Kan-
sas said, ‘“‘No.” Americans are saying,
“No.”

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

Mr. DREIER. I yield the gentleman
an additional 1 minute.

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. We ought
to stand together in this body and say,
44N0.77

This bill falls short of addressing the
serious debate we better have ongoing
from a proactive intelligence approach
to a law enforcement approach. This is
not about you have the right to remain
silent and if you can’t afford an attor-
ney one will be appointed for you at
the expense of the U.S. taxpayers. This
is about aggressively pursuing terror-
ists where they live, where they train,
where they operate.

If our whole new plan is a law en-
forcement approach and we are going
to catch them at the airport, we are
going to lose this fight, and that’s ex-
actly what this bill fails to address.
You cannot let one stand in the line
with any American citizen and hope to
God your last defense works, and that’s
what happens when you go to a law en-
forcement approach and you treat CIA
officers like criminals and you treat
foreign terrorists 1like high-status
American citizens. You could get con-
fused on who the good guys are and
who the bad guys are in a hurry.

I would recommend strong rejection
of this bill. We need to start over, and
we need to start asking hard questions

The
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about what this policy is doing to the
national defense of the United States.

O 0945

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas,
the chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee, Mr. REYES.

Mr. REYES. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I am grateful for the op-
portunity to speak in support of this
rule. It provides us with the oppor-
tunity to advance the Intelligence Au-
thorization Act to conference and then
to the President.

This bill provides essential funding
to the intelligence community, im-
proves and updates critical legal au-
thorities, and enhances important
oversight authorities that will em-
power the congressional intelligence
committees to carry out their con-
stitutional responsibility to monitor
the work of the intelligence agencies.

As everybody knows, I take this obli-
gation very seriously. The work of the
intelligence community is of critical
importance, but by its nature must be
done largely behind closed doors. As a
result, the intelligence committees
exist to ensure that the work of the in-
telligence agencies is being done in a
manner that is effective, that is legal,
and that is without waste. H.R. 2701
provides the funding authorities and
the guidance necessary to that func-
tion.

First and foremost, this bill will dra-
matically improve the process for con-
gressional notification of covert ac-
tions. Over the past several years,
Democrats and Republicans have both
had complaints about the notification
process. Provisions in the manager’s
amendment will require notifications
in writing, insist that the President
certify the need to restrict briefings to
the Gang of Eight, and compel the ex-
ecutive branch to provide the legal au-
thority under which covert action is
being conducted.

As I have said before, this bill was
truly a team effort. We received input
and drafting assistance from a variety
of Members. The manager’s amend-
ment also includes contributions from
many of my colleagues.

Representative GIFFORDS from Ari-
zona crafted a provision that would re-
quire the DNI to report on intelligence
cooperation between the Federal Gov-
ernment and State and local law en-
forcement.

Representative BOCCIERI asked for a
report on the dissemination of counter-
terrorism information from the intel-
ligence community to local law en-
forcement.

Representative BISHOP introduced
language to require the DNI to submit
to Congress a report describing the
strategy of the United States in bal-
ancing intelligence collection needs
with the prosecution of terrorist sus-
pects.

Representative HARMAN, the former
ranking member of the Intelligence
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Committee, submitted an amendment
that will require the Inspector General
of the intelligence community to re-
port to Congress on the problem of
overclassification of intelligence and
ways to address that issue and those
problems.

The manager’s amendment also con-
tains language from Representative
HINCHEY requiring a report on previous
intelligence community activities in
Argentina, an issue that has long been
a concern of Representative HINCHEY.

Representative LANGEVIN, a leader on
the issue of cybersecurity, drafted a
provision that requires the President
to submit a plan to Congress to secure
the networks of the Federal Govern-
ment.

Finally, Representative MARKEY of
Colorado drafted language that will re-
quire the Director of National Intel-
ligence to submit a report to the con-
gressional Intelligence Committees as-
sessing the threat posed to allies and
interests of the United States in the
Persian Gulf by Iran’s missile arsenal.

Beyond the manager’s amendment,
the base text of the bill makes several
important improvements in oversight
of intelligence activities. First, it es-
tablishes an Inspector General for the
entire intelligence community. This
provision will help eliminate fraud,
waste, and abuse, and it will also keep
a close eye on the protection of the
rights of Americans.

The bill will also require the DNI to
establish a plan to increase diversity
within the intelligence community. As
is very clear, this is a measure that is
important to all our Members, to me
personally, and to the committee’s vice
chairman, Mr. HASTINGS. For the intel-
ligence agencies, diversity is not just
about virtue and equality, though both
are important ideals; it is about mak-
ing sure that we have a clear and com-
plete understanding of the different
languages and cultures around the
world. In the world of intelligence, di-
versity translates directly into im-
proved operational capability.

Mr. Speaker, as the chairman of the
Intelligence Committee, it has been a
privilege to work with both sides of the
aisle to craft this bill. It is important
to keep in mind that all of these issues
are vital and important components of
making sure we do our work.

With that, I urge all my colleagues to
support this rule and enact these crit-
ical provisions into law.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds, and I do so to con-
gratulate the distinguished Chair of
the Select Committee on Intelligence,
my good friend, for his service in the
Border Patrol. And we have worked to-
gether on a wide range of issues. I
thank him for that.

I have to say that I am very con-
cerned, though, about the fact that we,
unfortunately, have not seen what is
best described as a forward-leaning pol-
icy when it comes to dealing with this
threat of terrorism.

We all know that law enforcement by
its nature is reactive, and we need to
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have a policy that is more proactive.
The inclusion of language like the
McDermott amendment in this meas-
ure in the manager’s amendment un-
fortunately creates a scenario whereby
we are not focused on being the for-
ward-leaning entity that we should.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I am very
happy to yield 5 minutes to the distin-
guished ranking member on the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence,
my friend from Holland, Michigan (Mr.
HOEKSTRA).

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I thank Mr. DREIER
from California for giving me the 5
minutes.

Here we go again. This bill could
have been done in July, but it was
pulled. This is the third rule that we’ve
had on one bill. It’s almost unprece-
dented; I’'m not sure that I have ever
seen this before. It was pulled in July
because of the controversy surrounding
the Speaker’s remarks saying the CIA
lies, the CIA lies all the time. So it sat
dormant as this country was under at-
tack.

When we went to the Rules Com-
mittee this week, we had a lot of
amendments that we thought should
have been put in order. An amendment
that would direct the DNI to establish
a panel to review the capabilities of
Iran—it wasn’t important enough to
debate that when we went through the
debate on this bill yesterday. An
amendment that would require the CIA
to release publicly unclassified
versions of documents relating to the
use of enhanced interrogation tech-
niques—that wasn’t important enough
to debate. What we are going to do
with the folks in Guantanamo—that
wasn’t important enough to debate.
What the intelligence community did
after Fort Hood and in between Fort
Hood and Christmas Day—that wasn’t
important enough to debate. The proc-
ess for authorization and notification
of covert actions that may result in
the death of a targeted U.S. citizen—
that wasn’t important enough to de-
bate.

But then we see that there is an
amendment to be offered by the man-
ager of the bill, the chairman of the
committee, 22 pages, including an
amendment from Mr. MCDERMOTT. And
here’s Mr. MCDERMOTT’S own words:
“My amendment would have expanded
upon the President’s executive order to
clearly define what constitutes a cruel,
inhumane, or degrading interrogation
so that it is unmistakable what kinds
of techniques are unacceptable. It also
creates criminal penalties for those
who use those kinds of interrogations.”
Not a single minute of debate on this
amendment, not one hearing on this
amendment, and we dump it into a
manager’s amendment, along with 22
other amendments. Sloppy work.

And how do we know it’s sloppy? Be-
cause we're back here today for a third
time with a third rule pulling it out.
It’s not because the leadership on the
other side believes that this is a bad
amendment. They believe it’s the right
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amendment. That’s why they put it
into the manager’s amendment. That’s
why the chairman put this amendment
into the manager’s amendment, be-
cause he agrees with it. He defended
this yesterday, expansion of criminal
penalties only to the intelligence com-
munity; on the floor defending this
amendment, saying it was the good
thing and the right thing to do, and it
was consistent with American values.
If it’s consistent with American values,
why are they pulling it out? Because
they know it’s unfair to the intel-
ligence community.

We asked the question yesterday,
what are you going to say to the men
and women, the front lines in the intel-
ligence community, when you go and
visit them and say you have created a
special set of penalties only for them?
You know, these rules, this new crimi-
nal law, you wouldn’t even apply these
to your county sheriff, you wouldn’t
even apply them to your State trooper,
but they wanted to sneak them in in
the middle of the night, with no de-
bate, no hearing, saying this is the
right way to go. They’re pulling it
today because they recognize, their
leadership on this issue, that when
they turned around, they had no fol-
lowers. They didn’t have enough votes
to pass this. It jeopardized their bill. It
was sloppy work to put this in in the
first place, and it’s an indication of
how this bill has gone through the
process. This amendment was put in
without any consultation with the
other side of the aisle. This is a par-
tisan bill. As my colleague said earlier,
it creates some real confusion as to
whether we’re in the law enforcement
business or whether we’re in the fight-
ing terrorism business.

I'm glad this is coming here today,
but we could have dealt with this yes-
terday. It should never have been in
the manager’s amendment to begin
with. If they wanted to put it up, put it
up for a separate vote as a separate
amendment. But they knew they
couldn’t do that.

We asked questions yesterday that
they didn’t answer. Why does this
amendment define a criminal offense
that only intelligence community per-
sonnel would be guilty of? They
wouldn’t answer that, they wouldn’t
engage in that debate. The amendment
would make it a crime for depriving an
individual of necessary food, water,
sleep. How does the bill define ‘‘nec-
essary?’”’ Participate in acts intended
to violate the individual’s religious be-
liefs. Is there an objective standard?
Then it gets into phobias. Exploit the
phobias of the individual. We asked the
other side, please define this for us, and
they didn’t.

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

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield my
friend an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I thank my col-
league.

They weren’t willing to answer any
of those questions or even have a de-
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bate or a discussion on what the
amendment meant. So that is why
we’re back here today. But the bottom
line is it’s a symptom, it’s a symptom
of the confusion on the other side, the
sloppiness with which they brought
this bill to the floor. I am glad that
they have taken this lousy amendment
and they are going to trash it today. It
should never have been in there. It
jeopardized and attacked our men and
women on the front lines who are keep-
ing us safe each and every day.

The McDermott amendment was an
insult, an insult to American men and
women in the intelligence community.

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to inquire as to the time remain-
ing on each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CARDOZA)
has 21 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER)
has 3% minutes remaining.

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I now
yield such time as he may consume to
the chairman of the committee, Mr.
REYES.

Mr. REYES. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time.

You know, facts are pesky things,
and sometimes we have to keep re-
minding those on the other side of the
aisle that they are entitled to their
own opinions, but they are not entitled
to their own facts.

When the ranking member made ref-
erence to the Speaker and her com-
ment about being misled by the CIA, it
is important to keep in perspective
that we are talking about the last ad-
ministration, where the policymakers
repeatedly misled the Congress. He
himself complained bitterly many,
many times about those Kkinds of
issues. In fact, one of the amendments,
the amendment on the issue of Peru, is
a direct result of complaints voiced by
the ranking member and others on the
committee.

He asked a rhetorical question: What
will we say to the men and women of
the intelligence community? My mes-
sage has always been consistent: We
appreciate their work, we honor their
professionalism, we depend on them,
and the safety of our country relies on
them doing the job that they need to
do.

J 1000

It’s interesting for me to note that,
over the course of the last few months,
because of an issue that the minority
has with Miranda warnings, they have
been repeatedly questioning the pro-
ficiency of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation. I have 26% years of experience
in Federal law enforcement. I’ve had an
opportunity to work with the agents of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation,
and I know they are the best we have.

Do you know why I say that?

Because they didn’t need to resort to
waterboarding. They didn’t need to re-
sort to enhanced interrogation tech-
niques. All they did was conduct inter-
rogations professionally and bring all

H941

the tools to bear that they have tradi-
tionally relied on, and they got infor-
mation from the individual who tried
to take down the airliner on Christmas
Day.

I know it’s a tough contrast, because
some would like to take shortcuts.
Some would like to subscribe to the
last administration’s policy of ‘“‘any-
thing goes.” Well, facts and rules are
pesky things. I know the Constitution,
which they like to quote, is pesky be-
cause it provides protection to anyone
here in the United States, whether you
are here legally, illegally, whether you
are in a car, on a plane or in another
type of conveyance. The Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation understands that,
and that’s why, once they determined
that there was a violation, they gave
the Miranda warnings.

The other side would like to
mischaracterize that and say, ‘““We're
in favor of the FBI's going around the
world, giving the Miranda warnings to
those who would seek to harm our
country.” Well, the difference between
us and the rest of the world should be
that we are a Nation of laws, that we
don’t seek to take shortcuts, that we
don’t think it’s a good idea to
waterboard and to torture and do those
kinds of things. That’s a basic and fun-
damental difference in political philos-
ophy, I think, here today.

Do you know what? As I go around
the world and talk to members of the
intelligence community in the CIA, the
NSA, the DIA, the FBI, and others,
that’s what they want to do. They
want to be given the tools to carry out
their jobs and to do their jobs within
the framework that we are so proud of
as Americans. That’s what we should
be doing. That’s, more than anything,
what this debate is about.

Are we going to honor the traditions
that our country stands for—the rea-
sons that we are held up as a model
around the world—or are we going to
subscribe to the policies of the previous
administration which say, because peo-
ple are intent on attacking us, that
anything goes, that we throw the rule
book out the window, that we throw
the Constitution out the door and let
people do whatever they want, when-
ever they want, however they want?
That is not who we are. That is not
what we should be about. Believe me,
the men and women who are charged
with keeping us safe want those issues
to be clear-cut and understood.

I will close by saying it is very tell-
ing that, when the last administration
made a decision under enhanced inter-
rogation, to waterboard, two things
happened. First of all, the CIA did not
have that expertise in-house. They had
to go to the DOD to get it. Secondly,
when the FBI realized that that was
part of the interrogation process, they
said, you know, that’s not what we’re
about. We can get the job done the
right way without resorting to those
kinds of techniques, and they returned
back to headquarters.

So, with that, I hope that we can
have a substantive debate on issues
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that are important to our country, on
issues that are relevant and, most im-
portantly, on issues that provide the
men and women, the professionals in
whatever agency you’re talking about,
the tools and the direction that we are
a Nation of laws. We have to respect
our Constitution.

Mr. DREIER. At this point, Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to another
hardworking, thoughtful member of
the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence, the gentleman from met-
ropolitan Chumuckla, Florida (Mr.
MILLER).

Mr. MILLER of Florida. I thank the
ranking member for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to use my
2 minutes in a colloquy with the chair-
man of the full committee.

If you believe what you’ve just said,
why are we striking section 506 from
your manager’s amendment?

Mr. REYES. If the gentleman would
yield, last night, we offered a unani-
mous consent to withdraw it.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Reclaiming
my time, why did you do that?

Mr. REYES. The issue, after reflect-
ing on it, was, at least as I understood
from the comments that were being
made by your side, there were some
misimpressions of what, actually, the
amendment was intending on doing, so
I offered to withdraw that under unani-
mous consent, and your side decided
not to.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Reclaiming
my time, Mr. Chairman, again, please,
I am going to continue the colloquy.

You are saying there are
misimpressions on our side. It was your
side last night that blew up when this
issue was brought forward, and you
didn’t have the votes to do it. So my
next question is: If you had defended it
all-day long, why did you allow it to be
put in the bill in the first place?

Mr. REYES. Well, we can only do so
much to make sure that your side un-
derstands that the concerns that you
were raising were not, in fact, what
was meant by the amendment. That’s
the long and short of it.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Thank you,
sir.

Reclaiming my time, that is exactly
what I am trying to put forth to the
public today.

You talk about our being entitled to
our own opinions but not to our own
facts. Facts are facts. The facts are the
chairman of the committee had this
put into the bill. The chairman of the
committee is now having it pulled out
of the bill, which is the way they want
to go.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to my friend from Gold River,
California (Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN).

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I am sorry, I had to come over
here and just respond to what was said
by the chairman of the Intelligence
Committee.

You said, in the previous administra-
tion, anything goes. Read the memo
that just came out of the Justice De-
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partment. Look at the actions of the
Justice Department. They suggest that
anything did not go. To say that now is
to besmirch the reputations of good
men and women who have worked both
career and political to save us from the
threat of terrorists since 9/11. To come
here and to say ‘‘anything goes’ is a
continuation of besmirching the rep-
utations of good men and women.
Frankly, it ought not to stand. Look at
the facts. Look at the recent memo
that reviewed those analyses. You will
see that is not the case.

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the chairman such time as he may
consume.

Mr. REYES. First of all, in response
to my friend from California’s com-
ment, I will just give you one example.

The issue of waterboarding has been
characterized as the equivalent of a
training exercise, that the SERE train-
ing does it to train our pilots. Don’t
you think there is a big difference be-
tween categorizing it in that way and
waterboarding an individual 183 times?

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. If the gentleman would look at
the memo that just came out which re-
views the legal analysis provided by
the Justice Department in terms of
waterboarding, you would see that
there is not only a historic but a legal
and substantial difference between the
waterboarding referenced in the com-
plaints versus that which we did.

Mr. REYES. Answer the question: Do
you think there is a difference between
a training exercise that simulates
waterboarding?

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I would be happy to respond if
the gentleman would allow me to.

Mr. REYES. Please.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. There is no difference in the ap-
plication—the numbers, yes.

The fact of the matter is, after that
individual was waterboarded multiple
times, we received actionable informa-
tion from the intelligence community,
which allowed us to stop plots that
were aimed at killing Americans. That
has been said under oath by the highest
levels of the intelligence community in
the United States.

Mr. REYES. Reclaiming my time,
that doesn’t deserve a response.

What I will say is that the FBI and
our interrogators, the professionals
that they are, have proven that you
can get better information by following
the traditional interrogation proce-
dures. You don’t have to resort to ‘‘en-
hanced interrogation techniques.”’

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. The facts are difficult.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
at the White House, Speaker PELOSI
said that people sitting around the
kitchen table don’t care about process;
they care about results.

Well, the fact of the matter is this
has been an extraordinarily sloppy
process. As we’ve just seen from the ex-
change that has taken place, it looks
like we had the potential for very, very
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serious, far-reaching results which
could have been devastating had we in-
cluded the McDermott language in this
measure.

Now, Mr. Speaker, as we look at this
pattern, it is unfortunate. I think we
have made history here today by hav-
ing the third rule considered for the
first step of legislation. It has taken 8
months for us to get here when we
should have dealt with it last summer
when it was a priority for us.

I've got to say, Mr. Speaker, when
you have bad process, you end up with
bad results, and that’s exactly what
has happened here. So I am very, very
troubled that we are at this point, but
we are going to try to do what we can
to move forward.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, in clos-
ing, I want to say that I am pleased we
are removing the language today.

I want to remind my colleagues that,
in this bill, we are helping to prevent
the disastrous consequences that
faulty intelligence and misinformed
Congresses can have on national secu-
rity. I urge a ‘‘yes” vote on the rule
and on the previous question.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to House
amendment to the Senate amendment
to a bill of the House of the following
title:

H.R. 1299. An act to make technical correc-
tions to the laws affecting certain adminis-
trative authorities of the United States Cap-
itol Police, and for other purposes.

——————

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1105 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2701.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2701) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 2010 for intelligence and in-
telligence-related activities of the
United States Government, the Com-
munity Management Account, and the
Central Intelligence Agency Retire-
ment and Disability System, and for
other purposes, with Mr. RAHALL (Act-
ing Chair) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Thursday,
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February 25, 2010, a request for a re-
corded vote on amendment No. 12
printed in House Report 111-419, offered
by the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
SCHAUER), had been postponed.

Pursuant to House Resolution 1113,
amendment No. 1 shall be considered as
modified by striking the matter pro-
posed to be inserted as section 506.

The text of the amendment, as modi-
fied, is as follows:

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. REYES:

Page 9, line 21, strike “$672,812,000’ and in-
sert ‘‘$643,252,000”".

Page 23, line 14, strike ‘‘a grant program’
and insert ‘‘grant programs’’.

Page 23, line 15, strike ‘‘subsection (b)’’ and
insert ‘‘subsections (b) and (c)”’.

Page 24, after line 10, insert the following:

“(c) GRANT PROGRAM FOR HISTORICALLY
BLACK COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES.—(1) The
Director of National Intelligence may pro-
vide grants to historically black colleges and
universities to provide programs of study in
educational disciplines identified under sub-
section (a)(2) or described in paragraph (2).

“(2) A grant provided under paragraph (1)
may be used to provide programs of study in
the following educational disciplines:

‘“(A) Foreign languages, including Middle
Eastern and South Asian dialects.

‘(B) Computer science.

‘(C) Analytical courses.

‘(D) Cryptography.

‘“(E) Study abroad programs.’’.

Page 24, line 11, strike ‘“(3) An”’ and insert
“(d) APPLICATION.—AnN”’.

Page 24, line 15, strike ‘“(4) An’’ and insert
‘‘(e) REPORTS.—An”.

Page 25, line 1, strike ‘‘(¢)”’ and insert
“(Fy,

Page 25, line 4, strike ‘‘(d)” and insert
<@y,

Page 25, line 10, strike the quotation mark
and the second period.

Page 25, after line 10, insert the following:

‘(3) ANALYTICAL COURSES.—The term ‘ana-
lytical courses’ mean programs of study in-
volving—

‘“(A) analytic methodologies, including ad-
vanced statistical, polling, econometric,
mathematical, or geospatial modeling meth-
odologies;

‘“(B) analysis of counterterrorism, crime,
and counternarcotics;

‘“(C) economic analysis that includes ana-
lyzing and interpreting economic trends and
developments;

‘(D) medical and health analysis, includ-
ing the assessment and analysis of global
health issues, trends, and disease outbreaks;

‘“(E) political analysis, including political,
social, cultural, and historical analysis to in-
terpret foreign political systems and devel-
opments; or

‘“(F) psychology, psychiatry, or sociology
courses that assess the psychological and so-
cial factors that influence world events.

‘“(4) COMPUTER SCIENCE.—The term ‘com-
puter science’ means a program of study in
computer systems, computer science, com-
puter engineering, or hardware and software
analysis, integration, and maintenance.

‘(6) CRYPTOGRAPHY.—The term ‘cryptog-
raphy’ means a program of study on the con-
version of data into a scrambled code that
can be deciphered and sent across a public or
private network, and the applications of
such conversion of data.

¢“(6) HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGE AND UNI-
VERSITY.—The term ‘historically black col-
lege and university’ means an institution of
higher education that is a part B institution,
as such term is defined in section 322 of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1061).

“(7) STUDY ABROAD PROGRAM.—The term
‘study abroad program’ means a program of
study that—

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

‘“(A) takes places outside the geographical
boundaries of the United States;

‘“(B) focuses on areas of the world that are
critical to the national security interests of
the United States and are generally under-
represented in study abroad programs at in-
stitutions of higher education, including Af-
rica, Asia, Central and Eastern Europe, Eur-
asia, Latin American, and the Middle East;
and

‘“(C) is a credit or noncredit program.’’.

Page 30, strike lines 10 through 12.

Page 30, line 13, strike ‘‘(C)” and insert

“(B)”.
Page 30, line 16, strike ‘‘(D)” and insert
“ oy,
Page 30, line 19, strike ‘“(E)” and insert
“D)”.

Page 31, line 1, strike ‘‘any information”’
and all that follows through ‘‘dissenting
legal views’ and insert ‘‘the legal authority
under which the intelligence activity is
being or was conducted’’.

Page 31, line 11, strike ‘‘any information”’
and all that follows through ‘‘legal views”
and insert ‘‘the legal authority under which
the covert action is being or was conducted’’.

Page 31, strike line 18 and all that follows
through line 8 on page 32 and insert the fol-
lowing:

(2) in subsection (¢c)—

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘in writ-
ing”’ after ‘‘be reported’’;

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking “If the
President” and inserting ‘‘Subject to para-
graph (5), if the President’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

““(5)(A) The President may only limit ac-
cess to a finding in accordance with this sub-
section or a notification in accordance with
subsection (d)(1) if the President submits to
the Members of Congress specified in para-
graph (2) a certification that it is essential
to limit access to such finding or such notifi-
cation to meet extraordinary circumstances
affecting vital interests of the United States.

‘“(B) Not later than 180 days after a certifi-
cation is submitted in accordance with sub-
paragraph (A) or this subparagraph, the Di-
rector of National Intelligence shall—

‘(i) provide access to the finding or notifi-
cation that is the subject of such certifi-
cation to all members of the congressional
intelligence committees; or

‘(i) submit to the Members of Congress
specified in paragraph (2) a certification that
it is essential to limit access to such finding
or such notification to meet extraordinary
circumstances affecting vital interests of the
United States.”’;

Page 32, strike lines 12 through 15 and in-
sert the following:

(B) in paragraph (1), as designated by sub-
paragraph (A) of this paragraph, by inserting
““‘in writing”’ after ‘‘notified’’; and

Page 33, line 13, insert ‘‘or to the limiting
of access to such finding or such notice”
after ‘‘notice”’.

Page 33, line 13, strike ‘48 hours’ and in-
sert ‘‘seven days’’.

Page 33, line 22, strike ‘‘on the content of”’
and insert ‘‘regarding”’.

Page 34, strike lines 14 through 20.

Strike section 334 (Page 41, line 8 and all
that follow through line 25 on page 44) and
insert the following new section:

SEC. 334. REPORT ON FOREIGN LANGUAGE PRO-
FICIENCY IN THE INTELLIGENCE
COMMUNITY.

Not later than one year after the date of
the enactment of this Act, and annually
thereafter for four years, the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence shall submit to the con-
gressional intelligence committees and the
Committees on Armed Services of the House
of Representatives and the Senate a report
on the proficiency in foreign languages and,

H943

as appropriate, in foreign dialects, of each
element of the intelligence community, in-
cluding—

(1) the number of positions authorized for
such element that require foreign language
proficiency and the level of proficiency re-
quired;

(2) an estimate of the number of such posi-
tions that each element will require during
the five-year period beginning on the date of
the submission of the report;

(3) the number of positions authorized for
such element that require foreign language
proficiency that are filled by—

(A) military personnel; and

(B) civilian personnel;

(4) the number of applicants for positions
in such element in the preceding fiscal year
that indicated foreign language proficiency,
including the foreign language indicated and
the proficiency level;

(5) the number of persons hired by such ele-
ment with foreign language proficiency, in-
cluding the foreign language and proficiency
level;

(6) the number of personnel of such ele-
ment currently attending foreign language
training, including the provider of such
training;

(7) a description of the efforts of such ele-
ment to recruit, hire, train, and retain per-
sonnel that are proficient in a foreign lan-
guage;

(8) an assessment of methods and models
for basic, advanced, and intensive foreign
language training;

(9) for each foreign language and, as appro-
priate, dialect of a foreign language—

(A) the number of positions of such ele-
ment that require proficiency in the foreign
language or dialect;

(B) the number of personnel of such ele-
ment that are serving in a position that re-
quires proficiency in the foreign language or
dialect to perform the primary duty of the
position;

(C) the number of personnel of such ele-
ment that are serving in a position that does
not require proficiency in the foreign lan-
guage or dialect to perform the primary duty
of the position;

(D) the number of personnel of such ele-
ment rated at each level of proficiency of the
Interagency Language Roundtable;

(E) whether the number of personnel at
each level of proficiency of the Interagency
Language Roundtable meets the require-
ments of such element;

(F) the number of personnel serving or
hired to serve as linguists for such element
that are not qualified as linguists under the
standards of the Interagency Language
Roundtable;

(G) the number of personnel hired to serve
as linguists for such element during the pre-
ceding calendar year;

(H) the number of personnel serving as lin-
guists that discontinued serving such ele-
ment during the preceding calendar year;

(I) the percentage of work requiring lin-
guistic skills that is fulfilled by an ally of
the United States; and

(J) the percentage of work requiring lin-
guistic skills that is fulfilled by contractors;

(10) an assessment of the foreign language
capacity and capabilities of the intelligence
community as a whole;

(11) an identification of any critical gaps in
foreign language proficiency with respect to
such element and recommendations for
eliminating such gaps;

(12) recommendations for eliminating re-
quired reports relating to foreign-language
proficiency that the Director of National In-
telligence considers outdated or no longer
relevant; and

(13) an assessment of the feasibility of em-
ploying foreign nationals lawfully present in
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the United States who have previously
worked as translators or interpreters for the
Armed Forces or another department or
agency of the Federal Government in Iraq or
Afghanistan to meet the critical language
needs of such element.

Page 45, beginning on line 18, strike ‘‘one
of the congressional intelligence commit-
tees’” and insert ‘“‘a committee of Congress
with jurisdiction over such program or activ-
ity”.

Page 46, beginning on line 8, strike ‘‘the
congressional intelligence committees’ and
insert ‘‘each committee of Congress with ju-
risdiction over the program or activity that
is the subject of the analysis, evaluation, or
investigation for which the Director re-
stricts access to information under such
paragraph”.

Page 46, line 13, strike ‘‘report’ and insert
“statement”.

Page 46, line 16, strike ‘‘report’ and insert
“statement”’.

Page 46, beginning on line 17, strike ‘‘the
congressional intelligence committees any
comments on a report of which the Comp-
troller General has notice under paragraph
(3)” and insert ‘‘each committee of Congress
to which the Director of National Intel-
ligence submits a statement under paragraph
(2) any comments on the statement’’.

Page 46, line 21, strike the
quotation mark and the final period.

Page 46, after line 21, insert the following:

‘‘(c) CONFIDENTIALITY.—(1) The Comptroller
General shall maintain the same level of
confidentiality for information made avail-
able for an analysis, evaluation, or investiga-
tion referred to in subsection (a) as is re-
quired of the head of the element of the in-
telligence community from which such infor-
mation is obtained. Officers and employees
of the Government Accountability Office are
subject to the same statutory penalties for
unauthorized disclosure or use of such infor-
mation as officers or employees of the ele-
ment of the intelligence community that
provided the Comptroller General or officers
and employees of the Government Account-
ability Office with access to such informa-
tion.

‘(2) The Comptroller General shall estab-
lish procedures to protect from unauthorized
disclosure all classified and other sensitive
information furnished to the Comptroller
General or any representative of the Comp-
troller General for conducting an analysis,
evaluation, or investigation referred to in
subsection (a).

‘(3) Before initiating an analysis, evalua-
tion, or investigation referred to in sub-
section (a), the Comptroller General shall
provide the Director of National Intelligence
and the head of each relevant element of the
intelligence community with the name of
each officer and employee of the Government
Accountability Office who has obtained ap-
propriate security clearance and to whom,
upon proper identification, records and infor-
mation of the element of the intelligence
community shall be made available in con-
ducting such analysis, evaluation, or inves-
tigation.”.

Page 48, line 15, strike ‘‘BIANNUAL’ and in-
sert ‘‘BIENNIAL’.

Page 48, line 19, strike ‘‘biannually’” and
insert ‘‘biennially”’.

Page 62, line 14, strike ‘‘NATIONAL INTEL-
LIGENCE ESTIMATE” and insert ‘“RE-
PORT”".

Page 62, beginning on line 18, strike ‘‘Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate or National In-
telligence Assessment’ and insert ‘‘report”.

Page 62, strike line 20 and insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘supply chain and global provision of
services to determine whether such supply
chain and such services pose’’.

Page 62, line 21, strike ‘‘counterfeit’’.

closing
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Page 62, line 22, strike ‘‘defective” and in-
sert ‘‘counterfeit, defective,”.

Page 62, line 23, insert ‘‘or services that
may be managed, controlled, or manipulated
by a foreign government or a criminal orga-
nization’ after ‘‘organization’.

Page 63, beginning on line 5, strike ‘‘coun-
terfeit’’.

Page 63, line 6, strike ‘‘defective’ and in-
sert ‘‘counterfeit, defective,”.

Page 63, line 8, insert ‘‘or services that
may be managed, controlled, or manipulated
by a foreign government or a criminal orga-
nization’ after ‘‘organization’.

Page 63, at the end of line 8 insert the fol-
lowing: ‘“‘Such review shall include an exam-
ination of the threat posed by State-con-
trolled and State-invested enterprises and
the extent to which the actions and activi-
ties of such enterprises may be controlled,
coerced, or influenced by a foreign govern-
ment.”.

Strike section 353 (Page 67, line 20 and all
that follows through line 25 on page 68).

Page 69, beginning on line 5, strike ‘‘Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation’” and insert
‘““Federal Bureau of Investigation, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of State,”.

Insert after section 354 (Page 69, after line
15) the following new sections:

SEC. 355. REPORT ON QUESTIONING AND DETEN-
TION OF SUSPECTED TERRORISTS.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Director of
National Intelligence, in consultation with
the Attorney General, shall submit to Con-
gress a report containing—

(1) a description of the strategy of the Fed-
eral Government for balancing the intel-
ligence collection needs of the United States
with the interest of the United States in
prosecuting terrorist suspects; and

(2) a description of the policy of the Fed-
eral Government with respect to the ques-
tioning, detention, trial, transfer, release, or
other disposition of suspected terrorists.

SEC. 356. REPORT ON DISSEMINATION OF
COUNTERTERRORISM INFORMATION
TO LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT
AGENCIES.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Director of
National Intelligence shall submit to Con-
gress a report on the dissemination of crit-
ical counterterrorism information from the
intelligence community to local law enforce-
ment agencies, including recommendations
for improving the means of communication
of such information to local law enforcement
agencies.

SEC. 357. REPORT ON INTELLIGENCE CAPABILI-
TIES OF STATE AND LOCAL LAW EN-
FORCEMENT AGENCIES.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Director of
National Intelligence shall submit to Con-
gress a report on the intelligence capabili-
ties of State and local law enforcement agen-
cies. Such report shall include—

(1) an assessment of the ability of State
and local law enforcement agencies to ana-
lyze and fuse intelligence community prod-
ucts with locally gathered information;

(2) a description of existing procedures of
the intelligence community to share with
State and local law enforcement agencies
the tactics, techniques, and procedures for
intelligence collection, data management,
and analysis learned from global counter-
insurgency and counterterror operations;

(3) a description of current intelligence
analysis training provided by elements of the
intelligence community to State and local
law enforcement agencies;

(4) an assessment of the need for a formal
intelligence training center to teach State
and local law enforcement agencies methods
of intelligence collection and analysis; and
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(5) an assessment of the efficiently of co-
locating such an intelligence training center
with an existing intelligence community or
military intelligence training center.

SEC. 358. INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT ON
OVER-CLASSIFICATION.

(a) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the In-
spector General of the Intelligence Commu-
nity shall submit to Congress a report con-
taining an analysis of the problem of over-
classification of intelligence and ways to ad-
dress such over-classification, including an
analysis of the importance of protecting
sources and methods while providing law en-
forcement and the public with as much ac-
cess to information as possible.

(b) ForM.—The report under subsection (a)
shall be submitted in unclassified form, but
may include a classified annex.

SEC. 359. REPORT ON THREAT FROM DIRTY
BOMBS.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Director of
National Intelligence, in consultation with
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, shall
submit to Congress a report summarizing in-
telligence related to the threat to the United
States from weapons that use radiological
materials, including highly dispersible sub-
stances such as cesium-137.

SEC. 360. REPORT ON ACTIVITIES OF THE INTEL-
LIGENCE COMMUNITY IN ARGEN-
TINA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 270 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Director of National Intelligence shall
submit to the appropriate congressional
committees a report containing the fol-
lowing:

(1) A description of any information in the
possession of the intelligence community
with respect to the following events in the
Republic of Argentina:

(A) The accession to power by the military
of the Republic of Argentina in 1976.

(B) Violations of human rights committed
by officers or agents of the Argentine mili-
tary and security forces during counterinsur-
gency or counterterror operations, including
by the State Intelligence Secretariat
(Secretaria de Inteligencia del Estado), Mili-
tary Intelligence Detachment 141
(Destacamento de Inteligencia Militar 141 in
Cordoba), Military Intelligence Detachment
121 (Destacamento Militar 121 in Rosario),
Army Intelligence Battalion 601, the Army
Reunion Center (Reunion Central del
Ejercito), and the Army First Corps in Bue-
nos Aires.

(C) Operation Condor and Argentina’s role
in cross-border counterinsurgency or
counterterror operations with Brazil, Bo-
livia, Chile, Paraguay, or Uruguay.

(2) Information on abductions, torture, dis-
appearances, and executions by security
forces and other forms of repression, includ-
ing the fate of Argentine children born in
captivity, that took place at detention cen-
ters, including the following:

(A) The Argentine Navy Mechanical School
(Escuela Mecanica de la Armada).

(B) Automotores Orletti.

(C) Operaciones Tacticas 18.

(D) La Perla.

(E) Campo de Mayo.

(F) Institutos Militares.

(3) An appendix of declassified records re-
viewed and used for the report submitted
under this subsection.

(4) A descriptive index of information re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) or (2) that is classi-
fied, including the identity of each document
that is classified, the reason for continuing
the classification of such document, and an
explanation of how the release of the docu-
ment would damage the national security in-
terests of the United States.
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(b) REVIEW OF CLASSIFIED DOCUMENTS.—Not
later than two years after the date on which
the report required under subsection (a) is
submitted, the Director of National Intel-
ligence shall review information referred to
in paragraph (1) or (2) of subsection (a) that
is classified to determine if any of such in-
formation should be declassified.

(c) FOrRM.—The report required under sub-
section (a) shall be submitted in unclassified
form, but may include a classified annex.

(d) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term
‘“‘appropriate congressional committees”’
means the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence and the Committee on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives
and the Select Committee on Intelligence
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate.

SEC. 361. REPORT ON NATIONAL SECURITY AGEN-
CY STRATEGY TO PROTECT DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE NETWORKS.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Director of
the National Security Agency shall submit
to Congress a report on the strategy of the
National Security Agency with respect to se-
curing networks of the Department of De-
fense within the intelligence community.
SEC. 362. REPORT ON CREATION OF SPACE IN-

TELLIGENCE OFFICE.

Not later than one year after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Director of
National Intelligence shall submit to Con-
gress a report on the feasibility and advis-
ability of creating a national space intel-
ligence office to manage space-related intel-
ligence assets and access to such assets.

SEC. 363. PLAN TO SECURE NETWORKS OF THE
INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY.

(a) PLAN.—Not later than 180 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Presi-
dent shall submit to Congress a plan to se-
cure the networks of the intelligence com-
munity. Such plan shall include strategies
for—

(1) securing the networks of the intel-
ligence community from unauthorized re-
mote access, intrusion, or insider tampering;

(2) recruiting, retaining, and training a
highly-qualified cybersecurity intelligence
community workforce and include—

(A) an assessment of the capabilities of
such workforce;

(B) an examination of issues of recruiting,
retention, and the professional development
of such workforce, including the possibility
of providing retention bonuses or other
forms of compensation;

(C) an assessment of the benefits of out-
reach and training with both private indus-
try and academic institutions with respect
to such workforce; and

(D) an assessment of the impact of the es-
tablishment of the Department of Defense
Cyber Command on personnel and authori-
ties of the intelligence community;

(3) making the intelligence community
workforce and the public aware of cybersecu-
rity best practices and principles;

(4) coordinating the intelligence commu-
nity response to a cybersecurity incident;

(5) collaborating with industry and aca-
demia to improve cybersecurity for critical
infrastructure, the defense industrial base,
and financial networks;

(6) addressing such other matters as the
President considers necessary to secure the
cyberinfrastructure of the intelligence com-
munity; and

(7) reviewing procurement laws and classi-
fication issues to determine how to allow for
greater information sharing on specific
cyber threats and attacks between private
industry and the intelligence community.

(b) UPDATES.—Not later than 90 days after
the date on which the plan referred to in sub-
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section (a) is submitted to Congress, and
every 90 days thereafter until the President
submits the certification referred to in sub-
section (c¢), the President shall report to Con-
gress on the status of the implementation of
such plan and the progress towards the ob-
jectives of such plan.

(c) CERTIFICATION.—The President may
submit to Congress a certification that the
objectives of the plan referred to in sub-
section (a) have been achieved.

SEC. 364. REPORT ON MISSILE ARSENAL OF IRAN.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Director of
National Intelligence shall submit to the
congressional intelligence committees a re-
port assessing the threat posed by the mis-
sile arsenal of Iran to allies and interests of
the United States in the Persian Gulf.

SEC. 365. STUDY ON BEST PRACTICES OF FOR-
EIGN GOVERNMENTS IN COMBATING
VIOLENT DOMESTIC EXTREMISM.

(a) STUDY.—The Director of National Intel-
ligence shall conduct a study on the best
practices of foreign governments (including
the intelligence services of such govern-
ments) to combat violent domestic extre-
mism.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Director of National Intelligence shall sub-
mit to the congressional intelligence com-
mittees a report containing the results of
the study conducted under subsection (a).
SEC. 366. REPORT ON INFORMATION SHARING

PRACTICES OF JOINT TERRORISM
TASK FORCE.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Director of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation shall
submit to Congress a report on the best prac-
tices or impediments to information sharing
in the Federal Bureau of Investigation-New
York Police Department Joint Terrorism
Task Force, including ways in which the
combining of Federal, State, and local law
enforcement resources can result in the ef-
fective utilization of such resources.

SEC. 367. REPORT ON TECHNOLOGY TO ENABLE
INFORMATION SHARING.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Director of
National Intelligence shall submit to Con-
gress and the President a report describing
the improvements to information technology
needed to enable elements of the Federal
Government that are not part of the intel-
ligence community to better share informa-
tion with elements of the intelligence com-
munity.

SEC. 368. REPORT ON THREATS TO ENERGY SE-
CURITY OF THE UNITED STATES.

Not later than one year after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Director of
National Intelligence shall submit to Con-
gress a report in unclassified form describing
the future threats to describing the future
threats to the national security of the
United States from continued and increased
dependence of the United States on oil
sources from foreign nations.

Page 70, strike lines 1 through 7.

Page 74, line 16, strike ‘‘includes’ and in-
sert “‘means’’.

Page 75, line 24, strike the
quotation mark and the final period.

Page 75, after line 24, insert the following:

‘(D) TERRORIST SCREENING PURPOSE.—The
term ‘terrorist screening purpose’ means—

‘(i) the collection, analysis, dissemination,
and use of terrorist identity information to
determine threats to the national security of
the United States from a terrorist or ter-
rorism; and

‘“(ii) the use of such information for risk
assessment, inspection, and credentialing.”.

Page 86, line 11, strike ‘‘the congressional
defense committees” and insert ‘‘Congress’.

closing
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Page 87, line 17, strike ‘‘the’’.

At the end of subtitle E of title III (Page
88, after line 18), add the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. 369. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON MONITORING
OF NORTHERN BORDER OF THE
UNITED STATES.

(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that suspected
terrorists have attempted to enter the
United States through the international land
and maritime border of the United States
and Canada.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the intelligence community should de-
vote sufficient resources, including techno-
logical and human resources, to identifying
and thwarting potential threats at the inter-
national land and maritime border of the
United States and Canada; and

(2) the intelligence community should
work closely with the Government of Canada
to identify and apprehend suspected terror-
ists before such terrorists enter the United
States.

Page 96, line 14, insert after the period the
following: ‘‘Nothing in this paragraph shall
prohibit a personnel action with respect to
the Inspector General otherwise authorized
by law, other than transfer or removal.”.

At the end of subtitle A of title IV (Page
116, after line 6), add the following new sec-
tion:
SEC. 407. DIRECTOR OF NATIONAL INTEL-
LIGENCE SUPPORT FOR REVIEWS OF
INTERNATIONAL TRAFFIC IN ARMS
REGULATIONS AND EXPORT ADMIN-
ISTRATION REGULATIONS.

The Director of National Intelligence may
provide support for any review conducted by
a department or agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment of the International Traffic in Arms
Regulations or Export Administration Regu-
lations, including a review of technologies
and goods on the United States Munitions
List and Commerce Control List that may
warrant controls that are different or addi-
tional to the controls such technologies and
goods are subject to at the time of such re-
view.

Strike section 411 (Page 116, line 9 and all
that follows through line 2 on page 118) and
insert the following new section:

SEC. 411. REVIEW OF COVERT ACTION PRO-
GRAMS BY INSPECTOR GENERAL OF
THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGEN-
CY.

Section 17 of the Central Intelligence
Agency Act of 1949 (60 U.S.C. 403q) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (b)(4)—

(A) by striking ‘(4) If”
“(4)(A) If’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(B) The Director may waive the require-
ment to submit the statement required
under subparagraph (A) within seven days of
prohibiting an audit, inspection, or inves-
tigation under paragraph (3) if such audit,
inspection, or investigation is related to a
covert action program. If the Director
waives such requirement in accordance with
this subparagraph, the Director shall submit
the statement required under subparagraph
(A) as soon as practicable, along with an ex-
planation of the reasons for delaying the
submission of such statement.”’;

(2) in subsection (d)(1)—

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (E) and
(F') as subsections (F) and (G), respectively;
and

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (D) the
following new subparagraph:

“(B) a list of the covert actions for which
the Inspector General has not completed an
audit within the preceding three-year pe-
riod;”’; and

and inserting
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(3) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

““(h) COVERT ACTION DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘covert action’ has the mean-
ing given the term in section 503(e) of the
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C.
413b(e)).”.

Strike section 426 (Page 128, line 21 and all
that follows through line 15 on page 129).

Strike section 427 (Page 129, lines 16
through 25).

Strike section 502 (Page 133, line 1 and all
that follow through line 10 on page 134).

At the end of subtitle A of title V (Page
135, after line 12), add the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. 505. CYBERSECURITY TASK FORCE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a
cybersecurity task force (in this section re-
ferred to as the ‘““Task Force”).

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Task Force shall con-
sist of the following members:

(A) One member appointed by the Attorney
General.

(B) One member appointed by the Director
of the National Security Agency.

(C) One member appointed by the Director
of National Intelligence.

(D) One member appointed by the White
House Cybersecurity Coordinator.

(E) One member appointed by the head of
any other agency or department that is des-
ignated by the Attorney General to appoint
a member to the Task Force.

(2) CHAIR.—The member of the Task Force
appointed pursuant to paragraph (1)(A) shall
serve as the Chair of the Task Force.

(c) STuDY.—The Task Force shall conduct
a study of existing tools and provisions of
law used by the intelligence community and
law enforcement agencies to protect the cy-
bersecurity of the United States.

(d) REPORT.—

(1) INITIAL.—Not later than one year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Task Force shall submit to Congress a report
containing guidelines or legislative rec-
ommendations to improve the capabilities of
the intelligence community and law enforce-
ment agencies to protect the cybersecurity
of the United States. Such report shall in-
clude guidelines or legislative recommenda-
tions on—

(A) improving the ability of the intel-
ligence community to detect hostile actions
and attribute attacks to specific parties;

(B) the need for data retention require-
ments to assist the intelligence community
and law enforcement agencies;

(C) improving the ability of the intel-
ligence community to anticipate nontradi-
tional targets of foreign intelligence serv-
ices; and

(D) the adequacy of existing criminal stat-
utes to successfully deter cyber attacks, in-
cluding statutes criminalizing the facilita-
tion of criminal acts, the scope of laws for
which a cyber crime constitutes a predicate
offense, trespassing statutes, data breach no-
tification requirements, and victim restitu-
tion statutes.

(2) SUBSEQUENT.—Not later than one year
after the date on which the initial report is
submitted under paragraph (1), and annually
thereafter for two years, the Task Force
shall submit to Congress an update of the re-
port required under paragraph (1).

(e) TERMINATION.—The Task Force shall
terminate on the date that is 60 days after
the date on which the last update of a report
required under subsection (d)(2) is submitted.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHATR
The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will

now resume on those amendments
printed in House Report 111-419 on
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order:

Amendment No. 1, as modified, by
Mr. REYES of Texas.

Amendment No. 3 by Mr. HASTINGS of
Florida.

Amendment No. 12 by Mr. SCHAUER of
Michigan.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. REYES

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment, as modified,
offered by the gentleman from Texas
REYES) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which

(Mr.

the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The

ment.

Clerk will
amendment.
The Clerk redesignated the amend-

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote

has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 246, noes 166,

not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 69]

redesignate

AYES—246
Adler (NJ) DeFazio Johnson, E. B.
Altmire DeGette Kagen
Andrews Delahunt Kanjorski
Arcuri DeLauro Kaptur
Baca Dicks Kennedy
Baird Dingell Kildee
Baldwin Doggett Kilpatrick (MI)
Barrow Donnelly (IN) Kilroy
Bean Doyle Kind
Becerra Driehaus Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Berkley Edwards (MD) Kissell
Berman Edwards (TX) Klein (FL)
Berry Ellison Kosmas
Bishop (GA) Ellsworth Kratovil
Blumenauer Engel Langevin
Boccieri Eshoo Larsen (WA)
Bordallo Etheridge Larson (CT)
Boren Faleomavaega Lee (CA)
Boswell Farr Levin
Boyd Fattah Lewis (GA)
Brady (PA) Foster Lipinski
Braley (IA) Frank (MA) Loebsack
Bright Fudge Lofgren, Zoe
Brown, Corrine Garamendi Lowey
Butterfield Giffords Lujan
Cao Gonzalez Lynch
Capuano Gordon (TN) Maffei
Cardoza Grayson Maloney
Carnahan Green, Al Markey (CO)
Carney Green, Gene Markey (MA)
Carson (IN) Grijalva Marshall
Castor (FL) Gutierrez Massa
Chandler Hall (NY) Matheson
Childers Halvorson Matsui
Christensen Hare McCarthy (NY)
Chu Harman McCollum
Clarke Hastings (FL) McDermott
Clay Heinrich McGovern
Cleaver Herseth Sandlin  McIntyre
Clyburn Higgins McMahon
Cohen Hill McNerney
Connolly (VA) Himes Meek (FL)
Conyers Hinchey Meeks (NY)
Cooper Hinojosa Melancon
Costa Hirono Michaud
Courtney Hodes Miller (NC)
Crowley Holden Miller, George
Cuellar Holt Minnick
Cummings Honda Mitchell
Dahlkemper Hoyer Mollohan
Davis (AL) Israel Moore (KS)
Davis (CA) Jackson (IL) Moore (WI)
Davis (IL) Jackson Lee Moran (VA)
Davis (TN) (TX) Murphy (CT)

the
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Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Norton

Nye
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz

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

Aderholt
AKin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
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
Costello
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
Filner
Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Barrett (SC)
Bishop (NY)
Boehner
Boucher
Capps

Deal (GA)
Dent

February 26, 2010

Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sablan
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)

NOES—166

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)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)

Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Sutton
Taylor
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Miller, Gary
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes
Olson
Paulsen
Pence

Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Posey

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

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

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—26

Fallin

Hall (TX)
Inslee
Johnson (GA)
King (NY)
Mack

Moran (KS)
Paul
Pierluisi

Radanovich
Reichert
Scalise

Stark

Stupak
Sullivan
Tanner
Westmoreland
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Mr. CASSIDY changed his vote from
“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Messrs. TAYLOR and WU changed
their vote from ‘““no”’ to ‘‘aye.”’

So the amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS

OF FLORIDA

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. CUELLAR).
The unfinished business is the demand
for a recorded vote on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. HASTINGS) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 401, noes 11,
not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 70]

is a b-

AYES—401

Aderholt Capuano Edwards (TX)
Adler (NJ) Cardoza Ehlers
Alexander Carnahan Ellison
Altmire Carney Ellsworth
Andrews Carson (IN) Emerson
Arcuri Carter Engel
Austria Cassidy Eshoo
Baca Castle Etheridge
Bachmann Castor (FL) Faleomavaega
Bachus Chaffetz Farr
Baird Chandler Fattah
Baldwin Childers Filner
Barrow Christensen Flake
Bartlett Chu Fleming
Barton (TX) Clarke Forbes
Bean Clay Fortenberry
Becerra Cleaver Foster
Berkley Clyburn Foxx
Berman Coble Frank (MA)
Berry Coffman (CO) Frelinghuysen
Biggert Cohen Fudge
Bilbray Cole Gallegly
Bilirakis Conaway Garamendi
Bishop (GA) Connolly (VA) Garrett (NJ)
Bishop (UT) Conyers Gerlach
Blackburn Cooper Giffords
Blumenauer Costa Gingrey (GA)
Blunt Costello Gohmert
Boccieri Courtney Gonzalez
Bonner Crenshaw Goodlatte
Bono Mack Crowley Gordon (TN)
Boozman Cuellar Granger
Bordallo Culberson Graves
Boren Cummings Grayson
Boswell Dahlkemper Green, Al
Boustany Davis (AL) Green, Gene
Boyd Davis (CA) Griffith
Brady (PA) Davis (IL) Grijalva
Brady (TX) Davis (KY) Guthrie
Braley (IA) Davis (TN) Gutierrez
Bright DeFazio Hall (NY)
Brown (SC) DeGette Halvorson
Brown, Corrine Delahunt Hare
Brown-Waite, DeLauro Harman

Ginny Diaz-Balart, L. Harper
Buchanan Diaz-Balart, M. Hastings (FL)
Burgess Dicks Hastings (WA)
Burton (IN) Dingell Heinrich
Butterfield Doggett Heller
Buyer Donnelly (IN) Hensarling
Calvert Doyle Herger
Camp Dreier Herseth Sandlin
Cantor Driehaus Higgins
Cao Duncan Hill
Capito Edwards (MD) Himes

Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
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
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
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern

Akin

Broun (GA)
Campbell
Franks (AZ)

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Barrett (SC)
Bishop (NY)
Boehner
Boucher
Capps

Deal (GA)
Dent

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

NOES—I11

King (IA)

Lungren, Daniel
E.

McClintock
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Sablan
Salazar
Séanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sestak
Shadegg
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stearns
Sutton
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (FL)

Miller, Gary
Rohrabacher
Royce
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—26

Fallin

Hall (TX)
Inslee

King (NY)
Mack
Moran (KS)
Olver

Paul
Pierluisi

Radanovich
Reichert
Scalise

Stark

Stupak
Sullivan
Tanner
Westmoreland
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There are 2 minutes remaining on this
vote.
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So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. SCHAUER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
SCHAUER) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-

the

ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

is a b-

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 410, noes 1,
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 71]

AYES—410
Aderholt Cardoza Ellsworth
Adler (NJ) Carnahan Emerson
AKkin Carney Engel
Alexander Carson (IN) Eshoo
Altmire Carter Etheridge
Andrews Cassidy Faleomavaega
Arcuri Castle Farr
Austria Castor (FL) Fattah
Baca Chaffetz Filner
Bachmann Chandler Flake
Bachus Childers Fleming
Baird Christensen Forbes
Baldwin Chu Fortenberry
Barrow Clarke Foster
Bartlett Clay Foxx
Barton (TX) Cleaver Frank (MA)
Bean Clyburn Franks (AZ)
Becerra Coble Frelinghuysen
Berkley Coffman (CO) Fudge
Berman Cohen Gallegly
Berry Cole Garamendi
Biggert Conaway Garrett (NJ)
Bilbray Connolly (VA) Gerlach
Bilirakis Conyers Giffords
Bishop (GA) Cooper Gingrey (GA)
Bishop (UT) Costa Gohmert
Blumenauer Costello Gonzalez
Blunt Courtney Goodlatte
Boccieri Crenshaw Gordon (TN)
Bonner Crowley Granger
Bono Mack Cuellar Graves
Boozman Culberson Grayson
Bordallo Cummings Green, Al
Boren Dahlkemper Green, Gene
Boswell Davis (AL) Griffith
Boustany Davis (CA) Grijalva
Boyd Davis (IL) Guthrie
Brady (PA) Davis (KY) Gutierrez
Brady (TX) Davis (TN) Hall (NY)
Braley (IA) DeFazio Halvorson
Broun (GA) DeGette Hare
Brown (SC) Delahunt Harman
Brown, Corrine DeLauro Harper

Brown-Waite,

Diaz-Balart, L.

Hastings (FL)

Ginny Diaz-Balart, M. Hastings (WA)
Buchanan Dicks Heinrich
Burgess Dingell Heller
Burton (IN) Doggett Hensarling
Butterfield Donnelly (IN) Herger
Buyer Doyle Herseth Sandlin
Calvert Dreier Higgins
Camp Driehaus Hill
Campbell Duncan Himes
Cantor Edwards (MD) Hinchey
Cao Edwards (TX) Hinojosa
Capito Ehlers Hirono
Capuano Ellison Hodes
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Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
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)
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
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Lynch

Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Barrett (SC)
Bishop (NY)
Blackburn
Boehner
Boucher
Bright
Capps

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

NOES—1
Woolsey

Deal (GA)
Dent
Fallin

Hall (TX)
Inslee

King (NY)
Mack
Moran (KS)
Paul
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Ryan (OH)

Ryan (WI)

Sablan

Salazar

Sanchez, Linda
T

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sestak
Shadegg
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stearns
Sutton
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—27

Pierluisi
Radanovich
Reichert
Scalise

Stark

Stupak
Sullivan
Tanner
Westmoreland

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There are 2 minutes remaining on this
vote.
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So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. BRIGHT. Madam Chair, on rollcall No.
71, had | been present, | would have voted
“vea.”

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended.

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

The Acting CHAIR. Accordingly,
under the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
SERRANO) having assumed the chair,
Mr. CUELLAR, Acting Chair of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 2701) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2010 for intel-
ligence and intelligence-related activi-
ties of the United States Government,
the Community Management Account,
and the Central Intelligence Agency
Retirement and Disability System, and
for other purposes, pursuant to House
Resolution 1105, he reported the bill
back to the House with an amendment
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I have
a motion to recommit at the desk.

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

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Yes, in its current
form.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Hoekstra moves to recommit the bill,
H.R. 2701, to the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence with instructions to
report the same back to the House forthwith
with the following amendments:

At the end of subtitle A of title IV, add the
following new section:

SEC. 407. COORDINATION OF HIGH-VALUE DE-
TAINEE INTERROGATION.

Section 102A of the National Security Act
of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 403-1) is amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

“(s) INTERROGATION OF HIGH-VALUE DETAIN-
EES.—(1) The Director of National Intel-
ligence shall, in consultation with the heads
of departments and agencies of the United
States Government containing elements of
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the intelligence community, the Director of
the Central Intelligence Agency, and the Di-
rector of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion—

““(A) coordinate the interrogation of high-
value detainees associated with inter-
national terrorism captured, held, or ques-
tioned by a department or agency that is or
contains an element of the intelligence com-
munity;

‘“(B) be responsible for any interagency
group conducting an interrogation of a high-
value detainee associated with international
terrorism; and

‘(C) before an officer or employee of the
Federal Government provides the warnings
of constitutional rights described in Miranda
vs. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (U.S. 1966) to a high-
value detainee who is suspected of terrorism,
associated with terrorists, or believed to
have knowledge of terrorists and who is cap-
tured, held, or questioned by a department
or agency that is or contains an element of
the intelligence community, approve the
providing of such warnings to such high-
value detainee.

*“(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply with re-
spect to a detainee who is captured on the
battlefield by the Armed Forces of the
United States, unless the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence determines that such de-
tainee is a high-value detainee.

““(3) The Director of National Intelligence
may not delegate the authority to approve
the providing of warnings under paragraph
1X©).”.

At the end of subtitle B of title IV, add the
following new section:

SEC. 417. REVIEW OF BRIEFINGS ON COVERT AC-
TIONS BY THE CIA; PUBLIC AVAIL-
ABILITY OF UNCLASSIFIED
VERSIONS OF DOCUMENTS RELAT-
ING TO USE OF ENHANCED INTER-
ROGATION TECHNIQUES.

(a) REVIEW OF BRIEFINGS.—Not later than
60 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Inspector General of the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency shall—

(1) compile any objections raised by a
Member of Congress to a covert action (as
defined in section 503(e) of the National Se-
curity Act of 1947 (60 U.S.C. 413b(e))) on
which such Member of Congress was briefed
by personnel of the Central Intelligence
Agency after September 11, 2001; and

(2) assess whether the Central Intelligence
Agency addressed such objections.

(b) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF UNCLASSIFIED
VERSIONS OF DOCUMENTS RELATING TO USE OF
ENHANCED INTERROGATION TECHNIQUES.—The
Director of the Central Intelligence Agency
shall make publicly available—

(1) an unclassified version of all Memo-
randa for the Record memorializing briefings
made to Members of Congress on the use of
enhanced interrogation techniques; and

(2) an unclassified version of finished intel-
ligence products produced after September
11, 2001, assessing the information gained
from detainee reporting, including docu-
ments dated July 15, 2004, or June 1, 2005.

Mr. HOEKSTRA (during the reading).
I ask unanimous consent that the mo-
tion be considered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to dispensing with the read-
ing?

Mr. REYES. I object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Clerk will continue to read.

The Clerk continued to read.

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

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.
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Our country and our intelligence
community are at a crossroads. Over
the last 14 months, we’ve been strug-
gling as to whether we’re going to be
focused on defeating terrorists or
whether we’re going to be focused on a
law enforcement approach. This
couldn’t have been defined more clear-
ly than what it was yesterday when the
manager of this bill brought forward an
amendment that would have put our
intelligence community professionals
at risk putting them under criminal
statutes that you wouldn’t even apply
to your local sheriff or your local State
trooper.

Thankfully, many of our colleagues
on the other side of the aisle joined
with us and forced the majority to go
back and rewrite the rule and come
back and strip that provision from the
bill.

But that move yesterday should not
have been a surprise. It was only last
year that the Attorney General ap-
pointed a special prosecutor to inves-
tigate CIA personnel even though ca-
reer Justice Department officials had
already decided that there was no basis
for prosecution. It appears that the
majority wants to investigate and
prosecute everyone who has been in-
volved in our critical interrogation
programs—except themselves.

The records of briefings have shown
clearly and repeatedly that Democratic
and Republican leadership of the House
were briefed early and often on the use
of the same techniques that they want-
ed to criminalize yesterday. And they
never objected. And while there has
been a selective release of certain
briefing documents over the last few
days, the record is far from complete
because the administration and the
majority have repeatedly blocked re-
quests and amendments to publicly re-
lease a full, unclassified briefing of the
classified records: who knew what and
when.

The motion to recommit would stop
the criminalization of our national se-
curity policy and ensure that Members
of Congress would be as accountable for
their conduct as the majority wants to
hold the men and women of the CIA.

The motion would ask the CIA In-
spector General to conduct an inde-
pendent review of whether any Member
of Congress objected to the use of the
techniques to review what steps were
taken and to require the release of all
of the briefing memos. If the majority
was not briefed or raised concerns, it
should have nothing to fear from an
independent and objective review by
the facts of the Inspector General.

And, secondly, the motion would also
clarify once and for all that the Direc-
tor of National Intelligence should be
in charge of coordinating interrogation
of terrorists and should ensure we have
collected all actionable intelligence be-
fore reading terrorists their Miranda
rights.

This is a proposition that should not
be controversial. Why is this in here? It
was only on Christmas Day that the
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DNI, the Director of the National
Counterterrorism Center, and the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security all said
that they were not consulted before the
Christmas Day bomber was read his
Miranda rights.

These provisions are fully consistent
with all of the other authorities that
have been given to the DNI to coordi-
nate the activities of the intelligence
community. It makes no sense for the
DNI to be in charge of coordinating all
other intelligence activities but then
the Attorney General is in charge of in-
terrogation of foreign terrorists.

This motion would place the empha-
sis back where it belongs. It would
align accountability and authority for
those who make the decisions with the
DNI.
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The DNI is responsible for collecting
intelligence to prevent attacks. This is
where we need to go.

We can answer two fundamental
questions with this motion to recom-
mit. Who knew what, when, on en-
hanced interrogation techniques. Be-
fore we go and prosecute people in the
intelligence community, let’s have a
clear record of what Members of this
body knew and approved, because basi-
cally the administration and this Con-
gress asked the intelligence personnel
to do what they did. They were fol-
lowing our orders and instructions to
keep America safe.

The second thing is, let’s make sure
that the DNI, the person with the re-
sponsibility to keep us safe, has the
final decision on when and how we will
interrogate foreign terrorists to keep
America safe. It’s his job. It’s his re-
sponsibility. Let’s get rid of the confu-
sion. Let’s get the alignment. Let’s do
what’s necessary to keep America safe
and to protect and recognize the serv-
ice of our men and women in the intel-
ligence community.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. REYES. I rise in opposition to
the motion to recommit.

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

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, to me, it
seems that the minority would have us
fight terrorism with one hand tied be-
hind our back. This motion to recom-
mit would require that before a Mi-
randa warning can be issued, an inves-
tigator or a beat cop would have to get
permission from a gaggle of Cabinet-
level officials in Washington. This is
simply absurd.

The minority would put FBI agents
who arrest potential terrorists in a bit-
ter catch-22. The courts require that
Miranda warnings be given in certain
circumstances. The minority would
have an FBI agent ignore those rules
and shut down the possibility of ever
building a criminal case, or the agent
can stop an interrogation while some-
one tries to get signatures from half of
Washington.

The provision doesn’t even include
authority for these officials to delegate
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the required certification. This means
that if one official happens to be trav-
eling, it’s just going to take that much
longer for that beat cop or that FBI
agent to start gathering evidence.

Let’s get the facts straight about Mi-
randa. Federal agents are not required
to Mirandize terrorism suspects when
there is an imminent risk to public
safety. They are free to interrogate
suspects on concerns about any imme-
diate or ongoing threat to our country.
Federal agents questioned the Christ-
mas Day bomber without the Miranda
warnings under this very public safety
exemption. Federal agents also don’t
need to give Miranda warnings when an
interview is voluntary. The FBI rou-
tinely secures intelligence from sus-
pected terrorists without Miranda in
this manner.

But even when Miranda warnings are
given, the record is crystal clear; sus-
pected terrorists do not stop talking.
Just this week, in the case of
Najibullah Zazi, who pled guilty to
charges of attempting to kill innocent
civilians on the New York subway, was
apprehended by law enforcement, given
Miranda warnings, and interrogated
thoroughly. In that questioning, Zazi
provided valuable information about
the plot and now he will be convicted
without any fanfare. That is just one
example among many. The Christmas
Day bomber, the shoe bomber, Richard
Reid, and scores of other suspected ter-
rorists provided valuable intelligence
after receiving Miranda warnings.

But this really, today, isn’t about
Miranda at all. What the minority real-
ly wants to take away is our ability to
use the criminal justice system to go
after suspected terrorists. I urge my
colleagues not to make such an irre-
sponsible and reckless decision. Don’t
support this motion to recommit.

The Federal criminal justice system
has proven to be the most reliable and
effective means we have for putting
terrorists behind bars. Federal prosecu-
tors, law enforcement officials, and
judges know better than anybody else
how to interrogate, how to try, how to
convict, and how to hold terrorists.

In the 10 years since 9/11, the Justice
Department has successfully convicted
more than 300 terrorists in Federal
criminal courts. These include hard-
ened members of al Qaeda such as the
so-called 20th hijacker, Zacarias
Moussaoui.

One case in particular on this point,
Richard Reid was arrested for attempt-
ing to ignite a bomb in his shoe while
on a flight to Miami in December of
2001. Reid was advised of his Miranda
rights within 5 minutes of being re-
moved from the aircraft and was re-
minded of these rights four times with-
in 48 hours and now is serving a life
sentence in Federal prison. To my
knowledge, my Republican friends did
not criticize the Bush administration
for its handling of that case or any of
the other cases that we have on file.

This motion to recommit applies to
the high-value detainees, so that in the
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toughest cases, they want us to play by
a completely unreasonable set of rules
that will slow us down and make us
weaker. That is why the Department of
Defense opposes this, the Director of
National Intelligence opposes this, the
Department of Justice opposes this.

I think this morning, it’s time to say
enough with the games. It’s time for us
to stop playing politics with our na-
tional security. It’s time for us to cre-
ate a system that makes those respon-
sible for our safety not play it with one
hand tied behind their back.

Let’s let our law enforcement profes-
sionals do their jobs. Above all, let’s
stop attacking the FBI agents that
know what they are doing, know how
to do it, and let’s vote down this mo-
tion to recommit. Vote ‘“‘no” on the
motion to recommit.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

There was no objection.

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

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

RECORDED VOTE

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

A recorded vote was 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 passage of H.R. 2701, if or-
dered, and the motion to suspend the
rules on H. Con. Res. 238.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 186, noes 217,
not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 72]

AYES—186

Aderholt Childers Hastings (WA)
Adler (NJ) Coble Heller
AKkin Coffman (CO) Hensarling
Alexander Cole Herger
Altmire Conaway Herseth Sandlin
Austria Costello Hoekstra
Bachmann Crenshaw Hunter
Barrow Culberson Inglis
Bartlett Dahlkemper Issa
Biggert Davis (KY) Jenkins
Bilbray Diaz-Balart, L. Johnson (IL)
Bilirakis Diaz-Balart, M. Johnson, Sam
Bishop (UT) Donnelly (IN) Jones
Bonner Dreier Jordan (OH)
Bono Mack Duncan King (IA)
Boozman Ehlers Kingston
Boren Emerson Kirk
Boustany Flake Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Brady (TX) Fleming Kline (MN)
Bright Forbes Lamborn
Broun (GA) Fortenberry Lance
Brown (SC) Foster Latham
Brown-Waite, Foxx LaTourette

Ginny Franks (AZ) Latta
Buchanan Frelinghuysen Lee (NY)
Burgess Gallegly Lewis (CA)
Burton (IN) Garrett (NJ) Linder
Buyer Gerlach Lipinski
Calvert Giffords LoBiondo
Camp Gingrey (GA) Lucas
Campbell Gohmert Luetkemeyer
Cantor Goodlatte Lummis
Cao Granger Lungren, Daniel
Capito Graves E.
Carter Griffith Manzullo
Cassidy Guthrie Marchant
Castle Halvorson Marshall
Chaffetz Harper McCarthy (CA)

McCaul
MecClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Melancon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Minnick
Mitchell
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Olson
Owens
Paulsen
Pence

Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Boccieri
Boswell
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu

Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (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
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva

Peters

Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pomeroy
Posey
Putnam
Rehberg
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Schmidt
Schock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus

NOES—2117

Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Nadler (NY)
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Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Space
Stearns
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walden
Wamp
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Séanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Speier
Spratt
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
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Weiner Wilson (OH) Wu
Welch Woolsey Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—29

Abercrombie Capps Price (GA)
Ackerman Deal (GA) Radanovich
Bachus Dent Reichert
Barrett (SC) Fallin Scalise
Barton (TX) Hall (TX) Stark
Bishop (NY) Inslee Stupak
Blackburn King (NY) Sullivan
Blunt Mack

Tanner
Boehner Moran (KS)
Boucher Paul Westmoreland

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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Mr. HODES and Ms. SHEA-PORTER
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

Messrs. DONNELLY of Indiana and
PLATTS and Mrs. HALVORSON
changed their vote from ‘‘no” to ‘‘aye.”

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall
vote No. 72 on H.R. 2701, | mistakenly re-
corded my vote as “no” when | should have
voted “yes.”

| ask unanimous consent that my statement
appear in the RECORD immediately following
rollcall vote No. 72.

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

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, 1 de-
mand 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 235, noes 168,

This

not voting 29, as follows:

Adler (NJ)
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Boccieri
Boren
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Cao
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Childers
Chu

[Roll No. 73]
AYES—235

Clarke

Clay

Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper

Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ellison
Ellsworth
Engel

Eshoo
Etheridge

Farr
Fattah
Foster
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Giffords
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Hill

Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt

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

Aderholt
AKkin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Bartlett
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
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
Costello
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
Filner
Flake
Fleming
Forbes

Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta

NOES—168

Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Griffith
Guthrie
Harper
Hastings (WA)
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Hoekstra
Hunter
Inglis
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
King (IA)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Manzullo
Marchant
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Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Speier
Spratt
Sutton
Taylor
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (OH)
Wu
Yarmuth

McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McDermott
McHenry
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes
Olson
Paulsen
Payne
Pence
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Posey
Price (GA)
Putnam
Rehberg
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Schmidt
Schock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder

Space

Stearns

Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Barrett (SC)
Barton (TX)
Bishop (NY)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Boucher
Capps

Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walden
Wamp
Whitfield

Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Woolsey
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—29

Davis (AL)
Deal (GA)
Dent
Fallin

Hall (TX)
Inslee
King (NY)
Lynch
Mack
Moran (KS)

Paul
Radanovich
Reichert
Scalise

Stark

Stupak
Sullivan
Tanner
Westmoreland

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There is 1 minute remaining

in this vote.
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Mr. ROYCE changed his vote from
scayev7 to “nO.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

———

RECOGNIZING

THE

DIFFICULT

CHALLENGES AND HEROISM OF
BLACK VETERANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res.
238, on which the yeas and nays were

ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 238.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 383, nays 0,
not voting 49, as follows:

Aderholt
Adler (NJ)
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bartlett
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Blumenauer
Boccieri
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boren
Boswell

[Roll No. 74]
YEAS—383

Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Bright
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cassidy
Castle
Castor (FL)
Chaffetz
Chandler
Childers

Chu

Clarke

Clay

Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cohen
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper

Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Dahlkemper
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.

Dicks
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Garamendi
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance

Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
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Rahall
Rehberg
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sestak
Shadegg
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stearns
Sutton
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
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NOT VOTING—49

Abercrombie Dent Murphy, Tim
Ackerman Dingell Owens

Baca Doyle Pascrell
Barrett (SC) Fallin Paul

Barton (TX) Gallegly Radanovich
Bishop (NY) Gohmert Rangel
Blackburn Grijalva Reichert
Blunt Hall (TX)

Boehner Herger gg;nis(ewn
Boucher Hoekstra

Boustany Inslee Stark
Calvert Jordan (OH) St“‘?ak
Capps King (NY) Sullivan
Carter Larson (CT) Tanner

Cole Linder Westmoreland
Davis (AL) Mack Whitfield
Deal (GA) Moran (KS)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

MAFFEI) (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
concurrent resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Speaker, as indicated
in the Leave of Absence request granted by
the U.S. House of Representatives, | was not
in attendance for votes February 22—26, 2010,
so that | could support my family through the
tragic and unexpected death of my 16-year-old
niece.

Were | in attendance, | would have voted in
favor of H.R. 4425 (RC No. 49); H.R. 4238
(RC No. 50), H. Res. 1066 (RC No. 52), H.
Res. 1059 (RC No. 53), H. Res. 1039 (RC No.
54), H. Res. 1046 (RC No. 55), Hastings (WA)
Amendment to H.R. 2314 (RC No. 56), Flake
Amendment to H.R. 2314 (RC No. 57), H.
Res. 1074 (RC No. 61), H. Res. 944 (RC No.
62), the Motion to Recommit H.R. 4626 (RC
No. 63), H.R. 4626 (RC No. 64), H. Res. 1085
(RC No. 65), Concurring with the Senate
Amendments to H.R. 3961 (RC No. 67), H.
Con. Res. 227 (RC No. 68), Hastings (FL)
Amendment to H.R. 2701 (RC No. 70),
Schauer Amendment to H.R. 2701 (RC No.
71,), the Motion to Recommit H.R. 2701 (RC
No. 72), and H. Con. Res. 238 (RC No. 74).

| would have opposed H. Res. 1083 (RC
No. 51), Abercrombie Amendment to H.R.
2314 (RC No. 58), H. R. 2314 (RC No. 59),
H. Res. 1098 (RC No. 60), H. Res. 1105 (RC
No. 66), Reyes Amendment to H.R. 2701 (RC
No. 69), and passage of H.R. 2701 (RC No.
73).

——
AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS 1IN EN-

GROSSMENT OF H.R. 2701, INTEL-
LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Clerk be au-
thorized to make technical corrections
in the engrossment of H.R. 2701, to in-
clude corrections in spelling, punctua-
tion, section numbering, and cross-ref-
erencing, and the insertion of appro-
priate headings.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland?
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There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Maryland, the ma-
jority leader, for the purpose of an-
nouncing next week’s schedule.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the Republican
whip for yielding.

On Monday, the House is not in ses-
sion. On Tuesday the House will meet
at 12:30 p.m. for morning-hour debate
and 2 p.m. for legislative business with
votes postponed until 6:30 p.m. On
Wednesday and Thursday, the House
will meet at 10 a.m. for legislative
business. On Friday, no votes are ex-
pected in the House.

We will consider several bills under
suspension of the rules. The complete
list of suspension bills will be an-
nounced by the close of business today.
In addition, we will consider H.R. 4247,
Keeping All Students Safe Act, and fur-
ther action on the jobs agenda.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, we have 4 weeks before
our next district work period, and I
would like to inquire from the gen-
tleman about the upcoming legislative
schedule during the next 4 weeks and
what bills does he expect the House to
consider prior to the Easter recess.

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CANTOR. I yield.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I would expect a number of items,
certainly the jobs agenda, which will
be fulsome and we will be pursuing
over the next months. Small business
growth, tax cuts to spur growth and
jobs will certainly be on the agenda in
the coming weeks, in addition to ad-
dressing health care and the 2011 budg-
et.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman
for that.

So, from my understanding, we can
expect to have a vote on a health care
bill between now and the Easter recess.
If that is the case, I ask the gentleman,
Mr. Speaker, what is the thought about
what that bill would look like? And I
would ask the gentleman does he ex-
pect this bill to be the President’s bill
or will there be actually a chance for
the minority to participate in crafting
a health care bill?

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Well, the gentleman and I had the op-
portunity, a historic opportunity, I
might say, to participate in an extraor-
dinary event in the history, perhaps, of
our country. I'm not sure that I can
cite another instance certainly in my
career when a President has spent a
whole day sitting with the legislative
branch, the leadership both of the Re-
publican and Democratic Parties in the
Senate and the House and also of the
committee Chairs. I think that was an
unprecedented meeting. I thought it
was an extraordinarily good meeting
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for the American public as I thought it
was a good meeting for all of us who
participated.

I think what the public saw was each
side thoughtfully and clearly, from an
informed basis, expressing their view
as to what was needed and how to get
to where we wanted to go. It also indi-
cated, I think, to the American public
legitimate differences of opinion on the
ways and means, if you will, of effect-
ing health care reform, which obvi-
ously the overwhelming numbers of the
American public believe is necessary.
As I quoted, as you recall, both Presi-
dent Obama and Presidential candidate
MCcCAIN in the debate in October of 2008
both said that health care reform was
necessary, and Presidential candidate
McCAIN indicated that he thought we
needed a program that covered all
Americans with affordable health care.

Now, that’s the context in which
we’re going to move forward. I thought
it was a productive, positive oppor-
tunity for us and, as I said, the Amer-
ican public. We are moving forward.
The President indicated we’d be mov-
ing forward. The President, as you
point out, I don’t think he has a bill
yet, but he’s put language of the 11-
page document you’ve seen and that
was referenced at the meeting—he’s
put that on the table. It is obviously an
attempt to reach agreement between
the Senate-passed bill and the House-
passed bill, which, although this was
not a conference in the classic sense of
a conference, in many ways it was, I
suppose, a superconference in that
rarely is the President in the room, but
obviously Republicans and Democrats
were in the room and had their time to
discuss the President’s proposals, try-
ing to resolve differences between the
two Houses. Certainly it’s going to be
taken into consideration over the next
few days, I would think, to see whether
or not there can be a resolution.

In addition to that, I tell my friend
honestly that we went through a num-
ber of aspects of the health care bill in
which I think we found common
ground, and many of us said that. I
think some of us were surprised that
some Members were as focused as we
think we are on certain items.

First of all, I think there was agree-
ment on principle, if not on application
of that principle, and that was that the
solution is to be found in the delivery
of health care through the private sec-
tor. And, in fact, both bills in the Sen-
ate and the House provide for private
sector insurance companies to be in-
volved and to be the insurers and to be
the agents for financing health care in-
surance for Americans.

In addition, Dr. COBURN was very
clear that he thought we needed to
focus on wellness, on prevention. There
are, in both bills, substantial provi-
sions which deal with that, with
wellness and prevention, best practices,
with innovation, with efficiencies in
the delivery of health care, health in-
formation technology, other issues.

In addition, he spoke of eliminating
fraud, waste, and abuse. As you recall,
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and both of us listened to him, he made
the point that he thought 1 in 3 health
care dollars were not spent on the de-
livery of health care. Now, they
weren’t all waste, fraud, and abuse. We
know that there are very substantial
administrative costs in health care.
And as I responded to Senator COBURN,
there are very substantial provisions
related to waste, fraud, and abuse in
both bills and in the President’s sug-
gestion.

In addition, the purchasing of poli-
cies of insurance across State lines was
discussed by both sides. I think the
President indicated, I think, we can
reach agreement on that. I hope we do.
And insurance pooling to acquire
health insurance at lower prices was
also discussed, not only with respect to
small business, but, obviously, we dis-
cussed it with individuals who do not
have availability to group policies.

The answer, therefore, to your ques-
tion is we certainly hope we can move
forward. We hope we can reach some
areas of agreement.

I want to tell you very frankly, I
don’t think we have any intention of
starting over with a clean slate, as you
requested. I want to be honest with the
gentleman. Literally thousands and
thousands of hours have gone into
countless hearings participated in by
both of our parties, countless markups,
public markups with amendments of-
fered both in the House and the Senate.
But that does not mean that these are
set in stone. Therefore, the answer to
your question is I continue to be inter-
ested in your thoughts, but if the
thoughts are simply to, as Mr.
BOEHNER indicated, scrap it, and Mr.
ALEXANDER said that as well, I frankly
don’t think that’s a very productive di-
rection to go in given the complexity
and challenge that confronts us.

There was a lot of discussion about
polling data in yesterday’s meeting. In
point of fact, we believe that the poll-
ing data does indicate that Americans
are not happy with this bill. In my
view, in part they’re not happy because
they’ve seen it be the center point of
confrontation, controversy, and, from
my perspective, a lot of misinforma-
tion.

But having said that, I think every
poll seems to reflect that when you ask
them about component parts, do they
believe that preexisting conditions
ought not to be a disabling factor in
the receipt of insurance, a very high
percentage of the American public
says, yes, they think that ought to be
not a factor. Do they think that there
ought to be lifetime caps? They think
no. If they have insurance, they want
to keep it, and if they get really sick,
they want to make sure their insur-
ance compensates them for that. They
also want to make sure that they are
not bankrupted in a year that they
have a very serious illness because the
insurance company has capped what
they can get in any one year.

So there seems to be, on the indi-
vidual items, pretty high support—and
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when I say ‘‘pretty high,’”’ high 50s, 60s,
and sometimes in the low 70s—of var-
ious component parts of the bill. I
think if we can respond to that which
the public is for and listen to the pub-
lic, I think we can have some success.
And we look forward to working with
you over the next few weeks to see if
we can come to agreement. The Presi-
dent made it very clear that he wants
to do that. I reiterate we want to do it.

But the President also made it clear,
if we can’t do it, then we’re going to
proceed, and that’s what he told the
American people he was going to do.
And, very frankly, he was elected hand-
ily just a little over a year ago, and he
said what he wanted to do was a health
care plan which would provide access
for Americans to affordable quality
health care. And, in fact, that’s what
JOHN MCCAIN said in that debate in Oc-
tober of 2008 when they were both de-
bating each other. That was not a con-
tentious issue. They had differences of
how to get there, but covering all
Americans with affordable, quality
health care was not one of the conten-
tious issues.

I know that was a long answer, but I
wanted to place it in context for my
friend so that productively we can
work on what has passed the House,
passed the Senate, and if we can make
changes that would lead you or mem-
bers of your party to support legisla-
tion, then I think we can have a pro-
ductive discussion about that. On the
other hand, frankly, if it’s simply scrap
all the work you’ve done or we’re not
going to play, then I think we won’t
have much progress.
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Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman
for that in-depth explanation of where
he and his side is on this debate.

Without prolonging this colloquy, I
would just say to the gentleman, on
display yesterday were clearly two dif-
ferent visions for how we want to ad-
dress health care in this country.
Clearly, the Republicans, by our at-
tendance there and the engagement in
that discussion, indicated that we too
care about people’s health care and
want to do something to increase the
quality, access, and affordability. We
just have a very different way of trying
to go about it.

There are some areas in concept
where we do have agreement. We just
don’t care for the bill. And the reason
is, Mr. Speaker, the bill, from our opin-
ion, is very much a bill which imposes
on people in this country a preferred
way of going about providing health
care and covering people in terms of
their illnesses. And we believe that on
balance, it is better to err on the side
of people and their individual choices
and the way they think their health
care should be delivered and in what
form.

So I look forward to perhaps the gen-
tleman working with us to see if we
could, if he doesn’t like the word
“‘scrap,” move away from the construct
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of the bill which, as the gentleman in-
dicates, the public has rejected, as well
as a significant portion of his caucus
has rejected, and perhaps moving away
from that construct and to try and ad-
dress some of the issues that we dis-
cussed in a different context would be a
way forward.

But if, as the gentleman indicates,
the majority is unwilling to set aside
the Senate bill, will the gentleman in-
dicate whether we would then proceed
with reconciliation? And is it his posi-
tion that he will not take reconcili-
ation off the table?

Mr. HOYER. It is my position, in the
Republican tradition of using reconcili-
ation for very major pieces of legisla-
tion, all of your tax bills in 2001 and
2003; as a matter of fact, reconciliation
has been used 22 times since 1980. Six-
teen of those times it was used by the
Republican Party when you were in
charge. Apparently you thought that
was a procedure that was appropriate
to pass. As a matter of fact, JUDD
GREGG, when he was criticizing us for
criticizing reconciliation, said, ‘“What
is wrong with a majority vote?”’ We
think there is nothing wrong with a
majority vote.

There is a filibuster in the Senate.
That is under their rules. I think those
rules are impeding the work of the
American people. But be that as it
may, they are the rules. There is also a
rule that provides for consideration of
legislation through a process that is
called reconciliation, a fancy name for
simply saying there are things that are
important, you can put them on the
table, you can pass them in a time
frame. But, as Americans would expect,
a majority of the representatives of the
American people have to vote for it. So
I am not going to take that off the
table.

But it has been the President’s ex-
pression, my expression, the Speaker’s
expression, the Majority Leader of the
Senate’s expression we would prefer
not to use that, not because we think it
is a wrong procedure, but because we
would like to create a broader con-
sensus if we can.

But I will tell my friend, I think he
to some degree misquoted me, I think
you could draw that inference, the
American people don’t like the bill be-
cause of what surrounds it. When you
ask them about the internals of the
legislation, as I said, they respond posi-
tively to it.

And I will tell my friend about polls.
A lot of expression about polls yester-
day in our meeting. My friend will re-
call that we considered expanding the
Children’s Health Insurance Program.
You will recall President Bush vetoed
that program. You will recall that I
stood on this floor and said, ‘“Do you
understand 72 percent of Americans are
for expanding SCHIP?”’ Notwith-
standing that, we couldn’t get suffi-
cient votes from your side of the aisle
to override the President’s veto, not-
withstanding the fact that 72 percent
of the American people thought chil-
dren in the richest country on the face



H954

of the earth ought to be covered, ought
to be healthy, ought to be included in
our health care system. So you saw it
differently. I understand that. You
used your judgment.

I frankly think that the American
people want us to do what we are try-
ing to do. They want to make sure we
do it right and don’t undermine the se-
curity they now have. And that is our
intent as well.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman
for those remarks.

I would ask the gentleman if we
could turn, Mr. Speaker, to the ques-
tion of jobs. As he indicated, that will
be a focus of the next 4 weeks. The gen-
tleman said earlier in this colloquy
that we just participated in an historic
event yesterday, that he in his career
here has not seen an opportunity like
that where both sides sat down with
the President for 7 hours and the Presi-
dent spent the time on the issue of
health care.

In that vein, in terms of trying to
open up dialogue and discussion, it
would be very appropriate, I believe,
Mr. Speaker, for us to give equal or
more time to the pressing issue of jobs
in this economy.

Now, Mr. Speaker, Leader BOEHNER
and I have forwarded to the gentleman
as well as Speaker PELOSI a letter indi-
cating that we would like to have a bi-
partisan jobs summit akin to what we
had yesterday with the President, but
perhaps just in this body. The Speak-
er’s press reports have indicated that
the Speaker is willing to engage in
such a jobs summit. And I would just
like to ask the gentleman if he intends
to respond to the Leader and my letter.
And if not, certainly responding here is
just as well as to perhaps a scheduled
time for such a summit to occur.

Mr. HOYER. I think the same letter
was sent to both of us, and I was yield-
ing to the Speaker to respond. But I
will respond here. I think that is a
good idea.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman
for that. Does he have any sense of
when we could expect the acceptance
and the scheduling of such an event?

Mr. HOYER. Let me talk to the
Speaker about it and see what sched-
ule, and we will talk to you about it.
But I think certainly jobs is an abso-
lutely critical objective of ours this
year, as you know, as it was last year.

The good news, as you know, is that
CBO says that over a million jobs were
created in the last quarter, or retained
in the last quarter as a result of the
Recovery and Reinvestment Act. As
the gentleman also knows, in the last
quarter, the last 3 months of the Bush
administration, we lost on average per
month 726,000 jobs. As the gentleman
also knows, on average over the last 3
months we have lost 35,000 jobs. That is
extraordinary. That is 5 percent of
what we lost the last 3 months just a
year ago. So that is progress. We are
moving forward, but that is not suc-
cess. Success will be, as you and I both
know, when we are adding jobs, when
we are creating jobs.
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Unfortunately, over the last 8 years
we have had the lowest job production
in this country than we have had since
Herbert Hoover. As a result, we are
very much down in terms of supply of
jobs for people who are out of jobs and
need jobs to support themselves and
their family.

I want to also say, I want to thank
the gentleman and his colleagues on
his side of the aisle for their positive
participation yesterday, positive in the
sense that yes, we didn’t agree, but no-
body expected there to be agreement
down there, that everybody was all of a
sudden going to change their perspec-
tive of how you get to where we all
want to get. But I thought the Amer-
ican people, as I said, had an oppor-
tunity to see some serious people who
had differences of opinion discuss them
in a civil and, I thought, productive
manner. I think that is a good civics
opportunity for the American people.

Very frankly, we ought to do more of
that. Because, unfortunately, all too
often they see us on the floor not on
the uncontentious, which we do pretty
much working together, but they see
us on the contentious, where tempers
can get pretty hot, and the American
public draws the inference that that’s
all we do. They don’t like it, and I
don’t blame them. I know you and I
don’t like it either.

I want to thank you and your col-
leagues for your participation.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman
for that.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I look for-
ward, along with the Leader and the
rest of my colleagues, to begin working
with the gentleman and the majority
to start on an earnest attempt to cre-
ate an environment for job creation so
that people in this country can get
back to work.

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

————

ADJOURNMENT TO TUESDAY,
MARCH 2, 2010

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 12:30 p.m. on Tuesday next for
morning-hour debate.

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

There was no objection.

———
WE MUST PASS A JOBS BILL

(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today because I think it
is important to note the change in the
economy as we move forward. But the
challenge to us as Members of Con-
gress, even as we reflect on the enor-
mous impact the investment dollars
have had, last year in January of 2009
we had lost 779,000 jobs. In January of
2010, only 22,000 jobs were lost and the
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economy is percolating. But 22,000 is
unacceptable.

So we must pass a jobs bill now. But
we must also be concerned not only for
the recently unemployed, for the white
collar workers, but we have to be con-
cerned about the young workers, 18 to
30. We have to be concerned about the
chronically unemployed, or the ex-
felon who has paid his or her dues, has
a family, and other than getting work,
they would be dependent on a govern-
ment handout. They don’t want that.

So when we talk about jobs, we have
to worry about seniors, and working
families, and people who have been un-
employed for a long period of time. We
have got to put a job in their hand. And
that is what I want to do, work to get
jobs for the American people and the
18th Congressional District.

——————

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. WOOLSEY addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——————

THE NEED FOR HEALTH CARE
REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, besides the question and the
need for jobs, I think it is important
for America and for my colleagues to
know that the meeting yesterday at
the White House at Blair House was a
vitally important meeting. I know that
many Americans were able to see it in
its purity, meaning that you were able
to watch it live.

The President intended that we have
the opportunity to hear real discus-
sion. And I would beg to differ whether
this was an opportunity for just show
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and tell. T have listened to the Presi-
dent’s commitment to health care re-
form. I have listened to the Democratic
leadership’s commitment to health
care reform. And I have spent hours lis-
tening to constituents through town
hall meetings in August and traveling
throughout the district. As they speak
about jobs, I want us to be very clear.
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Every time I am in the district,
someone says, are you going to get
health care reform passed?

This is real meat and potatoes. This
is about premiums that go up about
$1,400 to $2,600 a year on a family of
four. This is about 36 million to 40 mil-
lion who are now uninsured. This is
about working people who are unin-
sured. This is about families whose
children have asthma or respiratory
illnesses or preexisting conditions and
are not able to get insurance because of
birth defects or other illnesses that
their children are born with, a pre-
existing disease. And presently, you
cannot get insurance if you have a pre-
existing disease.

This is, likewise, about the non-
competitive atmosphere that health
carriers live in and that we suffer
under. And you know what?

Before we began discussing this
health care reform, we accepted it as
the norm. We didn’t think anything of
it. In Alabama, one insurance company
in the entire State. In a State like
Texas, only three insurance companies.
That is not competition. That is, you
take me the way I want you to take
me, and if you don’t like it, move on.

That’s the kind of atmosphere that
health care insurance companies live
in. They tell us, move on. Preexisting
disease, move on. You can’t pay your
premiums, move on. You're in the hos-
pital and we don’t want to pay it, get
out. That’s what atmosphere Ameri-
cans are living in.

And I realize that those who have in-
surance that they like, they don’t see
these horror stories of people dying be-
cause they don’t have insurance. And I
want the people who have insurance to
keep their insurance. But 45,000 people
die every year because they don’t have
health insurance.

So yesterday’s meeting was a serious
meeting, because the bottom line of it
was, we’re listening and we’re open,
but we have to move on because we're
losing people’s lives.

And so this preexisting disease will
be eliminated. Premiums will go down.
We’ll save billions of dollars because of
the health care reform process.

At the same time, I want us to do
good. I want to make sure that we save
physician-owned hospitals. Many of
you probably have been patients in
physician-owned hospitals, where doc-
tors have come back in and purchased
failing hospitals by a small percentage
of ownership, where their name is on
the line, where they want high quality
hospitals like the 40-plus that are in
the State of Texas, like Doctors Hos-
pital, like St. Joseph’s Hospital, like
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the hospitals down in the Valley, where
individuals who are paying the amount
of money can count on doctors being
there who care. And so I want this
health insurance reform not to close
down those hospitals and eliminate
those employees who are there.

We can do a lot of good, and we must
pass health care reform. We have to al-
ready recognize that we’ve passed the
antitrust exemption so that you can
have more competition in these States.
We did that this past week. That’s a
good thing.

But we’ve got to make sure that we
increase CHIPS for our children, Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program, pro-
tect Medicare and Medicaid, and open
the floodgates for Americans who work
and have dignity to have dignity when
they are sick. The last thing you want
to do is to be on your sickbed and to
lose your house, your car, your ability
to support yourself while you’re losing
your job because you're sick.

So I simply say that it is time now
for the wake-up call to go out amongst
all of those who care. America needs to
wake up. When America demands, this
legislative body, this People’s House
acts.

And so I thank the President for
transparency yesterday. I thank the
Democratic leadership for trans-
parency. I thank my friends on the
other side of the aisle for attending and
engaging.

But after all is said and done, there
will still be 45,000 people that are dying
every year because they don’t have in-
surance.

Mr. Speaker, the call is being made.
The question is, will we answer. I will,
for one, answer for health care reform
for America.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 56 minutes.

(Mr. POE of Texas addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. JONES addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———

PAYING TRIBUTE TO STACY
PALMER-BARTON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TURNER) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to my long-time
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staff member and dear friend, Stacy
Barton, as she departs from her distin-
guished service to the United States
Congress.

Stacy has served as my chief of staff
for four terms as the Representative
from Ohio’s Third Congressional Dis-
trict. She has served the people of my
community with great enthusiasm and
unrivaled commitment, and will be
missed by all who have had the honor
of working with her.

Stacy grew up in Calvert County,
Maryland, where her grandparents
owned a tobacco farm. She attended
both Northern Middle and Northern
High schools, later enrolling at St.
Mary’s College to major in psychology
and sociology.

After beginning her graduate studies
at the University of Delaware, Stacy
enrolled in a fellowship program
through the Congressional Black Cau-
cus Foundation. It was then that she
began her Hill career, serving the dis-
tinguished Member from Washington,
D.C., ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON.

Following her fellowship, Stacy re-
mained in Representative NORTON’s of-
fice for another year before leaving the
Hill.

She later served as the director of
government relations for a firm with a
focus on urban development, rep-
resenting clients such as the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors.

I first met Stacy in her work with
the U.S. Conference of Mayors and for
the City of Dayton, Ohio.

Stacy formed her own lobbying firm,
the Barton Company, in January 1999,
advocating for many mayors through-
out the country. She served as the city
of Dayton’s Washington, D.C., office
when I served as the mayor of Dayton.

In 2002, Stacy closed her firm to serve
as chief of staff in my Congressional of-
fice on the seventh floor of the Long-
worth House office building. She served
with great distinction and, at times,
has been the only African American
chief of staff to a Republican Member
in either the House or the Senate. It
has been suggested that Stacy Barton
may be the first female African Amer-
ican to serve as chief of staff to a Re-
publican Member of the House. And I
dare say that she probably is the only
staffer from ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON’S
office to serve as chief of staff to a Re-
publican Member of Congress.

As is often the case with life on the
hill, Stacy’s public service has come
with many personal sacrifices, includ-
ing spending a great deal of time away
from her husband, Lee, and her two in-
credible children, Morgan and Miles.

In addition to the battles fought
daily on Capitol Hill, Stacy has lived
with multiple sclerosis, cared for her
mother who was diagnosed with cancer,
and raised a daughter with autism.

Stacy and I have worked together for
over 10 years. Stacy, as you leave the
seventh floor of Longworth this
evening, I owe you my sincere thanks
and gratitude for your friendship and
for your counsel.
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I wish you a happy new beginning.
———

RECOGNIZING THE SERVICE OF
POPE COUNTY JUDGE JIM ED
GIBSON

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

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to congratulate Pope County
Judge Jim Ed Gibson for his commit-
ment to the citizens of Arkansas.
Judge Gibson’s efforts and participa-
tion within the community continues
to make an impact. For his service and
leadership, Judge Gibson has been
named the Russellville Area Chamber
of Commerce’s 2009 Citizen of the Year.

This is a fitting honor for a man who
not only has served the public, first as
a member of the Pope County Quorum
Court for 15 years, but since 1999, as the
County Judge. His service continues
beyond the office, serving as a member
of a long list of organizations and
boards across Arkansas.

Judge Gibson has spent his life put-
ting his community first. It was just a
few short years ago the city of Atkins
was hit by a tornado. Judge Gibson was
one of the first people at the scene
making sure people were taken care of.
I appreciate his dedication, and I'm
confident that that will continue.

The people of Pope County are fortu-
nate to have such an exceptional neigh-
bor. I ask my colleagues today to join
with me in honoring Judge Jim Ed Gib-
son, a wonderful public servant who is
always and always will be dedicated to
the people of Pope County.

————
CLOTURE AND RECONCILIATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate being recognized to address
you here on the floor of the House. And
in the aftermath of the summit yester-
day, the February 25th health care
summit that took place, and over the
T-plus hours from gavel in to gavel out,
the 6% or so hours of actual dialogue
that took place, I think a lot of the
American people were watching. And
I'd like to think also that a lot of the
American people were busy at work
and didn’t have the opportunity to sit
and watch it all in a transfixed, focused
fashion, like a lot of us tried to do, and
some of us actually succeeded, al-
though I was not among them. I
watched as much as I could and I had
the closed caption crawler going under-
neath the screen while I was con-
ducting meetings. So I tried to pay at-
tention to the flow and look back on
what happened.

I listened to the dialog in here a lit-
tle bit earlier with the majority leader
on the Democrat side and the Whip on
the Republican side going through
their end-of-the-week colloquy that
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gives us a sense of where we’re going
next week and a little bit of a feel for
how we work together with each other.
In fact, some of those negotiations are
taking place here in front of the Amer-
ican people in an open fashion, as we
would like to think that most of our
negotiations and deliberations are.

I would go back through some of that
discussion to put a bit of a different
perspective on the situation of rec-
onciliation, which is the nuclear op-
tion. And even though the gentleman
from Maryland continually made the
point that Republicans had used the
reconciliation option, Democrats
called it the nuclear option back then.
The means of putting an end to the fili-
buster—you have two choices in the
United States Senate: One of them is
you come up with 60 votes to break the
filibuster. That’s called a cloture vote.
And if you can’t come up with the 60
votes, the other thing is, in tax or
spending issues, so the government
doesn’t come to a grinding halt due to
lack of revenue to keep the machinery
of government working, they have de-
vised a method called reconciliation.
And that reconciliation will require
only 51 votes, not 60 votes in the Sen-
ate to move a bill.

But the point that is missed here
today is that the reconciliation-nu-
clear option—and it depends, on the
Democrats’ part, on whether they’re

talking about Republicans imple-
menting reconciliation or Democrats
implementing reconciliation. To a

Democrat, when Republicans discussed
implementing reconciliation in the
United States Senate, they called it
the nuclear operation. But when it’s
HARRY REID and the Democrats seeking
to implement reconciliation, they say
it is reconciliation. Don’t you know
that’s getting together to get things
resolved, rather than blowing the place
up. Isn’t that something? That you can
have two different terminologies for
the same action, and they can be so far

apart, 180 degrees apart from each
other. Democrats committing rec-
onciliation is reconciliation, warm,

fuzzy, group hug, 51 votes. What would
you have against a simple majority
passing something here in the United
States Congress? That’s their argu-
ment. We heard it here a little bit ear-
lier. Who would be against a simple
majority?

And the second part of it is the nu-
clear option. The last time Republicans
discussed the reconciliation tactic in
the Senate that Democrats continually
pounded upon and called it the nuclear
option was when we were seeking to
confirm judges to the Federal court.
And to get a vote in the Federal court,
there was a filibuster in the Senate.

Now, you can look through the his-
tory of this and study who said what
when and all the protocol that’s part of
that. That’s for Senate historians to
know most of that.

But for me, 