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you reach that decision? Did we touch 
all the bases? Did we do all the right 
steps? Did we make all the right steps? 
The Senate has done the same thing 
and we will move through this process. 

And so I am heartened by a system of 
government that has checks and bal-
ances, that you and I serve in one of 
those branches, and it allows us to 
move forward and make certain that 
we understand what our constituents 
understand and that the administra-
tion understands what our constituents 
understand, and that is that port secu-
rity is border security and border secu-
rity is necessary for national security. 

So I appreciate you bringing that 
issue up. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Will the gentleman 
yield back? 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Please. 
Mr. GOHMERT. This is also part of 

an important process. Some people say, 
why would you come down and talk for 
an hour on the floor of the House? It is 
part of educating our colleagues with 
information we have gleaned in pre-
paring to come here. It is part of edu-
cating the people that would bother to 
watch this on television. And we have 
picked up some facts. And it is impor-
tant people understand there are 
changing relationships, one of the 
things that concerns us when we have a 
contract that deals with an avenue of 
entry into this country with a foreign 
country. 

After World War II, we had no better 
friend than France. They knew that 
they had their freedom, they got their 
country back over the graves of the 
brave men and women of the United 
States and other countries, they got it 
back for them. Our Americans died. 

Now, it hasn’t been too many years 
later they have forgotten all about 
that. Now they call us imperialists. 
And I get a chuckle when I hear some-
body from France saying we are impe-
rialists, because if we really were, they 
would not be speaking French over 
there in their country right now, and 
they would not be running their own 
country and they would not be calling 
us names now. 

But anyway, they are. But it just 
shows an example of how things change 
with other countries, even some that 
have been dear friends. 

And I wanted to point out something 
else that we learned that helps people 
assess how close the UAE actually 
looks at issues like we do. So I went 
back, I think not only do words have 
meaning, but votes have meaning; and 
I have a bill pending that we have filed, 
the U.N. Voting Accountability Act, 
and we have got a lot of Republicans, I 
know, supporting us. I do not know 
that I have Democrats supporting us. 
But it basically says any country that 
voted against us more than half the 
time in the U.N. the preceding year 
gets no financial assistance this year. 
And then it gives the exception for na-
tional security, but to the President. 

But that caused me to say, well, I 
wonder how the UAE has voted in the 
U.N.? Well, I went back and looked. My 
staff has done a great job helping out. 
In 2002, the year after 9/11, there were 
90 votes in the U.N. Of those, the UAE 
voted against our position 61 times, 
with our position, 13 times, abstained 
13 times and was absent 3 times. Now, 
not exactly a real good, helpful voting 
record for the U.S. 

But in 2003, there were 85 votes in the 
U.N. UAE voted against our position 66 
times, with our position they agreed 8 
times, abstained 9 times and were ab-
sent 2 times. Then I went ahead and 
put these up. 

We do not have 2005 records; those 
will come out from the U.N. on March 
31, according to their own rules. But in 
2004, the UAE, well, there were 79 votes 
in the U.N. in 2004. They voted with the 
United States 5 times. Oh, good friend, 
yeah. And then against the United 
States 62 times, abstained 10 times and 
were absent 2 times. 

So I think those are telling. And I 
think it is part of the democratic proc-
ess that as Republicans we feel an obli-
gation, I know I do, to come down and 
educate people on what it is we are 
looking back at. 

We know no government lasts for-
ever. I know I left the bench because 
having three daughters, I just could 
not leave this world without trying to 
leave this country better than it was 
when we found it. 

I do not want to leave a country that 
is not secure. 

I do not want to leave a country that 
is overly in debt. And those are rea-
sons, I know we have talked before 
with my good friend from Georgia, 
these are things we hold dear that are 
important to us. And I want to make 
sure that in the 100, 200, 300, whoever 
knows how many years from now when 
somebody writes The Rise and Fall of 
the Greatest Nation on Earth, it does 
not fall to us that we let things slip by 
giving people who may have liked us at 
one time a foothold on our soil that 
elevated into something that hurt us 
down the road. 

One other parenthetical. Of course, 
as an old judge, I am concerned about 
due process. And I heard the gentleman 
from Georgia talking about eaves-
dropping on foreigners calling in here. 
We know terrorists. By golly, if a ter-
rorist is calling the United States, we 
need to know what they are saying. 

But on the other hand, when you 
look at due process within the United 
States, it has been so critical, it is so 
important to us. If you do not secure 
the borders and keep out people that 
want to come in and hurt you, then 
you are necessarily going to have give 
up due process rights within the United 
States to protect yourself and stay se-
cure. 

I do not want to do that. I want to se-
cure all our avenues of entry and make 

sure we do not give up due process 
rights. 

Of course, if you are a terrorist try-
ing to phone home or phone into our 
home from your home where you hate 
us, then look out. We are going to be 
watching. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I thank the 
gentleman from Texas so very, very 
much for enlightening us. And I think 
the take-home message here is that 
port security is border security and 
border security is national security. 
And that is something I think that the 
American people understand very, very 
clearly. 

And I appreciate you bringing the in-
formation about the U.N. votes. We 
have got, if you look at it, in fact, 
there are not many nations on the face 
of the Earth that support us as we 
would like them to in the United Na-
tions, and we look forward to bringing 
that information to light. 

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to be a 
part of the Official Truth Squad, a 
group that comes down here almost 
every night and tries to bring some 
positive information about the United 
States, who tries to shed light on 
issues that are so often distorted here 
in the House Chamber. 

The most important thing is, I think, 
that we all are truly blessed to live in 
this wondrous Nation. This is a nation 
that has given more freedom and more 
liberty and more prosperity to more in-
dividuals on the face of the Earth than 
any Nation in the history of mankind; 
and it is our privilege, it is our privi-
lege to represent a portion of that Na-
tion here in the House of Representa-
tives. 

I once again appreciate the oppor-
tunity to share some thoughts with my 
colleagues here in the House, and look 
forward to coming back at some point 
in the future. And I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL 
MEMBERS TO THE MEXICO- 
UNITED STATES INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania). Pursu-
ant to 22 U.S.C. 276h, and the order of 
the House of December 18, 2005, the 
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment of the following Members of 
the House to the Mexico-United States 
Interparliamentary Group, in addition 
to Mr. KOLBE of Arizona, Chairman, 
and Mr. MCCAUL of Texas, Vice Chair-
man, appointed on February 16, 2006: 

Mr. DREIER, California 
Mr. MANZULLO, Illinois 
Mr. DELAHUNT, Massachusetts 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, American Samoa 
Mr. ENGLISH, Pennsylvania 
Mr. WELLER, Illinois 
Mr. REYES, Texas 
Mrs. DAVIS, California 
Mr. FORTUÑO, Puerto Rico. 
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30-SOMETHING WORKING GROUP 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. 
Speaker, it is said that imitation is the 
sincerest form of flattery, Mr. Speaker. 
And it has been interesting to listen to 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle. 

For the last number of years we have 
had the privilege on our side of the 
aisle of the leader giving the 30-some-
thing Democrats the opportunity to 
take the floor each night at least for 1 
hour, if not 2, to talk about the things 
that are important to America and, in 
particular, important to our genera-
tion. So now it is nice to see that at 
least the other side is beginning to rec-
ognize that this is an important venue 
to get some information out to the peo-
ple. As I said, imitation is the sincerest 
form of flattery. 

There are times, Mr. Speaker, that 
we are going to agree and times that 
we are going to disagree. The gen-
tleman from Texas and I were just 
commiserating, and he and I were both 
elected just over 13 months ago and 
sworn into this esteemed body. And I 
was just joking with him that the 
chart that he just brought out and 
talked about related to the United 
Arab Emirates voting record with the 
United States and the United Nations 
is actually a document that I had with 
me right here in my hand and was one 
of the things that I was going to dis-
cuss as well. 

Because I think this port deal, nor-
mally we talk about our differences in 
the 30-something Working Group with 
the Republicans on the other side of 
the aisle; in this case, I am heartened 
to see, at least for some of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, 
we have not differed on the really deep 
concern that many of us have as a re-
sult directly of our constituents’ feed-
back on this port deal with Dubai 
Ports World and the administration. 

When I can concur with my col-
leagues, I will do that. In this case, the 
administration has repeatedly indi-
cated what a good friend the UAE is to 
the United States. And we only have 
very few examples that we can utilize 
to determine what the definition of 
‘‘friend’’ is. 

One measure of friendship is cer-
tainly how often they support us in 
terms of human rights and the other 
important issues that come up in the 
United Nations. There is a pitiful 
record that the United Arab Emirates 
has. And in terms of supporting us in 
the United Nations, not only is it piti-
ful but it was not so good before 2001, 
and it has only gotten worse since 2001. 

So I stand here and am able to say 
that I am glad to see that our col-
leagues have at least pointed out that 

there is deep concern on the part of the 
legislative branch, at least some of us 
in the legislative branch, about the 
continued rapid-fire movement forward 
on this port deal. 

b 1915 

I continue to scratch my head, we 
continue to scratch our heads on our 
side of the aisle, at the brazen nature 
of the defense that the President has 
engaged in of this deal. The revelation 
that came to light less than a week ago 
now that this is a deal that the Presi-
dent was not even aware of. And I sit 
on the Domestic and International 
Monetary Policy, Trade and Tech-
nology Subcommittee, which had a 
hearing today. Not only did we learn 
that the President did not have any 
knowledge of this deal but neither did 
the Secretary that was responsible for 
each of these agencies that is part of 
the process to approve the deal nor the 
Deputy Secretary nor the Under Sec-
retary under them nor the Under Sec-
retary under them. Three levels below 
the Secretary of each of the agencies 
responsible for reviewing the foreign 
investment deals that are proposed to 
occur in the United States, that was 
the level of awareness that there was 
in the agencies like the Department of 
Homeland Security, like the Depart-
ment of State, like the intelligence 
agencies that are involved in the proc-
ess of approving this. That is so dis-
turbing, it is hard to explain. 

I can tell you, Mr. Speaker, that in 
the time that I have been in Congress 
and, quite honestly, since I spent 12 
years prior to being in Congress in the 
Florida legislature, and I will even in-
clude the 13 years combined that I have 
served in public office, I have not seen 
or gotten feedback this quickly and in 
this enormity in as short a period of 
time on an issue as I have on this pro-
posed port deal. And I am talking 
about compared to Social Security pri-
vatization, the Medicare prescription 
drug program. 

I get a lot of responses and feedback 
on those issues, but they are lengthy 
and voluminous over a period of time. 
I have little old ladies and elderly gen-
tlemen call my office, I represent a 
large senior citizen population, calling 
my office crying because they are in 
fear. I represent an area that includes 
the Port of Miami. My district abuts 
the Port of Miami. I had an oppor-
tunity to tour the Port of Miami Ter-
minal Operating Company and saw 
firsthand what the potential threat is 
in the event that this company owned 
by the United Arab Emirates goes 
astray in the event that we no longer 
consider them an ally down the road, 
that there is absolutely no question 
that there is a potential national secu-
rity risk. And for the President and his 
administration to continue to insist 
that there is not a national security 
risk when it is clear that they have not 

even begun to examine this potential 
risk closely, that is just shocking. 

We have had a number of different 
revelations that have occurred over the 
last week, not the least of which is 
that the Coast Guard brought up their 
concern during the process, the CPS 
process, the Committee on Foreign In-
vestment in the United States. During 
that committee’s process, the Coast 
Guard raised concerns. The Depart-
ment of Homeland Security raised con-
cerns. And let me back up for a second 
because although there are millions of 
people who have been paying attention 
to this, let me take this opportunity to 
back up for a second and just explain 
what it is I am talking about. 

Of course, so many people are aware 
that there is a proposal that was con-
sidered over the last several months 
but that only recently came to light by 
most people in this administration, 
most people responsible for this deci-
sion. It only recently came to light in 
the last several weeks where we have 
learned that Dubai Ports World, which 
is a company, a foreign corporation, 
owned 100 percent by the government 
of the United Arab Emirates, is in the 
process of closing a deal. The deal is 
supposed to closed tomorrow. They 
have purchased an interest in P&O, a 
stevedoring company; and after tomor-
row when the deal closes, they will now 
own and operate the terminal oper-
ating companies at six of our major 
ports. Six major ports. 

When you have a proposal like that 
in the United States, it is supposed to 
go through the Committee on Foreign 
Investment in the United States. That 
is made up of a number of different 
agencies in the United States. It is sup-
posed to include people like the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security, Sec-
retary of State. The Secretary of the 
Treasury chairs it. You have numerous 
intelligence agencies that have the 
highest level, or are supposed to have 
the highest level, of Secretaries serv-
ing on that committee, and they go 
through a review process, by law. This 
is a law that they are supposed to fol-
low whereby they take it through a 30- 
day review process. And after that 30- 
day review, if there are national secu-
rity concerns, then that is supposed to 
trigger an additional 45-day review, a 
national security review, so that we 
can investigate whether there are na-
tional security implications to the for-
eign investment in the United States. 

Now, given that the United Arab 
Emirates just 5 years ago was referred 
to 58 times in the 9/11 Commission re-
port as having some level of involve-
ment with the 9/11 attacks, knowing 
that just on the surface, how is it pos-
sible that a 45-day national security re-
view was not triggered? Where were the 
alarm bells? Where was the concern? I 
mean, one has only to tour the termi-
nals, like I did last week at the Port of 
Miami, downtown Miami, literally just 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 09:09 Mar 13, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00082 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\FDSYS\BOUNDRECORD\BR01MR06.DAT BR01MR06ej
oy

ne
r 

on
 D

S
K

30
M

W
08

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2020-03-05T21:08:35-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




