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yesterday, January 16, in the rollcall 
vote No. 11, H.R. 4986, the defense au-
thorization bill. 

If I had been present, because of the 
continued support of the Iraq war, I 
would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

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

Mr. BLUNT. I yield to my friend 
from Maryland, the majority leader, to 
inquire about next week’s schedule. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the distin-
guished Republican whip for yielding. 

On Monday, the House will not be in 
session, in observance of Martin Luther 
King, Jr.’s birthday, which was on Jan-
uary 15, but will be celebrated and hon-
ored on Monday. 

On Tuesday, the House will meet at 
12:30 p.m. for morning-hour debate and 
2 p.m. for legislative business. 

On Wednesday, the House will meet 
at 10 a.m. for legislative business. We 
will consider several bills under sus-
pension of the rules. A list of those 
bills, as is the normal course, will be 
announced by the close of business to-
morrow. On Wednesday, we will also 
take up the President’s veto of the 
children’s health insurance legislation. 

The House will not be in session on 
Thursday or Friday. The minority 
party is having its conference at that 
point in time, as we will have the fol-
lowing week. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman 
for that information. And we are hav-
ing a short week next week because of 
the Republican planning retreat and a 
short week the next week because of 
the majority’s planning retreat. 

With those two short weeks, I know 
that the FISA legislation that had a bi-
partisan extension in the very first 
days of August expires February 1. 
That is just 2 weeks from now; it is 
about 4 or 5 working days. Given that 
deadline, I wonder if we could expect 
the House to consider some extension 
during that 2-week period of time, and 
if the gentleman has any sense yet as 
to what extension the majority might 
propose. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for his question. As he and I have dis-
cussed and as he knows, I am dis-
appointed that we are not in con-
ference on the FISA bill. The Senate 
has not yet passed its version of the 
FISA bill. As you know, we passed the 
FISA bill in December. I think it was 
early December, as a matter of fact. 
And we understand that the legislation 
we passed last August has an expira-
tion date of February 1 and that, there-
fore, we will either be acting under the 
old law, an extended law, or a revision 
that we might pass. 

The leader of the Senate, Harry Reid, 
has talked about perhaps a 30-day ex-
tension. I have not talked to him about 

that personally, but I know that they 
are considering that. I also know that 
it is the Senate’s intention to address 
this issue upon their return next week. 
As you know, they will be in most of 
the week next week, I think, so we will 
have to see probably the end of next 
week where the other body is so that 
we might better judge where we need 
to be. 

Mr. BLUNT. I look forward to talk-
ing to my friend during the week next 
week and at the end of next week at 
this same opportunity about that if we 
don’t yet quite know where we are. But 
I appreciate that, and I know we are 
both going to keep a close eye on that. 
This is an important law, and my belief 
is that everyone involved would rather 
have a long-term solution as another 
short-term solution, but it does appear 
at least possible if not likely that a 
short-term solution might have to be 
part of what happens here before we 
get to a conference. 

On the DOD authorization bill that 
we passed by working together this 
week to solve a problem, does the ma-
jority leader have any sense as to 
whether that bill that we sent over 
originally will be back on the floor at 
any time, or if there will be any provi-
sions? I have heard some discussion 
that there might be those among our 
Members who would like to vote on 
just the passage that created a prob-
lem, and I am wondering if you have 
any thoughts on how to deal with that 
bill. The authorization bill we replaced 
is still out there, but it would be my 
impression that it is not coming back 
in any form, and I am wanting some 
verification on that. 

Mr. HOYER. First of all, I share the 
gentleman’s view, and my expectation 
is that the authorization bill we passed 
yesterday will be passed by the Senate 
as was passed here. Because, as you 
know, the only thing we did was mod-
ify, consistent with an agreement with 
the administration and the Senate, the 
provision that the administration ve-
toed the bill on. So my expectation is 
it will pass whole. 

Now, as the gentleman observes, 
there is an interest I think perhaps on 
both sides of the aisle in considering 
the provision that was modified and es-
sentially a part of it taken out of the 
bill. There is interest in considering 
that bill. That has been discussed with 
Mr. SKELTON, and Mr. SKELTON and the 
committee are looking at that. 

I believe, and I don’t have confirma-
tion of that, that there were Members 
who have talked to me who are in fact 
introducing a bill to speak to that par-
ticular point. I say ‘‘I believe’’ because, 
again, I don’t have confirmation that 
that bill has been introduced, but I 
know that there were Members very fo-
cused on that, very concerned. As you 
know, this provision dealt with the 
ability of some of our former soldiers, 
in particular marines, injured by, tor-

tured by the Saddam Hussein regime 
and being compensated for that to 
which they had been subjected. I know 
there is a lot of concern about making 
sure that litigants who have gotten 
judgments have an opportunity to exe-
cute on those judgments. The Presi-
dent was concerned about that. 

So I think the short answer to your 
question is it either has been intro-
duced, or going to be introduced maybe 
next week. Mr. SKELTON has indicated 
that he will look at that. 

Mr. BLUNT. I appreciate that infor-
mation. I also appreciate the way we 
are able to work through that problem, 
get the DOD authorization bill on the 
way back to the President’s desk, get 
that remaining half a percent of pay 
increase for military personnel taken 
care of. I don’t know on this side of the 
aisle of any interest in addressing that. 
Certainly it is a debate that we could 
have, but it does seem to me that we 
have already reached a bipartisan con-
sensus on that, and we may or may not 
want to pursue that. But I had heard 
those same things and wanted to ask in 
that regard. 

Mr. HOYER. If my friend will yield. 
Mr. BLUNT. I would. 
Mr. HOYER. When you indicate we 

reached bipartisan agreement, what we 
reached bipartisan agreement on was, 
obviously, that the bill, as you point 
out, had many important provisions, 
not only the pay that you refer to, the 
wounded warriors, treatment of vet-
erans medically, as well as meeting our 
defense needs, all of which we did have 
an agreement on and we passed that 
bill. There was bipartisan agreement 
that if we were going to pass that bill 
with all those important provisions in 
it, that it was necessary to consider 
the matter that the President was op-
posed to separately and apart, and take 
it out, which was done. 

b 1445 

But certainly all of the Members on 
my side did not believe that the Presi-
dent’s veto was appropriate. So I don’t 
want to mislead anybody that there 
was a bipartisan agreement that his 
veto was appropriate in that sense and 
that there was a consensus on that. 
There was disagreement on that. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank my friend for 
that. I believe I understand the point 
that you just made that the procedure 
there certainly was a procedure that, 
frankly, we could have spent a lot of 
time debating. By doing that, we could 
have slowed down this pay increase, 
and I think we wisely did not do that. 

I suppose that if the greater issue of 
individuals that were harmed by the 
Saddam Hussein regime comes to the 
floor, we can debate that at the time. 
And I just would suggest right now, if 
there was some way to reach the per-
sonal or family assets of Saddam Hus-
sein, that is one thing. I think we ham-
per the efforts of this new government 
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if we continue to hold the new govern-
ment responsible for whatever bad 
things a government did that was vir-
tually universally held in the lowest 
possible regard by the Congress. And I 
think we are universally glad that gov-
ernment is gone, no matter how we feel 
about the other issues in Iraq. I think 
that is really the point at the end of 
this one part of that debate. The gov-
ernment is gone. I suppose we can de-
bate that. I think the arrangement we 
made in the bill handles other coun-
tries appropriately and also gives the 
President the proper waiver authority 
for dealing with this new situation in 
Iraq. But I suppose today is also not 
the day to debate that, unless my 
friend wants to comment on that. 

Mr. HOYER. I understand the gentle-
man’s point, but as the gentleman well 
knows, there are opposing views to 
that point. But certainly now, as the 
gentleman observed, is not the time to 
debate it. I think the answer to your 
question is that it may well be before 
us again. 

f 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 10:30 a.m. tomorrow, and fur-
ther, when the House adjourns on that 
day, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on 
Tuesday, January 22, for morning-hour 
debate. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

HOPE VI AND DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION 

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

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, yesterday we revisited the 
question of the Defense Authorization 
bill. I think it is important to remind 
my colleagues that in our appropria-
tions bill that was passed and signed by 
the President, we took care of a num-
ber of issues dealing with our soldiers, 
including an increase in their com-
pensation, including a recognition of 

traumatic brain injury, and a number 
of other concerns. 

This bill yesterday was a disappoint-
ment because it continued to include 
money for Iraq, and it is time to bring 
our soldiers home. 

I also want to commend the debate 
today on HOPE VI, another issue that 
addresses the issue of homelessness and 
those who are without homes. This leg-
islation was provocative and important 
because it is an economic stimulus 
when you provide housing for those in 
public housing who cannot be housed. 

It is innovative because it suggests 
we should have green buildings, mean-
ing more efficient, and it is innovative 
because it protects the elderly who 
may have those young people in their 
homes who have had some run-in with 
the law, that those individuals go but 
not the elderly who would be evicted. 

This is a good piece of legislation. I 
supported HOPE VI. I am disappointed 
I could not support the Defense Au-
thorization bill. 

f 

EARMARK REFORM 
(Mr. FLAKE asked and was given 

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

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Speaker, we 
have always been fortunate to have in 
this body of legislators Members who, 
for lack of a better term, are called 
‘‘institutionalists.’’ These are Members 
on both sides of the aisle who under-
stand and appreciate the fact that this 
institution will outlive all of us and 
that we should try to ensure that when 
we leave the Congress, we leave the in-
stitution better than we found it. 

Madam Speaker, we desperately need 
these institutionalists to stand up 
today and play a role in reforming the 
practice of earmarking that is beneath 
the dignity of this great institution. 

It is almost a daily occurrence that 
we wake up to newspaper articles de-
tailing questionable earmarks that co-
incide with large campaign contribu-
tions, earmarks that face little or no 
scrutiny in this body, earmarks that 
were more intended to garner votes or 
contributions than to address legiti-
mate needs. 

We have also seen little inclination 
on the part of those currently in the 
position of leadership on either side of 
the aisle to address this issue in a 
meaningful way. We have changed the 
parties in charge, but we haven’t 
changed the practice. 

So the mantle falls on the institu-
tionalists among us to foster this 
change, those who deep down know 
that we owe more to this institution 
than we are giving it. 

It is time to stand up and be counted. 
f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-

uary 18, 2007, and under a previous 
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes 
each. 

f 

POLITICAL PRISONERS FOR ONE 
YEAR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POE. Madam Speaker, today it is 
cold in Washington. It is snowing. They 
say it may snow some more. But there 
are two places in the United States 
that are colder than in this city, and 
they are in separate places. They are 
two prison cells, Federal peniten-
tiaries, where two border agents, now, 
today have spent one calendar year in 
confinement for doing their job on the 
Texas-Mexico border. 

Madam Speaker, it seems as though 
border agents Ramos and Compean 
have been punished for doing what we 
hired them to do. Because, you see, 
when they were patrolling the Texas- 
Mexico border, a drug smuggler came 
into the United States bringing almost 
a million dollars worth of drugs into 
this country. They had a confrontation 
with this drug dealer. They both be-
lieved him to have a weapon. Shots 
were fired, and he disappeared in Mex-
ico, leaving his load of drugs in this 
country. 

Unbeknownst to them, they shot the 
drug smuggler. A few months later, our 
Federal Government relentlessly went 
and found this drug dealer, brought 
him back to the United States and 
gave him immunity from his crimes to 
testify against the border agents for, 
get this, a civil rights violation against 
him, the drug smuggler. They were 
tried and they were convicted and sent 
to the Federal penitentiary for 11 and 
12 years. 

But what the jury in that trial did 
not know was that the U.S. Justice De-
partment, the Attorney General’s Of-
fice, hid evidence in that case from the 
jury, because Madam Speaker, they not 
only made a deal with this drug smug-
gler not to prosecute him for bringing 
in a million dollars worth of drugs; 
while he is waiting to testify at the 
trial, he brings in another load of 
drugs. And then our U.S. Attorney’s Of-
fice had the audacity for months to 
deny that ever occurred. 

But now the truth has come out. Now 
we know. Now the whole world knows 
that that evidence was hidden from the 
jury. The Fifth Circuit Court of Ap-
peals has heard this case on appeal. We 
are waiting to see if they reverse the 
case because the U.S. Attorney’s Office 
hid evidence that the jury should have 
heard because, you see, the star wit-
ness, the witness that the U.S. Attor-
ney’s Office made a backroom deal 
with, brought in other drugs. The jury 
should have known that to judge the 
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