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we all want to go. Do we believe that 
this is the best way to go? I highly 
doubt that on our side that we would 
concur with that. And the reason that 
we cannot concur with that is, as I be-
lieve the gentleman from Georgia 
pointed out, there are fundamental 
principles at stake here that we simply 
differ on. That’s all right. We agree on 
some things, sometimes we don’t, but 
they’re a matter of principle. And in 
the end, the fundamental principle at 
stake is that our side believes that 
Americans’ prosperity does not come 
from government, it comes from their 
own hard work and entrepreneurial in-
vestment. And what we want to see 
with this bill is an appropriate balance 
for the people that we truly are trying 
to help, for them who have made no 
mistakes, for them who have managed 
to hang on by their fingernails, for 
them to be able to say that we were 
compassionate towards our fellow 
Americans, our tax dollars were wisely 
used, and yet they were appropriately 
used. We believe in better government, 
not necessarily bigger government. 
And that is the crux of what we are de-
bating today. 

All good people on both sides. And as 
for the chairman, I do believe he is a 
very honorable man. One of the places 
we do agree is on the Bear Stearns bail-
out. A lot of our colleagues on this side 
of the aisle screwed up their jobs and 
didn’t get to walk away with $61 mil-
lion. They walked away with far worse. 
And I think that the Bear Stearns 
issue, which is being conducted by 
Bernanke over at the Federal Reserve 
and the Secretary of the Treasury, 
both of whom work for the Bush ad-
ministration—well, one technically 
does—and who both were, I think on a 
bipartisan basis, confirmed by the 
United States Senate. So at least 
there’s one thing we have in common, 
we aren’t to blame for that. So I would 
look forward to working with him on 
that. 

But again, I appreciate the support 
for the amendment, and I will yield to 
the chairman. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I just 
want to repeat, Members seem to think 
they’re scoring points by saying, oh, 
they discovered we weren’t opposed to 
it. I’ve said a dozen times, I thought 
they did what was necessary. I am not 
critical of them. 

I do want to go back and see how we 
can prevent this from happening again. 
But there is no inconsistency on our 
part. We didn’t say that was the wrong 
thing to do. The inconsistency is the 
administration that says yes to $30 bil-
lion to Bear Stearns and no to $15 bil-
lion here. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. All time for 
debate on the amendment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. MCCOTTER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. ALTMIRE 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 7 
printed in House Report 110–621. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Madam Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. ALTMIRE: 
Page 36, after line 2, insert the following 

new section: 
SEC. 15. INELIGIBLITY OF ILLEGAL ALIENS FOR 

ASSISTANCE. 
Aliens who are not lawfully present in the 

United States shall be ineligible for financial 
assistance under this Act, as provided and 
defined by section 214 of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 1436a). Nothing in this Act shall be 
construed to alter the restrictions or defini-
tions in such section 214. 

Page 36, line 3, strike ‘‘15’’ and insert ‘‘16’’. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 1174, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. ALTMIRE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Madam Chairman, I offer this amend-
ment to the Neighborhood Stabiliza-
tion Act to ensure that illegal immi-
grants are not eligible for the financial 
assistance we’re providing today to in-
dividuals adversely affected by the 
housing crisis. 

Section 214 of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act governs the 
participation of noncitizens in certain 
HUD programs. It requires valid docu-
mentation from the beneficiary, 
verification of that documentation by 
the appropriate entity, and outlines 
who may and may not be eligible for fi-
nancial assistance. 

Under section 214, illegal immigrants 
are not eligible for financial assist-
ance. Let me repeat that: Under sec-
tion 214, illegal immigrants are not eli-
gible for financial assistance. And my 
amendment makes certain that section 
214 rules apply to the new programs au-
thorized by the Neighborhood Sta-
bilization Act that we are debating to-
night. 

With the housing crisis and economic 
downturn impacting the lives of hard-
working Americans throughout the 
country, we need to make sure that 
targeted, fiscally responsible assist-
ance that we are providing goes only to 
law-abiding citizens. 

As responsible stewards of taxpayer 
dollars, it is our responsibility to en-
sure that every penny is spent wisely 
and is not used to benefit any illegal 
immigrants in any way. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

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

Mrs. CAPITO. Madam Chairman, I 
seek time in opposition, although I am 

not opposed to the gentleman’s amend-
ment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the gentlewoman from West 
Virginia is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. CAPITO. I would just like to ex-

press my support for his amendment. I 
think we have had this debate on the 
floor many times. And I want to say 
that we want to assure the American 
public, I think it’s always good to reas-
sure the American public that taxpayer 
funds are not going to help people here 
who have entered our country illegally 
and remain here illegally. 

I would like to see, as we move for-
ward in this debate on this and other 
bills, that we tighten down the types of 
identification that are full proof, that 
can be used to certify the legality of 
whoever the resident is residing, 
whether it’s in public housing or in 
other taxpayer-funded opportunities. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. ALTMIRE. Madam Chairman, I 

yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. All time for 

debate on the amendment has expired. 
The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ALTMIRE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Madam Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania will 
be postponed. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
ALTMIRE) having assumed the chair, 
Ms. BALDWIN, Acting Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 5818) had come to 
no resolution thereon. 

f 

b 2245 

CHARLTON HESTON 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and agreeing to 
the resolution, H. Res. 1091, as amend-
ed. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
CLAY) that the House suspend the rules 
and agree to the resolution, H. Res. 
1091, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the resolu-
tion, as amended, was agreed to. 
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A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 2419, FOOD AND ENERGY 
SECURITY ACT OF 2007 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
motion to instruct at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Cantor moves that the managers on 

the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 2419 
be instructed not to agree to the provisions 
contained in section 12808 of the Senate 
amendment (relating to qualified forestry 
conservation bonds). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. CANTOR) and the gen-
tleman from North Dakota (Mr. POM-
EROY) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

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

I rise around this motion to instruct, 
which is centered on an objection that 
I have in the Senate-passed farm bill 
around one particular provision that 
certainly raises a lot of questions in 
my mind and should raise a lot of ques-
tions in the minds of my colleagues. 

In the bill there is, without question, 
a $200 million earmark that benefits 
one wealthy landowner. Section 12808 
in H.R. 2419, as passed by the Senate, 
provides for a tax credit bond program. 
There is a scheme in this bill that was 
so narrowly crafted that the bonds au-
thorized thereunder can only be used 
for the acquisition of one, just one, 
piece of land in the entire country. 
This piece of land happens to lie pre-
dominantly in the State of Montana 
and is owned by timber giant Plum 
Creek. According to press reports, the 
Nature Conservancy would be allowed 
to issue $500 million in bonds under 
this bill and then use the proceeds to 
purchase the land from the timber 
giant. Even more egregious is that the 
provision does not even appear to re-
quire the protection of a single addi-
tional tree or a single additional fish. 
If this isn’t a tax earmark, I don’t 
know what is. Mr. Speaker, this is the 
‘‘bridge to nowhere’’ of the farm bill. 

Now, I know my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle will argue that 
the Montana bond provision does not 
fit the definition of an earmark under 
House rules. Their reasoning will be 
that many taxpayers will potentially 
own the Montana bonds and then get 
tax credits from the Federal Govern-
ment. But make no mistake. This pro-
vision is designed to facilitate one land 
sale by one landowner. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, here’s my ques-
tion: What in the world are we doing 
here contemplating the expenditure of 

$200 million in U.S. taxpayer money to 
fund the purchase of a tract of land 
that benefits just one wealthy land-
owner, all the while American families 
are struggling with skyrocketing gas 
prices, food prices through the roof, 
plummeting home prices, and an econ-
omy that is barrel, barely growing? 

It is time for us, Mr. Speaker, to say 
‘‘no’’ to these types of backroom deals 
that have been struck in the middle of 
the night that benefit a wealthy few. It 
is time for us, Mr. Speaker, to say 
‘‘no’’ to business as usual in Wash-
ington. And it’s time, Mr. Speaker, for 
us to put the people first. 

Think about it. Imagine what we 
could do with $200 million. It would go 
a long way to help solving the prob-
lems that so many people are facing 
across this country. This $200 million 
earmark is exactly what is wrong with 
Washington and why the American 
people are demanding change. It’s time 
for all of us to insist that the Federal 
Government start working for the peo-
ple again. 

Mr. Speaker, my motion is a very 
simple one. It asks that the House in-
struct its conferees on the farm bill to 
reject section 12808 of the Senate- 
passed bill. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, the point of the farm 
bill at issue with this motion deals 
with a concept of public interest. Will 
private land adjacent to forest land be 
protected or will it be sold off and de-
veloped into very nice, very expensive 
private lots, taking land out of general 
public access and enjoyment? That’s 
really the issue. 

I believe it’s an extremely serious 
issue, and I’m going to introduce into 
the RECORD coverage of this that ap-
peared in the New York Times October 
13, 2007, under the title ‘‘As Logging 
Fades, Rich Carve Out Open Land in 
West.’’ This article cites the prospect 
of vast timber sales by a company 
named Plum Creek Timber. And I 
would quote from the article: 

‘‘Some old-line logging companies, 
including Plum Creek Timber, the 
country’s largest private landowner, 
are cashing in, putting tens of thou-
sands of wooded acres on the market 
from Montana to Oregon. Plum Creek, 
which owns about 1.2 million acres in 
Montana alone, is getting up to $29,000 
an acre for land that was worth per-
haps $500 an acre for timber cutting. 

‘‘ ‘Everybody wants to buy a 640-acre 
section of forest that’s next to the U.S. 
Forest Service or one of the wilderness 
areas,’ said Plum Creek’s president and 
chief executive, Rick Holley. 

‘‘As a result, population is surging in 
areas surrounding national forests and 
national parks, with open spaces being 
carved up into sprawling wooded plots, 
enough for a house and no noisy neigh-
bors.’’ 

And the article goes on to talk about 
the extraordinary pressure, develop-
ment pressure, for the wealthy few 
that can spend recreation dollars buy-
ing up and carving up land adjacent to 
the Forest Service. 

AS LOGGING FADES, RICH CARVE UP OPEN 
LAND IN WEST 

(By Kirk Johnson) 
WHITEFISH, MT.—William P. Foley II 

pointed to the mountain. Owns it, mostly. A 
timber company began logging in view of his 
front yard a few years back. He thought they 
were cutting too much, so he bought the 
land. 

Mr. Foley belongs to a new wave of inves-
tors and landowners across the West who are 
snapping up open spaces as private play-
grounds on the borders of national parks and 
national forests. 

In style and temperament, this new money 
differs greatly from the Western land barons 
of old—the timber magnates, copper kings 
and cattlemen who created the extraction- 
based economy that dominated the region 
for a century. 

Mr. Foley, 62, standing by his private pond, 
his horses grazing in the distance, proudly 
calls himself a conservationist who wants 
Montana to stay as wild as possible. That 
does not mean no development and no profit. 
Mr. Foley, the chairman of a major title in-
surance company, Fidelity National Finan-
cial, based in Florida, also owns a chain of 
Montana restaurants, a ski resort and a huge 
cattle ranch on which he is building homes. 

But arriving here already rich and in love 
with the landscape, he said, also means his 
profit motive is different. 

‘‘A lot of it is more for fun than for making 
money,’’ said Mr. Foley, who estimates he 
has invested about $125 million in Montana 
in the past few years, mostly in real estate. 

The rise of a new landed gentry in the West 
is partly another expression of gilded age ec-
onomics in America; the super-wealthy elite 
wades ashore where it will. 

With the timber industry in steep decline, 
recreation is pushing aside logging as the 
biggest undertaking in the national forests 
and grasslands, making nearby private 
tracts more desirable—and valuable, in a 
sort of ratchet effect—to people who enjoy 
outdoor activities and ample elbow room and 
who have the means to take title to what 
they want. 

Some old-line logging companies, includ-
ing Plum Creek Timber, the country’s larg-
est private landowner, are cashing in, put-
ting tens of thousands of wooded acres on the 
market from Montana to Oregon. Plum 
Creek, which owns about 1.2 million acres 
here in Montana alone, is getting up to 
$29,000 an acre for land that was worth per-
haps $500 an acre for timber cutting. 

‘‘Everybody wants to buy a 640-acre section 
of forest that’s next to the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice or one of the wilderness areas,’’ said 
Plum Creek’s president and chief executive, 
Rick Holley. 

As a result, population is surging in areas 
surrounding national forests and national 
parks, with open spaces being carved up into 
sprawling wooded plots, enough for a house 
and no nosy neighbors. 

Here in Flathead County, on the western 
edge of Glacier National Park, the number of 
real estate transactions, mostly for open 
land, rose by 30 percent from 2003 to 2006, ac-
cording to state figures. The county’s popu-
lation is up 44 percent since 1990. 

The United States Forest Service projects 
that over the next 25 years, an area the size 
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