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million, go to my next-door neighbor 
and say, can’t you agree that the Fed-
eral Government should send us at 
least $5 million? We reach an agree-
ment, and then present it to Congress 
as a settlement of an outstanding 
claim. That’s essentially what’s going 
on here. 

Let me read to you the testimony of 
Michael Connor, the Commissioner of 
the Bureau of Reclamation, to the Sub-
committee on Water and Power regard-
ing this bill in July of last year. He 
said: While we’re aware that the set-
tling parties worked closely with the 
Federal negotiating team in developing 
the parameters of this settlement, we 
have also been informed by the team 
that issues involving the cost of this 
settlement were not considered. We be-
lieve that these costs need to be dis-
cussed and negotiated and that the 
benefits of the settlement must justify 
the costs. 

Those negotiations never took place 
between the Federal Government and 
the stakeholders. Those negotiations 
took place among the stakeholders 
themselves, and they all agreed that 
the Federal Government should send 
them lots and lots of money. 

The same Commissioner of the Bu-
reau of Reclamation then sent a letter 
on November 10, 2009, to the chair-
woman of the Subcommittee on Water 
and Power and warned about these 
things again. He said: Other than the 
$4.95 million provided for rehabilita-
tion of irrigation systems on the res-
ervation, the administration does not 
believe the money authorized for the 
development fund is consideration for 
this settlement. 

I would also point out that under the 
terms of this measure—that again are 
questioned by the administration—the 
Federal Government is responsible for 
handing over that money, and then the 
tribe, in the provisions of the bill, has 
the authority to withdraw those funds 
for purposes unrelated to water devel-
opment. That’s why those of us in the 
minority, although we are very sympa-
thetic to the history that has brought 
us to this point and seek an equitable 
settlement for all sides in this dispute, 
seriously question why a settlement 
between the United States Government 
and the stakeholders involved was not 
fully negotiated by the United States 
Government and why this measure 
written by Congress is being submitted 
to the administration when it is the 
administration’s responsibility to be 
involved in the negotiations of all of 
the details of the ultimate settlement. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I will just simply repeat 
what I said at the outset. I must reluc-
tantly rise to oppose all three of these 
settlement bills based on the simple 

fact that we don’t have all the informa-
tion we need. 

While we applaud people on the local 
level settling tough disputes, espe-
cially water issues, and I am especially 
sensitive to that, Mr. Speaker, because 
I am from the western part of the 
United States, it is in the best inter-
ests of all of the people in this country 
to know what the cost to them would 
be because they’re all taxpayers. I 
think that’s self-evident. 

So this debate, at least from our side 
of the aisle, didn’t question the merits 
of those settlement agreements mainly 
because, at least from this Member’s 
perspective, I know how difficult that 
is when you have these types of dis-
putes. Our issue is simply the trans-
parency of what the cost will be to the 
taxpayers of this country. We deserve 
to have that before these settlement 
issues come to the floor of the House. 
We deserve to have this information so 
we can do due diligence in committee 
and then make a judgment if the set-
tlement is in fact in the best interests 
of the taxpayers. That is really all this 
debate has been about on these three 
bills. 

So with that, Mr. Speaker, I would 
just simply say that we don’t have 
transparency on this potential half-a- 
billion-dollar assessment that’s going 
to go to the taxpayer. We should have 
that and we don’t. So it is for that rea-
son, Mr. Speaker, that I rise in opposi-
tion to this bill and urge my colleagues 
to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

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

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, before 
yielding to the gentleman from Michi-
gan to close on our side, I would just 
reiterate what has already been said by 
the gentlewoman from Arizona, that 
she is joined in her cosponsorship of 
this legislation by the gentleman con-
sidered the watchdog of fiscal spending 
in this body, Mr. JEFF FLAKE, in co-
sponsoring this bill. 

At this point, I yield the balance of 
my time to the co-Chair of our Native 
American Caucus in the Congress and a 
valued member of our Committee on 
Natural Resources, the gentleman from 
Michigan, Mr. DALE KILDEE. 

Mr. KILDEE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I support strongly the 
passage of H.R. 1065 and the other two 
bills, H.R. 3342 and H.R. 3254. 

In the 33 years that I’ve been in Con-
gress, I’ve worked hard with Mr. 
RAHALL—he and I came to Congress to-
gether—trying to work out these water 
rights. I have always tried to make 
sure that we were fair to everybody, 
particularly fair to the Native Ameri-
cans who have been deprived of their 
water rights in too many instances, 
and Mr. RAHALL has made this a pri-
ority to make sure that we get equity 
and justice here. 

Water is extremely important all 
over the world. It’s extremely impor-

tant, of course, in the Southwest. I just 
feel that the hard work that went into 
this bill and the sense of equity and the 
sense of justice and fairness to all 
those involved has produced three very 
good bills, and I strongly urge support 
of them. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate on the bill has expired. 

The Chair understands that the 
amendment will not be offered. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 1017, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
bill, as amended. 

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. 

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. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on questions previously 
postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

passage of H.R. 3254, 
passage of H.R. 3342, 
passage of H.R. 1065, and 
motions to suspend the rules with re-

gard to H. Res. 1021, and the Senate 
amendment to H.R. 730, in each case by 
the yeas and nays. 

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 

f 

TAOS PUEBLO INDIAN WATER 
RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on passage 
of H.R. 3254, on which the yeas and 
nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 254, nays 
158, not voting 21, as follows: 

[Roll No. 12] 

YEAS—254 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Adler (NJ) 
Andrews 

Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 

Barrow 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
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