
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 156, Pt. 15 23265 December 21, 2010 
unified approach to preventing the flow of 
drugs into the United States through this crit-
ical border—which spans about 4,000 miles. 

The bill is not only integral to border secu-
rity, but is vital for economic development in 
New York’s North Country and other commu-
nities in the 13 states along our border with 
Canada. Thousands of jobs in these areas de-
pend on the swift movement of lawful com-
merce across the Northern Border; illicit activ-
ity along the border risks undermining this crit-
ical trading relationship. 

I congratulate Representative OWENS, a val-
uable member on the Homeland Security 
Community, for his work on Northern Border 
security issues and—especially—his efforts in 
introducing a strategic approach to stemming 
the flow of illicit drugs across the U.S.-Cana-
dian border. I urge passage of H.R. 4748. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) that the House suspend the 
rules and concur in the Senate amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 4748. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the Senate 
amendment was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PREDISASTER HAZARD 
MITIGATION ACT OF 2010 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and concur 
in the Senate amendment to the bill 
(H.R. 1746) to amend the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act to reauthorize 
the predisaster mitigation program of 
the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the Senate amendment is 

as follows: 
Senate amendment: 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Predisaster 
Hazard Mitigation Act of 2010’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) The predisaster hazard mitigation program 

has been successful and cost-effective. Funding 
from the predisaster hazard mitigation program 
has successfully reduced loss of life, personal in-
juries, damage to and destruction of property, 
and disruption of communities from disasters. 

(2) The predisaster hazard mitigation program 
has saved Federal taxpayers from spending sig-
nificant sums on disaster recovery and relief 
that would have been otherwise incurred had 
communities not successfully applied mitigation 
techniques. 

(3) A 2007 Congressional Budget Office report 
found that the predisaster hazard mitigation 
program reduced losses by roughly $3 (measured 
in 2007 dollars) for each dollar invested in miti-
gation efforts funded under the predisaster haz-
ard mitigation program. Moreover, the Congres-
sional Budget Office found that projects funded 
under the predisaster hazard mitigation pro-
gram could lower the need for post-disaster as-
sistance from the Federal Government so that 
the predisaster hazard mitigation investment by 

the Federal Government would actually save 
taxpayer funds. 

(4) A 2005 report by the Multihazard Mitiga-
tion Council showed substantial benefits and 
cost savings from the hazard mitigation pro-
grams of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency generally. Looking at a range of hazard 
mitigation programs of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, the study found that, on 
average, $1 invested by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency in hazard mitigation pro-
vided the Nation with roughly $4 in benefits. 
Moreover, the report projected that the mitiga-
tion grants awarded between 1993 and 2003 
would save more than 220 lives and prevent 
nearly 4,700 injuries over approximately 50 
years. 

(5) Given the substantial savings generated 
from the predisaster hazard mitigation program 
in the years following the provision of assist-
ance under the program, increasing funds ap-
propriated for the program would be a wise in-
vestment. 
SEC. 3. PREDISASTER HAZARD MITIGATION. 

(a) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—Section 203(f) of 
the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5133(f)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(f) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall award 

financial assistance under this section on a 
competitive basis and in accordance with the 
criteria in subsection (g). 

‘‘(2) MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM AMOUNTS.—In 
providing financial assistance under this sec-
tion, the President shall ensure that the amount 
of financial assistance made available to a State 
(including amounts made available to local gov-
ernments of the State) for a fiscal year— 

‘‘(A) is not less than the lesser of— 
‘‘(i) $575,000; or 
‘‘(ii) the amount that is equal to 1 percent of 

the total funds appropriated to carry out this 
section for the fiscal year; and 

‘‘(B) does not exceed the amount that is equal 
to 15 percent of the total funds appropriated to 
carry out this section for the fiscal year.’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 203(m) of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5133(m)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(m) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section— 

‘‘(1) $180,000,000 for fiscal year 2011; 
‘‘(2) $200,000,000 for fiscal year 2012; and 
‘‘(3) $200,000,000 for fiscal year 2013.’’. 
(c) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO REF-

ERENCES.—The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Re-
lief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5121 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 602(a) (42 U.S.C. 5195a(a)), by 
striking paragraph (7) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(7) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘Adminis-
trator’ means the Administrator of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency.’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘Director’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Administrator’’, except— 

(A) in section 622 (42 U.S.C. 5197a)— 
(i) in the second and fourth places it appears 

in subsection (c); and 
(ii) in subsection (d); and 
(B) in section 626(b) (42 U.S.C. 5197e(b)). 

SEC. 4. PROHIBITION ON EARMARKS. 
Section 203 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 

Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5133) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(n) PROHIBITION ON EARMARKS.— 
‘‘(1) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the term 

‘congressionally directed spending’ means a 
statutory provision or report language included 
primarily at the request of a Senator or a Mem-

ber, Delegate or Resident Commissioner of the 
House of Representatives providing, author-
izing, or recommending a specific amount of dis-
cretionary budget authority, credit authority, or 
other spending authority for a contract, loan, 
loan guarantee, grant, loan authority, or other 
expenditure with or to an entity, or targeted to 
a specific State, locality, or Congressional dis-
trict, other than through a statutory or adminis-
trative formula-driven or competitive award 
process. 

‘‘(2) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available to carry out 
this section may be used for congressionally di-
rected spending. 

‘‘(3) CERTIFICATION TO CONGRESS.—The Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency shall submit to Congress a certifi-
cation regarding whether all financial assist-
ance under this section was awarded in accord-
ance with this section.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) 
and the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MARIO DIAZ-BALART) each will control 
20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rials in the RECORD on the Senate 
amendment to H.R. 1746. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I rise today to support H.R. 1746, as 
amended, a bill to reauthorize the 
predisaster mitigation program. This 
program’s authorization expires with 
the current continuing resolution. 

The predisaster mitigation program 
is authorized by section 203 of the Rob-
ert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act, or the Staf-
ford Act, and was first authorized by 
this committee in the Disaster Mitiga-
tion Act of 2000. My subcommittee held 
a hearing in which we received testi-
mony on empirical evidence that show 
that this predisaster mitigation pro-
gram manages to get a substantial re-
turn on this investment, with some es-
timations as high as a 4-to-1 return to 
the national government. 

Examples of mitigation activities 
highlighted at the hearing include the 
seismic strengthening of buildings and 
infrastructure, acquiring repetitively 
flooded homes, installing shelters and 
shatter-resistant windows in hurri-
cane-prone areas, and the building of 
‘‘safe rooms’’ in houses and other 
buildings to protect from high winds. 
The subcommittee came to the conclu-
sion that predisaster mitigation is ef-
fective in accomplishing the goal of re-
ducing the risk of future damage, hard-
ship, and loss from all hazards, includ-
ing loss of life. 
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H.R. 1746 would reauthorize the pro-

gram for 3 years, make the minimum 
$575,000 or 1 percent of the total funds 
appropriated to carry out this section 
for the fiscal year, and codify the com-
petitive aspects of the program. Senate 
changes to the bill include an explicit 
ban on earmarks or any congression-
ally directed spending, along with re-
ducing authorization levels of $250 mil-
lion annually to $180 million for fiscal 
year 2011, and $200 million for fiscal 
year 2012 and 2013. 

This legislation has been endorsed by 
the National Association of Counties, 
International Association of Emer-
gency Managers, the Association of 
State Floodplain Managers, the Na-
tional Emergency Management Asso-
ciation, the National Association of 
Flood and Stormwater Management 
Agencies, and the American Public 
Works Association. In addition, the 
Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy has requested a reauthorization of 
the predisaster mitigation program. 

This program has consistently shown 
to provide an excellent return on in-
vestment, and I ask Members of the 
House to support the bill that protects 
both lives and property. 

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

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Madam Speaker, I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

This bill reauthorizes the predisaster 
mitigation program for the next 3 
years, as the gentlewoman from Wash-
ington, D.C., has just stated. I’m 
pleased to be a co-sponsor of this legis-
lation, along with Chairman OBERSTAR, 
Ranking Member MICA, and Chair-
woman NORTON, who is on the com-
mittee that I am the ranking member 
of. 

The predisaster mitigation program 
was created by the Disaster Mitigation 
Act of 2000 as a pilot program to study 
the effects and the effectiveness of 
mitigation for those grants given to 
communities before a disaster may 
strike. Prior to creation of the 
predisaster mitigation program, hazard 
mitigation primarily occurred after 
disaster through FEMA’S Hazard Miti-
gation Grant Program. 

We know that every disaster costs us 
a lot of money—and, obviously, more 
than money. In many times, even 
human life. It damages homes, busi-
nesses, and infrastructure. And, again, 
potentially loss of life. 

Mitigation measures have been 
shown, Madam Speaker, to be very ef-
fective in mitigating the damage that 
occurs during a storm, and frankly, 
also in saving lives, which is, we would 
all agree, even more important. In fact, 
the investments that we make in miti-
gation actually saves taxpayer dollars. 
I think that deserves being repeated: It 
actually saves the taxpayer money. 

Both the CBO, the Congressional 
Budget Office, and the National Insti-

tute of Building Sciences have deter-
mined that for every dollar invested in 
mitigation, $3 are actually saved in ac-
tual future losses. In addition, H.R. 
1746, as amended, includes a clear pro-
hibition on earmarks. 

Now, the bottom line is, mitigation 
works. It’s been proven to work. It 
saves lives, it limits future damages, 
and reduces Federal disaster costs. In 
other words, it saves the taxpayer 
money. 

b 1210 

The predisaster mitigation program 
is an effective program that advances 
these goals that I just mentioned. So I 
support the passage of this legislation, 
and I urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

Madam Speaker, I would at this 
time, since I don’t believe there are 
any further speakers, just mention two 
things. 

First, I want to once again thank 
Chairwoman NORTON. It has been a 
privilege, an honor and a pleasure to be 
her ranking member. She has really, 
really been a great champion on issues 
of disaster mitigation. While she rep-
resents Washington, DC, except for 
that big snowstorm, it is an area you 
would hope would have no hurricanes 
or earthquakes. She has been a huge 
champion. She has visited areas. She 
has gone down to south Florida and has 
visited the hurricane center and has 
held hearings down there. So she has 
been a great champion. 

I would just tell you, on a personal 
note, that she has been wonderful to 
work with. I didn’t know we were going 
to be on the floor together again, 
Madam Speaker, but as I said the last 
time, I will no longer be on the T&I 
Committee. I will now go to the Appro-
priations Committee. I would be remiss 
if I didn’t mention, though, what a 
privilege it has been to work with my 
chairwoman. 

Also, one of the true gentlemen in 
this process and one of the people I 
have grown to respect and admire is 
the chairman of the full committee, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, a person who has served 
this country with dignity, with honor 
and with great integrity, and who has 
been exceedingly fair. I can tell you 
that there have been not a couple of oc-
casions, but many occasions, that I’ve 
gone to him because I’ve seen things 
that, well, frankly, I didn’t like, most 
of which were driven by just passions. 

I would go to him and say, Mr. Chair-
man, this is what’s going on. 

Frankly, you could see it in his face. 
He just did not tolerate anything that 
he believed was not fair on his com-
mittee. 

Again, he is a public servant, one 
who has served this country and who 
has shown all of us, whether we agree 
with him or disagree with him—and 
I’ve had multiple disagreements with 
him—what public service is all about. 

So I just wanted to make sure that I 
put that in the record. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. NORTON. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

First, I want to thank the gentleman 
from Florida. His kind and gentle 
words are typical of the way he has op-
erated on the committee—always in 
the most collegial fashion when he 
talks about the District of Columbia 
and its not experiencing what, for ex-
ample, his own district does in Florida. 

I can only say we empathize with you 
in Florida and all over the country. We 
are all Americans; and every time that 
we sat together in hearings, we were, of 
course, cognizant of the fact that we 
were dealing with issues that affected 
the entire country. 

It has been a great pleasure to work 
with the ranking member. We worked 
together on each and every bill. I can-
not think of a single bill on which we 
found a disagreement, where we had 
something that we wanted to change 
and where we didn’t discuss it or staff 
didn’t discuss it. 

I know Mr. OBERSTAR would very 
much appreciate your remarks as well. 
He is a one-of-a-kind chairman who had 
been here as a staff member with enor-
mous influence, and then he became a 
chairman with outsized influence as 
well. 

I understand that my good friend Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART thinks he has found 
sunnier shores on another committee, 
but I want him to know that I don’t 
think he will ever have a better rela-
tionship with another Member on this 
side of the aisle. In the relationship 
that he and I have formed, it has come 
to be, indeed, a friendship. 

So I say to him, Until we meet again, 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. 

I want to simply emphasize, in clos-
ing, the little bit of money for which 
there is a great return for 3 years. The 
Federal Government spent a token 
amount, $500 million; but according to 
the CBO, the reduction in future losses 
associated with that small $500 million 
is $1.6 billion in present value. No won-
der this bill passed in the other body. 

I urge my colleagues to approve this 
bill as well. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of the Senate amend-
ment to H.R. 1746, the ‘‘Predisaster Hazard 
Mitigation Act of 2010’’. H.R. 1746, as amend-
ed, reauthorizes the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency’s (FEMA) Pre-Disaster Miti-
gation (PDM) program and helps communities 
across the Nation protect against natural dis-
asters and other hazards. I thank the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA), Ranking Mem-
ber of the Committee, and the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON), 
and the gentleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ- 
BALART), the Chair and Ranking Member of 
the Subcommittee on Economic Development, 
Public Buildings, and Emergency Manage-
ment, respectively, for their bipartisan efforts 
on this bill. 
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The PDM program provides technical and fi-

nancial assistance to State and local govern-
ments to reduce injuries, loss of life, and dam-
age to property caused by natural disasters. 
Examples of mitigation activities include: seis-
mic retrofitting of buildings to strengthen the 
buildings in case of an earthquake; acquiring 
repetitively flooded homes; installing shutters 
and shatter-resistant windows in hurricane- 
prone areas; and building ‘‘safe rooms’’ in 
houses and buildings to protect people from 
high winds. 

Consideration of this bill today is crucial, as 
the PDM program is set to sunset with the ex-
piration of the current continuing resolution. 
Therefore, Congress must take quick action to 
continue this vital program. 

H.R. 1746, as amended, reauthorizes the 
PDM program for three years, at a level of 
$180 million for fiscal year 2011, and $200 
million for each of fiscal years 2012 and 2013. 
The bill increases the minimum amount that 
each state receives under the program from 
$500,000 to $575,000, and codifies the com-
petitive selection process of the program, as 
currently administered by FEMA. 

In 1988, the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure authorized FEMA’s Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program. This effective pro-
gram provides grants to communities to miti-
gate hazards, but only provides grants to 
‘‘build better’’ after a disaster. At the time, no 
program existed to help communities mitigate 
risks from all hazards before disaster strikes. 

In the 1990s, under the leadership of FEMA 
Administrator James Lee Witt, FEMA devel-
oped a PDM pilot program known as ‘‘Project 
Impact’’, which was a predecessor program to 
the current PDM program. Congress appro-
priated funds for Project Impact in each of fis-
cal years 1997 through 2001. 

The PDM program reduces the risk of nat-
ural hazards, which is where the preponder-
ance of risk is in our country. While it is pru-
dent to prepare for the possibility of terrorist 
attacks, the occurrence of natural disasters of 
all types and sizes is a known certainty. The 
flooding that is currently occurring in Cali-
fornia, and the tornadoes that struck in my 
home state of Minnesota this summer, particu-
larly in Wadena in my district, are examples of 
the tragic, real impact of natural disasters that 
occur in our nation every year. 

Mitigation saves money. Studies by the 
Congressional Budget Office (CBO) and Na-
tional Institute of Building Sciences show that 
for every dollar invested in PDM projects, fu-
ture losses are reduced by three to four dol-
lars. In 2005, the Multihazard Mitigation Coun-
cil, an advisory body of the National Institute 
of Building Sciences, found ‘‘that a dollar 
spent on mitigation saves society an average 
of $4.’’ Further, the Multihazard Mitigation 
Council found that flood mitigation measures 
yield even greater savings. According to a 
September 2007 CBO report on the reduction 
in Federal disaster assistance that is likely to 
result from the PDM program, ‘‘on average, fu-
ture losses are reduced by about $3 (meas-
ured in discounted present value) for each $1 
spent on those projects, including both federal 
and nonfederal spending.’’ 

While empirical data is critical, perhaps 
more telling are real-life mitigation ‘‘success 
stories’’. For instance, Seattle, Washington 

used Project Impact PDM grants to fortify 
buildings. Immediately after the Nisqually 
Earthquake struck Seattle on February 28, 
2001, Seattle Mayor Paul Schell and other 
public officials cited those PDM grants as one 
of the primary reasons that lives and property 
were saved during the earthquake. Ironically, 
the Mayor’s statements came on the same 
day that the President George W. Bush Ad-
ministration claimed that the Project Impact 
PDM pilot program should be defunded be-
cause it was not effective. 

Another example of the effectiveness of 
mitigation comes from my district. On July 4, 
1999, a derecho, also known as a blow down, 
struck the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wil-
derness and downed millions of trees. This 
created a huge fire hazard. As a result, FEMA 
mitigation funds were given to residents to in-
stall outdoor sprinkler systems to protect 
against wild fire. Unfortunately, in 2007, the 
Ham Lake Fire struck the area. Those struc-
tures that had sprinkler systems were pro-
tected from the fire. Since that time, commu-
nities in that area have sought and have been 
awarded more than $3 million of PDM funds to 
help protect other structures from this con-
tinuing risk of fire. 

Mitigation is an investment. It is an invest-
ment that not only benefits the Federal Gov-
ernment, but State and local governments as 
well. Projects funded by the PDM program re-
duce the damage that would be paid for by 
the Federal Government for a major disaster 
under the Stafford Act. However, mitigation 
also reduces the risks from smaller, more fre-
quent events that State and local governments 
face every day. 

The PDM program takes citizens out of 
harm’s way, by elevating a house or making 
sure a hospital can survive a hurricane or 
earthquake. In doing so, it allows first re-
sponders to focus on what is unpredictable in 
a disaster rather than on what is foreseeable 
and predictable. 

H.R. 1746, as amended, eliminates the ex-
isting sunset in the program. As the evidence 
clearly shows, this program works well and is 
cost effective. It should no longer be treated 
as a pilot program with a sunset. Rather, State 
and local governments should have the cer-
tainty of knowing this program will be available 
in the future to enable them to focus their ef-
forts on critical, long-term mitigation planning. 

The Obama administration has specifically 
requested that Congress reauthorize the PDM 
program and this legislation has been en-
dorsed by the National Association of Coun-
ties, International Association of Emergency 
Managers, the Association of State Floodplain 
Managers, the National Emergency Manage-
ment Association, the National Association of 
Flood and Stormwater Management Agencies, 
and the American Public Works Association. 

This bill passed the House more than a year 
and a half ago with overwhelming bipartisan 
support. The legislation passed the other body 
last night by unanimous consent. I would like 
to thank Senator JOSEPH LIEBERMAN and Sen-
ator SUSAN M. COLLINS for their persistent ef-
forts to clear this legislation through the other 
body. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting H.R. 1746, as amended, the 
‘‘Predisaster Hazard Mitigation Act of 2010’’. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) that the House 
suspend the rules and concur in the 
Senate amendment to the bill, H.R. 
1746. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the Senate 
amendment was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
SENATE AMENDMENT TO H.R. 
5116, AMERICA COMPETES REAU-
THORIZATION ACT OF 2010; PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
SENATE AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 
2751, FDA FOOD SAFETY MOD-
ERNIZATION ACT; AND PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
SENATE AMENDMENT TO H.R. 
2142, GPRA MODERNIZATION ACT 
OF 2010 
Mr. MCGOVERN, from the Com-

mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 111–692) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 1781) providing for 
consideration of the Senate amend-
ment to the bill (H.R. 5116) to invest in 
innovation through research and devel-
opment, to improve the competitive-
ness of the United States, and for other 
purposes; providing for consideration of 
the Senate amendments to the bill 
(H.R. 2751) to accelerate motor fuel 
savings nationwide and provide incen-
tives to registered owners of high pol-
luting automobiles to replace such 
automobiles with new fuel efficient and 
less polluting automobiles; and pro-
viding for consideration of the Senate 
amendment to the bill (H.R. 2142) to re-
quire quarterly performance assess-
ments of Government programs for 
purposes of assessing agency perform-
ance and improvement, and to estab-
lish agency performance improvement 
officers and the Performance Improve-
ment Council, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

f 

WAIVING REQUIREMENT OF 
CLAUSE 6(a) OF RULE XIII WITH 
RESPECT TO CONSIDERATION OF 
CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS, AND 
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF MOTIONS TO SUSPEND THE 
RULES 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, by 

direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 1771 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1771 
Waiving a requirement of clause 6(a) of rule 
XIII with respect to consideration of certain 
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