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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, May 12, 2005

The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Children all across this country join
us as we pray today.

Lord God, again we pray for the pro-
tection of the Nation’s Capitol and the
prevention of any terrorist attack upon
this land.

We also praise and thank You, Lord,
for the Capitol Police, the medical
staff, and all who worked at the or-
derly evacuation of this honored place
yesterday.

Preserve our liberty, free us from
fear, and grant us triumph over every
evil.

Throughout our history, You have
called forth leaders. Bless now the
women and men who assemble as the
109th Congress of the United States of
America. Help them to know what is
right and enable them to make choices
that will unite the Nation, both in
prosperity and moral integrity.

May they truly represent the needs
and the genius of the people they serve.

May they prove by their actions their
personal strength of character and
faith in You, our God and Father of all.

Amen.

——
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. PALLONE led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATHAM). The Chair will entertain 10
one-minute speeches on each side.

———
HONORING FLORENCE NIGHTIN-
GALE AND OUR NATION’S
NURSES

(Mr. BURGESS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, it is
May 12, and May 12 is a special day be-
cause that is the day that the lady
with the lamp, Florence Nightingale,
was born in 1820. Florence Nightingale,
the founder of modern nursing, the
woman who found that cleanliness and
hygiene had an effect on wound heal-
ing, actually helped wound healing and
transformed military medicine back in
the 1800s.

This day is also the last day of Na-
tional Nurses Week, and nursing tells
us over and over again what we all in
this Congress need to know: it is time
to value health. We cannot afford to
simply pay for disease any longer.

The American Nurses Association is
working to chart a new course for a
healthy Nation that relies on the in-
creasing delivery of primary and pre-
ventive health care and a renewed em-
phasis on primary and preventive
health care that will require better uti-
lization of our Nation’s resources.

Professional nursing has been dem-
onstrated to be an indispensable com-
ponent for the safety and quality of
care of hospitalized patients.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pride
that I recognize the Nation’s 2.7 mil-
lion registered nurses.

——————

ABUSE OF POWER IN CONGRESS

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, the long
string of abuse of power is continuing
in the U.S. Congress, most unfortu-
nately. The most recent of this long
string of abuses of power is we will see
an attempt in the U.S. Senate next
week to strip Americans of a protec-
tion, a protection against the tyranny
of the majority, by eliminating the
long, 2-century-long right to a fili-
buster in the United States Senate, a
bastion of democracy.

We already have one House of Rep-
resentatives. We do not need another
one. We need the ability to have the
checks and balances in the U.S. Senate.
And this is not a matter of academic
pursuit.

Last night, I was in the Mall walking
quite late at night and I saw a group of
folks from New Jersey who had driven
all the way down from New Jersey and
at this moment are filibustering on the
Mall against the efforts in the Senate
to remove this basic checks and bal-

ances. They drove what they called the
“Filibus.” Well, we should not have to
have a ‘‘Filibus’ to stand up for the
American concept of checks and bal-
ances. These abuses of power should
stop. The U.S. Senate should maintain
this American tradition of a filibuster
for the right time and for the right rea-
sons.

——————

MARIETTA, GEORGIA
SUPPLEMENTAL PENSION PLAN

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

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
in 1981 as the Social Security system
was on the verge of collapse, many cit-
ies and counties decided to opt out of
the Social Security system. My own
district, the city of Marietta, Georgia,
took the opportunity; and the results
serve as a model for the tremendous
potential of personal retirement ac-
counts.

Rather than collecting 1.5 percent
from Social Security like the rest of
us, Marietta city employees have per-
sonal accounts with yearly rates of re-
turn ranging from 3 to 20 percent.

The results go far beyond the rates of
return. Employees’ paychecks are high-
er than the surrounding cities because
only 6.1 percent is taken out of their
paychecks, as opposed to 12.4 percent.

Think it does not get any better?
Well, it does.

Employees are continually educated
about the program, the choices that
they have, and how the company ad-
ministering their pensions makes deci-
sions. Because of this education pro-
gram, employees are allowed to direct
where their money goes depending on
the rates of return and their personal
goals.

Mr. Speaker, the tremendous poten-
tial of personal retirement accounts
has been realized by some in my dis-
trict. Let us hope the rest of the coun-
try is able to realize the true benefits
of personal retirement accounts some
time soon.

———

WE ARE A NATION AT WAR

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

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, in mo-
ments like yesterday, we are one in
support for each other’s safety and
well-being. Thankfully, it was an error
by the pilot of a small plane.

The White House’s response was tell-
ing: “We have to remember we are a
Nation at war.”

[OThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., (11407 is 2:07 p.m.
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We are. But at war against Iraq. Iraq
did not attack us. Iraq had nothing to
do with 9/11. We may well be proving
that the best way to avoid a war is not
to wage one.

BEinstein said the significant prob-
lems we have cannot be solved at the
same level of thinking with which we
created them. Does the war against
Iraq make us safer or less safe?

After spending $420 billion annually
for the military and an additional $270
billion for the war in Iraq, why are we
still running for the exits? Has the so-
called war on terror made us less safe?

We all want safety and security for
ourselves, our loved ones, our Nation,
and the world. But there has to be a
better way than war. One of our great-
est Presidents, Franklin Roosevelt,
knew this and he knew war. He con-
cluded: ‘‘If civilization is to survive, we
must cultivate the science of human
relationships, the ability of all peoples
of all lands to live together and to
work together in the same world at
peace.”

————
THE GROWING ECONOMY

(Mr. CONAWAY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to point out that we are experi-
encing a growing economy in this
country, a growing economy which cre-
ates jobs. Figures just released show
that 274,000 additional jobs were cre-
ated in this economy this last month.
That is 274,000 families that are better
off because they are working. They
have also revised the figures to show
that 93,000 additional jobs were created
in February and March.

I participated in a needs assessment
in Midland, Texas, back in the early
1990s, a process about figuring out what
was going on within those commu-
nities. We came up with the top 10
needs that the folks in Midland, Texas,
told them about. Nine of those top 10
needs would have been positively im-
pacted by a job. And so we have now
created 274,000 jobs.

The economy grew at 3.1 percent dur-
ing the first quarter of this year. We
continue to experience a growing econ-
omy led by the pro-growth policies of
this administration and this House and
this Senate.

————

REPUBLICAN ABUSE OF POWER

(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker,
Senate Republicans are preparing to
blow up 200 years of tradition in the
U.S. Senate, abusing their power in
order to force through a few judges who
have been unable to earn a bipartisan
consensus for their lifetime judicial ap-
pointments.
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Democrats have helped confirm 95
percent of President Bush’s judicial
nominees. The few that our Democratic
colleagues in the Senate have opposed
are those who have had serious ques-
tions raised about their independence,
fairness, and record on issues involving
our most vital rights.

Republicans are willing to attack the
constitutional system of checks and
balances and change the rules of the
Senate in the middle of the game, all of
this for seven extreme judges.

Senate Republicans know full well
the impact their nuclear option will
have on the bipartisanship that is nec-
essary for a productive and effective
Senate, but they simply do not care. If
Senate Republicans are successful at
abolishing the rights of the minority,
what is next?

————

EXTENDING FREEDOM TO
BELARUS

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak in support of the coun-
try of Belarus and their ongoing strug-
gle for fair and free elections. The last
dictator in Europe, Aleksander
Lukashenko, rules this country
through a combination of intimidation
and fear. He is suppressing the voices
and rights of the Belarusian people as
they watch their neighbors in Georgia
and Ukraine rise up and take back
their countries and emerge as thriving
democracies.

As President Bush said in his visit to
Riga, Latvia, ‘‘All the nations that
border Russia will benefit from the
spread of democratic values, and so
will Russia itself. Together, we have
set a firm and confident standard. Re-
pression has no place on this con-
tinent.”

I have had the privilege of meeting
with the opposition party representa-
tives from Belarus several times. It is
inspiring to see these men and women
from every political ideology come to-
gether with a unified goal, to let the
Belarusian people decide for them-
selves who should lead their country,
rather than have it forced upon them
by Lukashenko’s regime.

As co-chairman of the House Baltic
Caucus, it is my hope that the United
States Congress will stand with our
friends in Eastern Europe and support
all efforts to bring democracy, free-
dom, and the rule of law to this part of
the world.

————

REPUBLICAN ABUSES OF POWER

(Ms. LEE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, congressional
Republicans continue to abuse their
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power here on Capitol Hill. Rather
than trying to mend fences and work in
a bipartisan fashion, they instead
choose a very partisan course.

Here in the House, for example, the
Republican leadership ignored protocol
and expedited weakened ethics rules
through the House without ever con-
sulting the Democrats. Everyone here
knows that ethics changes cannot be
successful unless both parties play a
role.

And now, Republicans in the other
body, not to be outdone by their coun-
terparts here in the House, plan to
change the rules on the filibuster that
have been in place for more than 200
years, rules that give the minority a
voice in Washington. Talk about an ex-
treme abuse of power.

Mr. Speaker, Republican attempts to
do away with the filibuster is the last
check, really, on the one-party rule
here in Washington. Simply, this is not
the way to end the divisive tone here.
When are the Republicans going to
learn that their absolute power here on
Capitol Hill is really corrupting their
every action?

We talk about spreading democracy
abroad. Let us begin by preserving it
here at home.

——————

EVENTS OF YESTERDAY

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
at noon was so much like September
11. Mr. Speaker, I was standing on the
House floor with our majority leader as
I saw Members beginning to hurry out
of this Chamber.

As I exited the House, an F-16 lit-
erally flashed across the sky as thou-
sands yesterday, as that day in 2001,
streamed from the Capitol into the
sunlight of uncertain moments and an
undefined threat.

So much was the same, but so much
has really changed. On September the
11 evacuation was largely disorganized
and spontaneous. But yesterday,
thanks to the extraordinary leadership
of the United States Capitol Police;
Bill Livingood, the House Sergeant at
Arms; and Police Chief Terence Gainer,
25,000 public officials and personnel
were evacuated from the Capitol and
buildings around Capitol Hill in less
than 6 minutes in an intense, but or-
derly, manner.

[ 1015

It is an extraordinary comfort, I
know, to millions of Americans who
know that whatever the day may bring
in our Nation’s capital, thanks to the
leadership and the security officials
here on Capitol Hill, and the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, our na-
tional government is ready.



9380

THIRTY YEARS LATER HELP THE
HMONG STILL IN LAOS

(Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise on the occasion of the 30th an-
niversary of America pulling out of the
Vietnam war.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in horror at the
continued atrocities against the
Hmong folk who now reside in the jun-
gles of Laos. Like a cheap date, a one-
night stand, we abandoned our breth-
ren who fought along with the CIA, and
they were forced to flee into the jungle.
Reports of rapes, mass killings, use of
biological weapons have gone
uninvestigated.

Mr. Speaker, I call upon the State
Department to press Laos to imme-
diately pull back its troops, grant
international human rights monitors
and workers access to the Hmong com-
munity and allow them to peacefully
settle.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot stand by and
abandon our fellow soldiers in the Viet-
nam war.

BAIT AND SWITCH ON STEM
CELLS

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, in the com-
ing weeks, some will say that they
only want to use Federal funds to de-
stroy human embryos stored in IVF
clinics for stem cell research. This is a
skilled use of the bait-and-switch tac-
tic.

First, these embryos are not primed
for research; they are primed for adop-
tion. Eighty-one embryos have been
adopted today with dozens more on the
way, called ‘‘snowflake adoptions.” Re-
searchers who support embryonic stem
cell research acknowledge that these
IVF embryos will not provide near the
desired type or number of stem cell
lines demanded by the biotech industry
and admit that they will not be geneti-
cally diverse. In order to get that sam-
ple and overcome that rejection, they
will need to clone human embryos. Ad-
vocates have admitted as much on this
floor in the Chamber.

The ultimate goal of researchers is
free and unfettered access to Federal
dollars to create, clone and destroy
human embryos for lab experiments.
Congress should instead focus on sup-
porting adult stem cell research, which
has been proven to work successfully,
is not morally controversial, and holds
true promise for disease victims. We
should not kill to harvest an experi-
ment.
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REPUBLICAN ABUSE OF POWER

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

Mr. CLEAVER. Mr. Speaker, we
should always be cautious in this quest
for absolute power here in Washington.
This was not the vision of our Found-
ing Fathers.

Today, we are dealing with a manu-
factured judicial crisis. Since President
George Bush took office, the Senate
has confirmed a whopping 208 of his ju-
dicial nominations and turned back
only 10. That, my friends, is a 95 per-
cent confirmation rate. That rating is
the highest approval rating of any
President in modern times, including
Ronald Reagan and Bill Clinton.
Thanks to these confirmations, the
President presides over the lowest
court vacancy rate since Ronald
Reagan was President.

Congratulations, Mr. President.

Instead of accepting that success and
avoiding further divisiveness and par-
tisanship here in Washington, my hope
is that our President will not add to
the current bitterness here and around
the Nation by resubmitting the names
of rejected nominees again this year.

————

EXPRESSING GROWING CONCERNS
ABOUT A GATHERING LEFTIST
STORM IN LATIN AMERICA

(Mr. MACK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MACK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to express my strong concern about a
gathering storm that poses a real
threat to freedom, security and pros-
perity throughout the Western Hemi-
sphere.

At the center of this storm is Ven-
ezuelan President Hugo Chavez, who is
fanning the flames of leftist, anti-
American, anti-freedom movements
that are fostering regional instability.

In the years since he took office as a
democratically-elected leader, Chavez
has moved sharply away from those
ideals. He has stacked the government
with judges and allies to implement his
own personal will. He has cracked down
on the freedom of the press. He is fi-
nancing a State-run television network
patterned after Al Jazeera to spread
his propaganda far and wide, and he
has forged a dangerous alliance with
Fidel Castro.

Mr. Speaker, Hugo Chavez fancies
himself as a modern Simon Bolivar,
who wanted to unite Latin America
into one Nation. Hugo Chavez is trying
to alter the balance of power in our
hemisphere. The United States must
take this growing threat seriously.

———
REPUBLICAN ABUSE OF POWER IN
SENATE

(Ms. MATSUI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

May 12, 2005

minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, the power
grab Senate Republicans are about to
take is not about seven judges; it is
about clearing the way for a Supreme
Court nominee who only needs 51 votes
instead of 60 votes.

Senate Republicans do not want a
David Souter, an Anthony Kennedy, a
Sandra Day O’Connor, a Ruth Bader
Ginsberg or a Steven Breyer, all of
whom were confirmed with nearly
unanimous, bipartisan support.

If President Bush is successful with
this extreme power grab in the Senate,
he will be able to appoint extreme,
right-wing judges to the court.

President Bush wants to turn the
Senate into a second House of Rep-
resentatives, rubber-stamping his agen-
da, and that is simply not what our
Founding Fathers envisioned when
they created two distinctly different
congressional chambers.

Mr. Speaker, Democrats will fight to
protect our constitutional checks and
balances and basic fairness for the
American people.

—————

THE BULGARIAN MIRACLE
CONTINUES

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, on Tuesday I was in Sofia,
Bulgaria, on a delegation with the gen-
tlewoman from Guam (Ms. BORDALLO).
I saw firsthand the Bulgarian miracle
of a dynamic democracy, a partner
with America on the war on terrorism,
and a thriving and robust economy pro-
viding jobs for young people.

During my first visit 15 years ago to
Bulgaria with the International Repub-
lican Institute, I witnessed a dying
Communist State frozen in time.
Today, Bulgaria is a valued member of
NATO and soon to be admitted to the
EU.

The Bulgarian people are proving
themselves to be courageous and capa-
ble to meet the challenges of political,
defense and economic transformation.

I want to thank my hosts Tuesday of
the enthusiastic economic team of
Prime Minister Simeon Saxe-Coburgi
Gotha, Foreign Minister Solomon
Passy and President Georgi Purvanov.
Also, America is well represented in
Bulgaria by Ambassador Jim Pardew
and his gracious wife Kathy.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September 11.

——————

DEMOCRATS WILL FIGHT REPUB-
LICAN ABUSE OF POWER IN SEN-
ATE
(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was

given permission to address the House

for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, the
congressional Republican abuses of
power continue in the Senate where
Senator FRIST is preparing to change
the Senate rules for the first time in
200 years.

Senator FRIST and Senate Repub-
licans are waging an unprecedented po-
litical power grab. They are changing
the rules in the middle of the game and
attacking our historic system of
checks and balances so they can ram
through a small number of judicial
nominees who otherwise cannot
achieve consensus because of their poor
record of protecting individual rights.

Our House Democrats join our col-
leagues in the Senate committed to
fight this Republican abuse of power.
We will protect the role of the judici-
ary as the guardian of the rights of all
Americans, assuring that all judges
who are confirmed in the Federal
courts be as intellectually honest and
fair as possible, rather than ruling just
on one side of one interest.

Drunk with power, rewriting the
rules is what has been happening in
Washington the most in recent years.
The House Republican leadership tried
to weaken the House ethics rules to
protect one of their own, and they
failed. Let us not let the Senate do the
same.

————

CONGRATULATING ELEVENTH
DISTRICT HIGH SCHOOLS

(Mr. GINGREY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in praise of three very impres-
sive schools in my district, Columbus
High School, LaGrange High School,
and Campbell High School, which were
selected by Newsweek magazine among
the top high schools in America.

To have three Eleventh District
schools included on this prestigious list
speaks to the dedication and accom-
plishments of our district’s educators,
students, and community members.

As the former chairman of the Mari-
etta City School Board, I know the
great work that goes on in our school
districts. I am glad the rest of the Na-
tion finally knows about it as well.

LaGrange High School has a long tra-
dition of providing students with the
kind of education that truly helps our
children succeed in life.

Columbus High School traces its his-
tory back to the 1890s, so it is no won-
der the school is a perennial education
all-star; practice makes perfect.

Campbell High School has upheld the
standard of excellence in Cobb County
for years, its teachers, staff, and stu-
dents showing a relentless ambition for
achievement, and, just last week,
hosted our Vice President for a discus-
sion on Social Security.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that my col-
leagues join me in congratulating these
schools.
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AMERICAN PEOPLE SUPPORT
FILIBUSTER

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to stress that the protection of
the filibuster is something that the
American people support.

I heard one of my colleagues just a
few minutes ago talk about the New
Jersey filibuster which is down here at
the Mall with a group of people who are
trying to make the point that we must
protect the filibuster. We should not
repeal it as the Republicans want to
do, because it does protect minority
rights. It protects individual freedoms
in terms of making sure that justices
and judges that are appointed are those
that have a consensus.

I want to say that, in my State, it is
not just the people involved in the New
Jersey filibuster; a lot of other people
have expressed their concern on this
issue. Just a week or two ago, I was at
Princeton University outside the Frist
Student Center, and the students there
at Princeton University were con-
ducting a 24-hour filibuster which went
on for almost 2 weeks, I think it may
still be going on, because they felt so
strongly about this issue. They feel
strongly about it because it has been
around for so long. It is over 200 years
now that the Senate rules have pro-
vided for a filibuster, and that is what
our Founding Fathers wanted, because
they did not want an abuse of power.
They did not want the majority to be
the absolute rule.

——————

PRAISING AMERICA’S SMALL
BUSINESS OWNERS

(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker,
today I rise to praise America’s small
business owners. They really are our
Nation’s economic engine, and these
small business owners and our Nation’s
employers are doing a great job with
this free enterprise system that we
enjoy.

Mr. Speaker, there is good news
about the economy that is out. In
April, this economy created 274,000 new
jobs. Also in April, we saw that retail
sales exceeded projections. We thought
we would have a .7 percent retail sales
growth; in fact, we had a 1.4 percent re-
tail sales growth.

Mr. Speaker, it just shows that man-
ufacturing numbers are up. Capital in-
vestment is up. Manufacturing invest-
ment and output is up. The economy is
at work, and it is working for Amer-
ica’s families.

America’s small businesses are doing
their job, and I salute those small busi-
ness owners.
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GOOD NEWS AND BAD NEWS FOR
U.S. ECONOMY

(Mrs. MALONEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, thank-
fully, there have been a couple of
bright spots over the past week in the
economy. April was just the sixth
month during this administration in
which at least 250,000 jobs were created,
a welcome relief for this struggling
economy. Meanwhile, the trade deficit
in March decreased from its record
high level in February, though it is
still on pace to become a record year,
the highest trade deficit in the history
of our country.

Still, the positive news on the econ-
omy is often accompanied by equally
troubling news. New statistics show
that each paycheck American workers
take home ends up buying less and less.
The prices of many basic goods from
gas to milk have shot up, but workers’
wages have not kept pace. Americans
are working hard and producing more,
but they are not seeing the benefits in
their buying power. This is terrible
news for America’s families. We have
to have those wages at least keep pace
with inflation.

————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1544, FASTER AND
SMARTER FUNDING FOR FIRST
RESPONDERS ACT OF 2005

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 269 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 269

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1544) to pro-
vide faster and smarter funding for first re-
sponders, and for other purposes. The first
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with.
All points of order against consideration of
the bill are waived. General debate shall be
confined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Homeland Security. After
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule. It
shall be in order to consider as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment under the
five-minute rule the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by the
Committee on Homeland Security now print-
ed in the bill. The committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute shall be considered
as read. All points of order against the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute are waived. Notwithstanding clause
11 of rule XVIII, no amendment to the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of sub-
stitute shall be in order except those printed
in the report of the Committee on Rules ac-
companying this resolution. Each such
amendment may be offered only in the order
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printed in the report, may be offered only by
a Member designated in the report, shall be
considered as read, shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment,
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole. All points of order
against such amendments are waived. At the
conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the
House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

J 1030

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATHAM). The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SESSIONS) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. MATSUI), pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of this rule and the underlying
legislation, H.R. 1544, the Faster and
Smarter Funding for First Responders
Act of 2005. This bill sponsored by my
good friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CoX), has the support of 40
bipartisan co-sponsors and was accept-
ed at both its subcommittee and full
committee markups with unanimous
consent of the majority and minority
membership of the new Select Com-
mittee on Homeland Security.

The goal of this bipartisan legisla-
tion is simple: to reform the way the
Department of Homeland Security
issues terrorism preparedness grants to
States and local governments so they
can prepare for, prevent, respond to,
and recover from acts of terrorism. It
also expedites the delivery of Federal
assistance to first responders, those
brave men and women who are our first
line of defense against terrorism, where
it is needed most while also endorsing
undisciplined spending on the home-
land security front.

This legislation also reflects an
agreement among policymakers here in
the House: first of all, on the need to
award Federal terrorism preparedness
grants on the basis of risk; on the im-
portance of ensuring that such grants
are spent in a timely manner; and on
the necessity of ensuring collaboration
between neighboring jurisdictions.

As Members of Congress, we have
seen all too clearly the problems asso-
ciated with coordinating the effective
and efficient allocation of these new
funds to fight and defend against acts
of terrorism on our shores. Since 2001,
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the Federal Government has made
roughly $30 billion available in grant
funding for this purpose, but approxi-
mately $4.1 billion awarded by the De-
partment of Homeland Security still
remains in the pipeline, unspent, along
with another $2.4 billion recently added
from 2005.

This bottleneck in getting our first
responders the funds that they need to
protect our safety is unacceptable, and
this legislation will get these terrorism
preparedness funds into the hands of
those who need it most, by ensuring
that guarantee that no State or terri-
tory falls below a certain base level of
funding while also ensuring that States
prioritize their own anti-terrorism
spending on the basis of risk and need.

By providing financial encourage-
ments to States that pass through
their awarded funds to localities within
tight timeframes, this legislation
makes our funding for such programs
faster. And by allocating grant awards
to States and regions based on an as-
sessment of risk and need to achieve
clear and measurable preparedness
goals, this legislation also makes our
funding for such programs smarter.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1544 fulfills the
recommendations included in the 9/11
Commission report, and recognizes the
fundamental reality that terrorists are
not arbitrary in selecting their targets,
so we cannot be arbitrary in our efforts
to protect our Nation. By streamlining
the grant process and giving States and
regions the tools that they need to de-
velop specific flexible and measurable
goals, this bill will make sure that
every Federal dollar allocated for the
purpose of defending our security is
used effectively and efficiently.

I encourage all my colleagues to sup-
port this rule and the underlying legis-
lation which brings a risk-based ap-
proach to addressing our country’s

most pressing homeland security
needs.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, today we will debate bi-
partisan legislation from the Select
Committee on Homeland Security to
improve funding for first responders.

In this new post-9/11 era, ensuring
that our country is protecting itself
from attack is of prime importance. I
am especially proud of the efforts of
my hometown of Sacramento. Federal
officials have recently highlighted Sac-
ramento as an example to other local-
ities of how to efficiently spend Fed-
eral anti-terrorism dollars.

Already, Sacramento’s main agencies
tasked for homeland security, police,
sheriff, health and the city and metro
fire departments, are all coordinating
their efforts.
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The five agencies have already
agreed to share all of the homeland se-
curity dollars, a unique show of co-
operation when limited funding is at
stake. Not only have the agencies
standardized protective suits and gas
masks, but a massive 9,000 emergency
personnel training effort is under way.
With all of Sacramento’s hard work, I
am not surprised that Federal officials
are singling their efforts out.

What we are doing today will help
these first responders in their work.
Currently, base funding for homeland
security assistance programs is distrib-
uted among the States according to a
strict formula. This formula has re-
sulted in greater funding going to
lower-risk States like Wyoming on a
per capita basis rather than more at-
risk States like New York and my
home State of California.

This bill would alter the funding allo-
cation to States based on threat and
risk. However, each State would be
guaranteed a minimum if its dollar
amount fell below a specified level.
Even the 9/11 Commission recommends
that Federal dollars supplement State
and local efforts that fall in higher-
risk areas. This is a commonsense pro-
posal.

I am pleased that this reform will
greatly benefit California and my
hometown of Sacramento. Further,
this bill continues Federal support for
the Urban Area Security Initiative,
which Sacramento has received funding
through, in addition to other Federal
grant programs.

H.R. 1544 also recognizes the in-
creased risk to our region posed by our
flood control systems by specifically
including dams in its list of critical in-
frastructure. Its inclusion will allow
consideration of flood control levees
and dams as a factor in determining
the risk a community faces.

I would like to take this opportunity
to thank the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP-
SON), for highlighting this issue of
great concern to both our districts. Our
communities are faced with a con-
tinuing risk of flooding. Sacramento’s
flood risk is among the highest of
major urban areas in the country. Lo-
cated at the confluence of the Sac-
ramento and American rivers, the Sac-
ramento floodplain is the hub of a 6-
county regional economy that provides
800,000 jobs for 1.5 million people. A
major flood along the American River
would cripple this economy, cause be-
tween 7 and $16 billion in direct prop-
erty damages, and likely result in sig-
nificant loss of life.

While we typically view the levee
system as our first line of defense
against Mother Nature’s raging storms,
we must also face the reality that this
critical infrastructure must be pro-
tected from terrorist attack. A major
levee failure or a terrorist attack at
the dam upstream would be absolutely
devastating to the region.
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The addition of this provision by the
Select Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity shows why amendments and in-
creased discussion of this bill are so
important. And I am glad to see that
the Committee on Rules did make in
order a few of the amendments that
were brought before our committee.
But I must express my disappointment
that this bill will not be debated today
under a more open process. I believe
that there are a number of other
amendments that, while we may dis-
agree on the position, they are worth
continued debate on the House floor.

For example, while the Select Com-
mittee on Homeland Security explored
the issue of whether all first responder
grants should be awarded strictly on
the basis of risk, doing away altogether
with State minimum award require-
ments, I think there are a number of
Members that would like to see this
issue debated before the full House.

Even the gentleman from California
(Mr. Cox) acknowledged that while he
personally would like to see all first re-
sponder funding allocated by risk, the
issue of ensuring each State receives a
minimum was an important com-
promise in his committee. An amend-
ment addressing this exact issue was
brought before the Committee on
Rules, but it was not made in order.

I strongly support the underlying
bill, and I am pleased it was reported
out in bipartisan fashion. I commend
the Select Committee on Homeland Se-
curity for their extensive debates on
the best strategies to improve the
funding streams for our first respond-
ers. I imagine there are many diver-
gent opinions on this matter, and it
would be excellent debate for us to
have had here today. It is unfortunate
the Committee on Rules did not open
this rule so we could continue this full
dialogue today.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. ROGERS). Mr. Speaker, one
of the advantages of having a great bi-
partisan bill means that we have good
leadership in the Select Committee on
Homeland Security, and today I am
very pleased for one of our bright new
young Members to be with us. He is the
chairman for the Subcommittee on
Management, Integration, and Over-
sight.

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank my friend and colleague,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS), for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of H. Res. 269. This rule would
provide for the consideration of H.R.
1544, the Faster and Smarter Funding
for First Responders Act of 2005.

In the years since 9/11, our Nation has
spent billions of dollars to strengthen
our firefighters, police, and emergency
personnel. These hard-working Ameri-
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cans known as our first responders are
the frontlines of our Nation’s homeland
defense. They keep our communities
safe, and they respond when disaster
strikes.

The bill we will be debating today is
a good piece of legislation and is de-
signed with our first responders in
mind. It does several things. First, it
reforms the grant funding system that
most States, including my home State
of Alabama, believe is ineffective.

For example, a 2004 committee report
found that nearly 85 percent of the
grants distributed to States have not
yvet been utilized. And because current
law requires a minimal level of funding
given to States, many States receive a
lump sum of money from DHS without
a clear understanding of how to spend
it.
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Three-and-a-half years after 9/11 1
find this unacceptable. Yet these facts
speak to the need for a bipartisan re-
form which will ensure taxpayers know
what they are getting.

Second, H.R. 15644 helps the Federal
Government allocate first responder
funding based on actual risk. Under
this legislation, States like Alabama
would be required to submit an annual
State homeland security plan to the
Federal Government. This plan would
outline the State’s projected risks to 16
economic sectors, such as agriculture,
the number of military bases and its
transportation infrastructure. States
meeting these risk criteria would be el-
igible for a greater funding.

For our rural areas, this could mean
new funding sources. For example,
States like Alabama could see in-
creased funding for agro-terror initia-
tives. States with a heavy military in-
dustrial base could receive additional
assistance to protect communities near
bases, and of course, ports like Mobile
would continue to receive much-needed
support for cargo security initiatives.

I do want to acknowledge that H.R.
1544 changes the minimum Ilevel of
guaranteed funding to each State, and
while some of my colleagues have
called this a cut, I like to think of it as
better use of limited homeland secu-
rity dollars.

We all know of instances where the
Federal Government funds State
projects which, in reality, have little
or nothing to do with securing our
homeland. This bill will help correct
that situation.

I also want to make clear what this
bill does not do. Essential programs
like FIRE grants, COPS, grants bullet-
proof vests funding, or secure school
initiatives for local police are not af-
fected. These programs have provided
rural areas, like my district, with mil-
lions of dollars for new safety equip-
ment and vehicles, and I will continue
to do my part to ensure they are fully
funded each year.
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H.R. 1544 is bipartisan, both in spirit
and intent. Every Member of the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security, both Re-
publicans and Democrats, have signed
on to this bill as original cosponsors,
and the committee reported it out by a
unanimous voice vote.

The bill also closely resembles the 9/
11 reform legislation passed by the
House during the 108th Congress and
has been endorsed by the 9/11 Commis-
sion and a majority of first responder
groups nationwide.

I am pleased to support this legisla-
tion and ask for support of this rule so
the House can consider it today.

I want to thank the gentleman from
California (Chairman CoXx) for his ongo-
ing efforts to advance this legislation.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ).

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia for yielding me this time.

On September 11, more than 700 of
our friends and neighbors from my
State of New Jersey never returned
home from work and never returned to
their families. The smoking ruins of
the Twin Towers were visible for my
entire district to see, and many of the
police and emergency response per-
sonnel that responded so heroically to
the attacks were from New Jersey.

Yet, here we are 3 years and 8 months
later and our current homeland secu-
rity funding is not based on risk and
threats. That is why I rise in strong
support of this important legislation
which will finally direct Federal assist-
ance to those first responders serving
where the need is greatest. We know
the enemy seeks to attack again. We
just do not know when and where it
will occur.

New Jersey faces unique terrorism
threats that require a greater portion
of homeland security aid due to its
proximity to New York City and to its
vast number of potential targets of ter-
ror, such as the largest seaport on the
east coast, one of the busiest airports
in the country, an area known as the
“‘chemical coastway,” our four nuclear
power plants, and the six tunnels and
bridges that connect New Jersey to
New York City.

If that were not enough, the Federal
Bureau of Investigation has placed
more than a dozen New Jersey sites on
the National Critical Infrastructure
List and has called the area in my dis-
trict between Port Newark and Newark
International Airport the most dan-
gerous 2 miles in the United States
when it comes to terrorism. A recent
article in the New York Times pointed
out that this 2-mile area provides a
‘“‘convenient way to cripple the econ-
omy by disrupting major portions of
the country’s rail lines, oil storage
tanks and refineries, pipelines, air traf-
fic, communications networks and
highway system.”



9384

Yet the State’s homeland security
funding was cut in this fiscal year by 34
percent. In my district, two high-risk
urban areas saw their funding reduced
by 17 and 60 percent respectively. Mr.
Speaker, the current system of allo-
cating homeland security funds is bro-
ken and needs to be fixed immediately.

The 9/11 Commission report said that,
“Homeland security assistance should
be based strictly on an assessment of
risks and vulnerabilities.” That is ex-
actly what the Menendez substitute to
the intelligence reform bill would have
accomplished last October. That is ex-
actly what I fought for in the con-
ference report on that legislation and
what I sought to accomplish earlier
this year when I introduced the Risk-
Based Homeland Security Funding Act
with Senators CORZINE and LAUTEN-
BERG.

We must take every step to secure
our communities from the threat of
terrorism, and this bill will ensure that
the first responders on the front lines
of this war in both New Jersey and
across the country will receive a much-
needed increase in Federal homeland
security funding.

The House of Representatives must
pass this important piece of legislation
today, and the Senate should act as
quickly as possible to get it to the
President’s desk.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this bill. It will turn the 9/11 Commis-
sion’s recommendation into law, while
protecting those areas and targets that
are at the greatest risk of a future at-
tack.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), the sub-
committee chairman of the Sub-
committee on Economic Development,
Public Buildings and Emergency Man-
agement for the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good and fair
rule that provides ample time to dis-
cuss this very, very important issue. I
urge my colleagues to support the rule
and to support the Faster and Smarter
Funding for First Responders Act.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to applaud
the gentleman from  California’s
(Chairman CoX) commitment to first
responders and for developing a bill
that better prepares our Nation for ter-
rorism.

Since before the terrorist attacks of
September 11, experts from across the
political spectrum have urged these
kinds of reforms that are in this bill.
These improvements include clear pre-
paredness standards to guide State ex-
penditures, mutual aid agreements,
interoperable equipment and better
planning and coordination between
first responders at all levels of govern-
ment.
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I also want to applaud the gentleman
from California (Chairman CoX) for his
willingness to carry this bill forward in
an open and fair process.

As the chairman of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure’s
Subcommittee on Economic Develop-
ment, Public Buildings and Emergency
Management, I can say with confidence
that we have a stronger bill today be-
cause of the efforts of the gentleman
from California (Chairman CoX) and
the gentleman from Alaska (Chairman
YOUNG).

I particularly want to thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Cox) for
working with the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure to incor-
porate two important principles
throughout this bill: a commitment to
the Nation’s all hazards emergency
system and minimum funding for all
States.

We must remember that first re-
sponders have to deal with all kinds of
disasters, regardless of the cause, and
that our first responder programs must
address terrorism in that context.
There are no terrorism fire stations in
this country. Firefighters respond to
everything. The Cox bill recognizes
this and ensures that terrorism pre-
paredness is fully compatible with our
existing all hazards system.

The second principle acknowledges
that every State must have basic re-
sponse capabilities. I come from a
State with two very large metropolitan
areas, but I recognize that terrorists
can attack outside of these big cities.

Furthermore, if there is a cata-
strophic attack in a large urban area,
local response agencies will be over-
whelmed and will require assistance
from units across this country, subur-
ban areas as well as rural areas. These
units will need proper equipment and
training to effectively integrate into a
large-scale disaster response.

States need a guaranteed minimum
level of funding to meet both these re-
quirements.

I would again like to commend the
gentleman from California (Mr. CoOX)
for his hard work and leadership and
urge my colleagues to support the rule
and the underlying bill.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
time, and I rise in support of the rule
on H.R. 1544.

It has been 3 years and 8 months
since 9/11. I thank my colleagues for
coming together and being so unified in
helping New York during that very
tragic period, and I thank very much
the leadership of the gentleman from
California (Chairman CoX) and the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Ranking
Member THOMPSON) on the Faster and
Smarter Funding for First Responders
Act.
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This is not a perfect bill but it does
fundamentally change the way we dis-
tribute homeland security grants for
first responders.

This bill will distribute all homeland
security funding on the basis of risk,
rather than thinly spreading it around
the country, with absolutely no stand-
ards, no basis for risk and absolutely
no justification as to how the money
was to be spent.

While the Department of Homeland
Security has always had the authority
to distribute the majority of homeland
security funding on the basis of risk,
they have never done so. Previously,
heavily populated States and heavily
threatened or high-threat States like
New York only received about $4 per
capita, while other States, like Wyo-
ming, received close to $28 per person.
What might have been even worse is
that States were not required pre-
viously to justify need or to justify
how they were spending the money.
They just got a check. We had no
standards, and we had no way of know-
ing what level of preparedness we had
in this country in our various localities
and States.

This bill should be the end of this and
hopefully the end of troubling press re-
ports of mis-spent homeland security
funding.

While I would have liked to have seen
a bill with no State minimums, be-
cause I do not support funding home-
land security projects without first de-
termining a need, I understand the
delicate negotiations that went into
this bill. Again, this bill is not perfect
but a much better way of protecting
our country, and that is why I am sup-
porting it.

Like many of my colleagues, I will be
watching the way the funding is dis-
tributed to make sure that the promise
of this bill is fulfilled and that it is di-
rected where the need is in our country
to protect our citizens.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN).

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the rule and of H.R. 1544. I commend
the gentleman from California (Chair-
man CoX) and his committee for their
great work on this essential legisla-
tion.

This legislation is an issue of great
importance for our Nation, but it is
also a huge priority for New Jersey,
which lost, as the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) said, 700 resi-
dents on September 11, 2001.

The 9/11 Commission recommenda-
tions rightly stated: ‘‘Homeland secu-
rity assistance should be based strictly
on an assessment of risks and
vulnerabilities. Federal homeland secu-
rity assistance should not remain a
program for general revenue sharing. It
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should supplement State and local re-
sources based on the risks or
vulnerabilities that merit additional
support. Congress should not use this
money as a pork barrel.”

Both the President in his budget and,
most recently, the Committee on Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Home-
land Security in their bill just passed
out of full committee have echoed this
important recommendation.

Since September 11, 2001, U.S. intel-
ligence reports that our New York-New
Jersey region is still among the most
attractive targets for terrorists. For
all of our critical infrastructure of the
trans-Hudson tunnels, airports, sea-
ports, oil refineries, chemical manufac-
turing, population density, financial
centers in both lower Manhattan and
in Jersey City, our basic close relation-
ship with New York City, anti-ter-
rorism experts continue to acknowl-
edge that the risk of terrorism re-
mains.

Yet, despite the best efforts of the
President, homeland security officials
and Members of Congress, these secu-
rity funds continue to be distributed to
States based on population, rather
than risk and vulnerability. That is
why this bill needs to be passed in its
present form.

Fortunately, the legislation address-
es our concerns and follows the Com-
mission’s recommendations. We are
sending more Federal homeland secu-
rity to States like New Jersey and
other high-threat areas where risk is
greatest and critical infrastructure
must be better protected against ter-
rorism.

H.R. 1544 establishes a more rational
approach to distributing homeland se-
curity funding by sending more re-
sources to where they are needed. As
we learned on September 11, terrorists
do not arbitrarily select their targets.
Therefore, homeland security funding
cannot be arbitrarily distributed.

This legislation would ensure that
homeland security grants are awarded
according to an assessment of risk and
vulnerability, not just population.

For these and many other reasons,
Mr. Speaker, this bill and this rule
needs to be supported.
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Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS).

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the Faster and Smarter
Funding for First Responders Act. In
the post-September 11, 2001, world that
we live in, it is clear we need a more ef-
fective approach to funding our first
responders. Terrorists are targeting
high-profile targets in our major met-
ropolitan areas, and we must ensure we
have the funds they need.
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The 9/11 Commission, which I strong-
ly supported, recommended we allocate
grant funding based on risk, not poli-
tics. This bipartisan legislation does
just that. It goes where it is most need-
ed. I cannot tell you if my State of
Connecticut gains funds or loses funds
under this bill, but that cannot be the
issue. The question is: Are funds going
where we have the greatest risk? And
the answer to that question is: Yes. We
are following the 9/11 Commission rec-
ommendation. It is going where we
have the greatest need.

H.R. 1544 will distribute first re-
sponder grants based on threat, vulner-
ability, and consequences of a terrorist
attack to persons and critical infra-
structure sectors throughout the
United States. This will allow stream-
lining terrorism preparedness grants to
our first responders who, again, need it
most.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
National Security, Emerging Threats
and International Relations, I know
this legislation allocating these re-
sources based on risk is essential to my
communities, my State, and our Na-
tion. H.R. 1544 is an important step to-
wards enhancing our Nation’s response
to terrorist attacks.

The bottom line is, it is not a ques-
tion of if, but of when terrorists will
strike again. The legislation is essen-
tial because it helps ensure that when
they do, our first responders, who need
the resources the most, will be better
able to protect the communities they
serve.

Congratulations to the chairman, the
gentleman from California (Mr. CoOX),
and the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP-
SON), and to the Members on both sides
of the aisle who have worked in a bi-
partisan manner to make our Nation
safer.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. DENT), one of our bright
new young Members.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
speak in support of the rule and H.R.
1544, the Faster and Smarter Funding
for First Responders Act of 2005.

Mr. Speaker, it is said that in this
country politics end at the water’s
edge. This is certainly the case with
this legislation. The Select Committee
on Homeland Security, on which I
serve, passed this bill unanimously.
This occurred because the idea behind
the legislation is a bipartisan one:
combat the threat of terrorism at
home by directing funds to those local-
ities that are most at risk for terrorist
attack.

The idea that funding should be
based on risk and security rather than
on political concerns is one that reso-
nates on both sides of the aisle of this
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great Chamber. The Members of this
body recognize that the challenges we
face are unique in our history. No pre-
vious generation has had to combat the
threat to the homeland that we face
right now.

Today’s terrorists are determined to
wage war against us not on some over-
seas battlefield, but in our cities, ports,
and transportation hubs. This is why
this bill is so important. It makes sure
that we take into account threats,
vulnerabilities, and consequences of at-
tack as we decide how to best spend
our anti-terrorism dollars.

This bill is also necessary because it
confronts the issue of threats to the
homeland head on. It directs appro-
priate State authorities to come up
with a comprehensive homeland secu-
rity plan tied to the achievement,
maintenance, and enhancement of the
essential capabilities established by
the Department of Homeland Security.

In developing those essential capa-
bilities, the Department is required to
seek the input of those on the
frontlines: local police; fire depart-
ments; and EMS units, emergency med-
ical service units. This provision is
vital because combating terrorism is a
nationwide problem that calls for co-
operation between officials at the
local, State, and Federal levels.

Finally, the bill requires the Depart-
ment to set national standards for first
responder equipment and training so
that all frontline units responding to a
terrorist attack will be able to operate
effectively.

The Faster and Smarter Funding for
First Responders Act of 2005 is an im-
portant tool for safeguarding the
homeland. It is a positive step towards
development of an effective homeland
security policy, and I support it whole-
heartedly.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS), a
young man who was on the frontline, a
captain, a pilot in the United States
Air Force, who served during the Per-
sian Gulf War and who is a Member of
Congress, serving since the 104th Con-
gress. And while this country has great
respect for the men and women who are
on the frontlines defending our country
in the United States military today, we
also remember back to those first men
and women of the military during the
Persian Gulf War who were standing
ready not only to protect this country,
but also to liberate others and to pro-
vide freedom.

Mr. GIBBONS. Well, Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SESSIONS), my friend and colleague, for
that generous introduction; and I rise
today, Mr. Speaker, in support of both
the rule and the overall bill, H.R. 1544,
the Faster and Smarter Funding for
First Responders Act of 2005.
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As a member of the Select Com-
mittee on Homeland Security, I am
proud to be an original cosponsor of
this bipartisan bill; and I congratulate
the chairman, the gentleman from
California (Mr. CoX), and the ranking
member, the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. THOMPSON), for their dili-
gent work on this act.

This bipartisan bill will help expedite
the homeland security grant process
and ensure that money gets to those
who need it the most, our first respond-
ers. Importantly for my State, the
State of Nevada, this bill will allow the
Department of Homeland Security to
take into account both resident and
tourist populations when determining
a State’s funding for terrorism pre-
paredness.

My fellow Nevadans know that tour-
ism is a significant part of our State’s
industry and our population. On any
given day of the year, Nevada hosts
hundreds of thousands of tourists from
across the country and around the
world. Las Vegas Boulevard, Mr.
Speaker, has more hotel rooms than
any other city in the world. According
to Nevada’s Commission on Tourism,
Nevada welcomed over 50 million tour-
ists alone just last year.

Prior to this bill, terrorism prepared-
ness grant funding did not take tour-
ism into consideration in determining
a State’s population. Yet Nevada’s first
responders were and remain responsible
for protecting everyone, residents and
visitors, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.
To ignore the tourism population in de-
termining a State’s level of risk simply
ignores a large population within a po-
tential terrorist target.

The First Responders Act of 2005 will
help States with large tourism popu-
lations, like Nevada, receive a more eq-
uitable allocation of tourism prepared-
ness funds. H.R. 1544 is a step in the
right direction and, in fact, should
stand as a model for all homeland secu-
rity grants. More homeland security
programs beyond just the terrorism
preparedness grants should also take
into account tourism populations.

As we move forward in strengthening
our homeland security, I look forward
to achieving this goal and to providing
our first responders with the critical
resources they need to protect the peo-
ple of this country. I urge my col-
leagues to support this landmark legis-
lation, and I once again congratulate
the chairman and I congratulate my
friend, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SESSIONS), for their hard work on this
effort.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am very, very pleased to yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CoX), the young chairman
of the Select Committee on Homeland
Security, a very distinguished Member
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of Congress, and a man who has worked
very diligently not only on a bipartisan
basis with the minority, but also with
the Speaker and in particular with the
Committee on Rules as we went about
preparing this important piece of legis-
lation to ensure its success. So I am
very, very proud of the chairman from
Orange County, California (Mr. COX).

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS),
my older brother, for all the work that
he did.

Really, in all seriousness, Mr. Speak-
er, I want to begin by thanking the
gentleman from Texas, who, as a mem-
ber of the Select Committee on Home-
land Security for 2 years was instru-
mental in writing this legislation; who,
as a Member of the Committee on
Rules in the 109th Congress, has been
appointed by the chairman as liaison
to the Select Committee on Homeland
Security and has made possible the
process by which we will consider this
bill on the floor today.

In fact, it really merits pointing out
today that the Committee on Rules of
the House of Representatives has
played a special role in the establish-
ment of the Select Committee on
Homeland Security, for which this is
the first major legislative effort on the
floor this year.

In the last Congress, not only the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS)
but also the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER); the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-
BALART), who is the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Rules of the Select
Committee on Homeland Security; the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), chairman of the full Com-
mittee on Rules; the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LINDER), who is now
chairman of the Subcommittee on Pre-
vention of Nuclear and Biological At-
tack of the Select Committee on
Homeland Security; and Porter Goss of
Florida, who is now the Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency, all were
Members of the Select Committee on
Homeland Security in the last Con-
gress and also Members of the Com-
mittee on Rules that worked to change
the jurisdiction of the House of Rep-
resentatives to make sure we would
have a focus on this critical national
priority that both President Bush and
the leaders of this Congress have recog-
nized as so important that we have re-
organized the entire executive branch
and now the legislative branch of gov-
ernment. That is the process by which
this rule and the bill that it outlines
are coming to the floor today.

Since September 11, over $30 billion
in terrorism preparedness funding has
gone from the Federal Government to
State and local governments. In this
yvear’s budget, President Bush has
added to the annual amount an incre-
mental $2 billion more. That will mean
that we have had an increase in annual
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spending on terrorism preparedness for
States and localities since 9/11 of over
2,000 percent. The question is not
whether we are putting enough money
into terrorism preparedness for our
first responders. The question is wheth-
er the money is making it to the
frontlines. And the answer to that is,
no, it is not. And the question is also
whether it is being spent properly, in a
way that makes us more prepared.
And, unfortunately, the answer to that
question is, not always.

There are opportunities for major im-
provement, and that is what this bill is
all about. It is called the Faster and
Smarter Funding for First Responder
Act because it solves both those prob-
lems. It will get the money to the
frontlines faster, and it will make sure
that we are spending the money based
on what we know from our intelligence
about terrorist threats and capabili-
ties, our own vulnerabilities, and the
consequences of terrorist attacks.

I strongly support this rule and look
forward to passage of the bill later
today.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. NADLER).

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, on September 11, 4
years ago, fanatic Islamic terrorists at-
tacked our country, hijacked our
planes, rammed the Pentagon, and de-
stroyed the World Trade Center that
was located in my district. This is
deadly serious business, and we do not
have a dime to waste. This bill, while
certainly an improvement over current
law, still includes State-based formula
funding.

I offered an amendment to eliminate
the State minimum section of the bill
to ensure that all homeland security
funding is distributed on the basis of
risk. Unfortunately, that amendment
was not made in order by this restric-
tive rule. I am saddened that there are
still people in this House who still do
not get it. How many times do we have
to run for our lives before we realize
this is not a game? We face the serious
threat of terrorism, and we should allo-
cate the homeland security funding
based on that threat.
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I understand this bill is a delicate po-
litical compromise. On the whole, I
support it because it is better than cur-
rent law. But we can do better.

State minimums waste homeland se-
curity funding. This bill would give
States money that cannot be justified
on the basis of the risk, wasting pre-
cious resources that should be used to
protect the American people from real
dangers in other States.

In this wonderful, open, rich, free so-
ciety in which we live, there are plenty
of real targets that need protecting all
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across America. The issue of State
minimums is not just about New York.
If there are real threats to our food
supply, our energy resources, our na-
tional monuments, they should all be
protected. But we should not give more
money to States who cannot dem-
onstrate a need while we know there
are other States that have needs that
cannot be met. It just does not make
sense.

The bipartisan 9/11 Commission rec-
ommended that anti-terrorism funding
be distributed based on risk and not
based on State formulas or pork-barrel
spending. We should follow their excel-
lent advice. The State minimum provi-
sion in this bill is in direct violation of
the 9/11 Commission recommendations.
In its report, it said that, Homeland se-
curity assistance should be based
strictly on an assessment of risks and
vulnerabilities.”” The commission went
on to say that ‘“‘Federal homeland secu-
rity assistance should not remain a
program for general revenue sharing. It
should supplement State and local re-
sources based on the risks and
vulnerabilities that merit additional
support. Congress should not use this
money as pork barrel.”

My amendment would have stricken
these State minimums and distributed
these grants in a manner that address-
es the highest priority threats and
vulnerabilities of the Nation. There are
very real and known terrorist threats
against specific targets in the country,
and these homeland security grant pro-
grams were created specifically to ad-
dress these threats. Distributing ter-
rorism response funding without regard
to risk is not wise. It is not cost effec-
tive. It is not in the best interests of
our country’s security. These resources
should go where they are needed, where
there is the greatest threat of ter-
rorism. Period.

As noted in the 9/11 Commission’s re-
port, ‘“Those who would allocate
money on a different basis should then
defend their view of the national inter-
est.” I had hoped that the Rules Com-
mittee would have followed the rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission
and made my amendment in order.

Nevertheless, I am pleased that the
State minimum section in this bill is a
significant improvement over current
law by being much smaller, and I hope
that when we enter into conference
with the other body, we remain firm
and fight to keep State minimums at
the lowest possible level so that the
risk-based funds can be kept at the
highest level to fight the real threat of
terrorism in our country.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr. CoOX).

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, following on
the remarks by my colleague from New
York, who has been a strong supporter
of reform in this area, I just want to
correct a statement that he made. He
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suggested that this legislation violates
the recommendations of the 9/11 Com-
mission. In fact, the 9/11 Commission
has expressly endorsed this legislation
in precisely the form that it is coming
to the floor today and the cochairman,
Lee Hamilton, of the 9/11 Commission
took the time to come to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security just a
few days ago to testify in solid support
of this legislation.

And so as we go forward with the bill,
I just want the Members to know that
this bill in its present form is strongly
endorsed by the 9/11 Commission, and it
implements their recommendation.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Rhode
Island (Mr. LANGEVIN).

Mr. LANGEVIN. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the Faster and Smarter Funding for
First Responders Act. It is a testament
to the importance and balanced ap-
proach of this bill that it is cospon-
sored by every Democratic and Repub-
lican member of the Committee on
Homeland Security on which I am
proud to serve. The 9/11 Commission
and countless others have urged a more
risk-based approach to homeland secu-
rity funding. Unfortunately, we have
been too slow to adopt this rec-
ommendation because, while we may
agree on a risk-based method in the-
ory, every Member wants his or her
district to receive the most possible
Federal assistance.

This bill takes the right approach
and represents a long overdue move to-
wards a more effective allocation of
scarce resources. H.R. 1544 guarantees
a minimum funding level for each
State because all States must attain a
benchmark level of preparedness and
response capabilities. But beyond this
minimum, the bill would disburse funds
based on a risk and threat assessment
to ensure that they are spent where
they are most needed and will do the
most good.

I am also pleased that this measure
provides for a task force on terrorism
preparedness to assist in updating the
DHS list of essential capabilities for
first responders. We must be able to
measure the progress our States are
making towards an adequate level of
preparedness, and it is equally impor-
tant that this baseline be achieved in
every community throughout the coun-
try so that American families can feel
secure no matter where they live.

I would like to note that for risk-
based funding to work, however, DHS
must have a comprehensive threat and
vulnerability assessment on which to
rely. I would urge DHS in the strongest
possible terms to ensure that this crit-
ical piece of the puzzle is a top priority
and is completed as soon as possible.

With that, Mr. Speaker, let me en-
courage all of my colleagues to support
this bipartisan measure. I want to com-
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mend both Chairman CoX and Ranking
Member THOMPSON on their fine work
on this piece of legislation.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. LINDER), chairman of the Sub-
committee on Prevention of Nuclear
and Biological Attack.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS) for yielding me the time, and I
rise in support of both the rule and the
underlying legislation, H.R. 1544.

In 1787, John Jay wrote, ‘‘Among the
many objects to which a wise and free
people find it necessary to direct their
attention, that of providing for their
safety seems to be the first.”” More
than 215 years later, we all agree on
the importance of protecting the peo-
ple. However, this House today finds
itself debating the question of just how
best should the government protect the
people.

In 2001, Congress enacted many
sweeping changes to our Nation’s anti-
terrorism laws, including the formulas
by which States would receive home-
land security grants through the pas-
sage of the USA PATRIOT Act. Under
the PATRIOT Act, each State is guar-
anteed to receive three-quarters of a
percent and each territory .25 percent
of the total amount appropriated each
year for terrorism preparedness grants.
The balance of the funds is then dis-
tributed to each State and territory
based on population.

In hindsight, we can see that this
system of allocation is flawed. For ex-
ample, in fiscal year 2005, the minimum
allocation for each State is $11.25 mil-
lion. Using that total, based on current
census numbers, the State of Wyoming
would receive a minimum guarantee of
$22.23 per person in homeland security
grants while the State of California
would receive a minimum guarantee of
just 31 cents per person. In other words,
the Federal Government would allo-
cate approximately 7,100 percent more
funding per capita at a minimum to
the State of Wyoming than it would to
the State of California for homeland
security grants.

That is why I am a cosponsor of H.R.
1544 and voted to support the bill in
committee. It is the responsibility of
this government not only to ensure
that we are protecting the people but
also to ensure that we do so in an effi-
cient and measured fashion.

Let us be clear about one point. H.R.
1544 does not eliminate minimum guar-
antees for the States. Under this legis-
lation, each State, regardless of popu-
lation, would receive a minimum of .25
percent of the total amount appro-
priated each year for terrorism pre-
paredness grants.

H.R. 1544, however, does require the
government to move away from its ar-
bitrary approach to anti-terrorism
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funding toward a more rational ap-
proach. Rather than continuing to sim-
ply allow homeland security grant pro-
grams to become Federal cash cows for
States and localities, this legislation
focuses our efforts on what is truly im-
portant, namely, our Nation’s
vulnerabilities.

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

I look forward to hearing the debate
on this legislation to improve first re-
sponder funding. We all want to ensure
our communities are well equipped and
prepared to face any threat. I believe
that the underlying bill will help ac-
complish exactly that.

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

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

I want to thank the gentlewoman
from California for her work on this
bill today. I would also like to thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.
Cox) and the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. THOMPSON), from the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security; as well
as the gentleman from New York (Mr.
KING), chairman of the Subcommittee
on Emergency Preparedness, Science,
and Technology; and the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure for all of their hard work and
determination in bringing this bill for-
ward. They worked well together. This
is a bipartisan bill.

The Rules Committee met just sev-
eral days ago and heard how the rank-
ing member and Chairman CoOX put a
great work package together. The
Rules Committee decided to help out a
little bit. We have made in order with
this rule three Democrat amendments
and two Republican amendments that
will be part of this wonderful bill that
will be debated in just a few minutes
here in this House. I am very proud of
the work that we have accomplished
together. I am very proud of the legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material on H.R. 1544.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SES-
SIONS). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

————
FASTER AND SMARTER FUNDING
FOR FIRST RESPONDERS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 269 and rule
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XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 1544.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1544) to
provide faster and smarter funding for
first responders, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. CALVERT in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. Cox) and the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON) each
will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. COX).

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I rise today in strong support of H.R.
1544, the Faster and Smarter Funding
for First Responders Act. I am here on
the floor today with the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity, the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. THOMPSON). He and I are here to
argue today on behalf of a bill that is
strongly endorsed by every single Re-
publican and Democratic member of
the Committee on Homeland Security.
More than that, this legislation is sup-
ported by the Bush administration. We
have received a formal statement of
administration support for this bill. It
is strongly endorsed by the 9/11 Com-
mission whose recommendation that
first responder funding be placed on a
risk basis this bill implements. It is en-
dorsed by scores of first responder
groups, the men and women on the
front lines for whom this money is in-
tended. They worked with us over a pe-
riod of over 2 years, first to identify
the problems in the current grant-mak-
ing system for billions of homeland se-
curity and terrorism preparedness dol-
lars and, second, to develop a solution.

The solution that today’s bill pre-
sents is a simple one. We are going to
move away from political formulas for
allocating these billions of dollars and
toward a system that relies on the in-
telligence that the American taxpayer
already purchases at the price of bil-
lions of dollars every year, information
about terrorist capabilities and inten-
tions, information about our own crit-
ical infrastructure and vulnerabilities
and information about the potential
consequences of different kinds of ter-
rorist attacks. In combination, this
mix of threat, vulnerability and con-
sequence is called risk. Funding for
first responders in the future is going
to be based upon risk. That is what this
bill is all about.

And we solve the second problem. Of
the over $30 billion in terrorism pre-
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paredness moneys that the Federal
Government has made available to
States and localities since September
11, some 60 percent of it is not yet
spent. It is stuck in the administrative
pipeline.
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There are a number of reasons for
this that our committee has discovered
through field hearings across the coun-
try, hearings here in Washington, and
our own investigation. But at bottom
it is this: right now there is an ‘‘ad
hockery’” to the way that moneys are
passed around the country. There is no
predictability about when the funds
might arrive, whether reimbursement
will be there. And the planning, as a re-
sult, tends to take place after the
money is received, slowing things
down.

In our new system, the planning will
be moved at the front end of the proc-
ess. Every State which already has a
statewide terrorism preparedness plan
will ensure that when these applica-
tions for grants are made, they are di-
rectly tied to that statewide plan and
also directly tied to the achievement of
national objectives for first responder
preparedness.

We will have clear standards for the
first responders so that they will not
have these kinds of questions about re-
imbursement that have plagued them
in the past. We will know that what we
are buying in the form of equipment
and training will be directly tied to na-
tional terrorism preparedness goals.

In recent days, there has been a fair
amount of press coverage about abuses
of homeland security spending. For ex-
ample, right here in Washington, D.C.,
we learned that $100,000 of this grant
money meant for first responder ter-
rorism preparedness was instead spent
on a Dale Carnegie course for sanita-
tion workers, another $100,000 was
spent to develop a rap song purportedly
to educate young people about how to
be prepared in the case of a terrorist
attack.

These kinds of abuses will come to an
end as a result of this legislation, and
our money will be directed toward
keeping our first responders, who are
not only first in line to protect us but
first in line for the terrorists, the first
to die if this system does not work
right, Kkeeping these people well
trained and well equipped.

I would like to thank, in addition to
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
THOMPSON), ranking member, the other
members of the Committee on Home-
land Security. There has been a great
deal of work that has gone into this
bill. The last step in bringing this to
the floor was a 13-hour markup in our
committee. I think what we will find
today, Mr. Chairman, is that this de-
bate will go forward in a very bipar-
tisan fashion. We might not agree
about all the details of this legislation.
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We may not agree when we go to con-
ference with the Senate. And when we
come back with a conference report,
hopefully in just a few weeks or maybe
a few months, we may not agree on
every detail.

But there is a big change in this bill
that we all agree on, and that is that
henceforth moneys for terrorism pre-
paredness that go from Washington to
States and localities to our police, to
our firefighters, to our EMS personnel,
to people in hospitals who will be there
in case of a biological attack or indeed
to treat the wounded in case of any at-
tack, that the people who get these
moneys will be assured that, first, the
moneys will arrive soon, on time, right
after we want them to be available;
and, second, they will know how to
spend it and they will know, when they
spend it in accordance with their plans,
they will get reimbursed for it. This
will move America in the direction
that we need to go to be prepared for
another terrorist attack.

A great deal of our work in the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security is fo-
cused on preventing terrorist attacks,
as well we should be focused; but I have
no doubt that someday somewhere ter-
rorists will again strike our country;
and when that happens, we are going to
rely on our first responders just as we
did on 9/11, and next time we want to
make sure they have all the training
and all the equipment that they need.
This bill is a strong step in that direc-
tion. It is something that I think we
can all be very proud of.

I want to conclude by thanking the
gentleman from Mississippi, who, as
the leader of the minority, has made it
possible for us to keep in mind that
when the terrorists attack us, they are
not going to attack Democrats or Re-
publicans. They are going to attack
Americans. And we are all Americans
here, and we are all doing the right
thing today.

Mr. Chairman, I submit the following
exchange of letters for the RECORD.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE,

Washington, DC, April 25, 2005.
Hon. CHRISTOPHER COX,
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security,

Adams Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to you
concerning the jurisdictional interest of the
Transportation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee in matters being considered in H.R.
1544, the Faster and Smarter Funding for
First Responders Act of 2005.

Our Committee recognizes the importance
of H.R. 1544 and the need for the legislation
to move expeditiously. Therefore, while we
have a valid claim to jurisdiction over cer-
tain provisions of the bill, I will agree not to
request a sequential referral. This, of course,
is conditional on our mutual understanding
that nothing in this legislation or my deci-
sion to forego a sequential referral waives,
reduces or otherwise affects the jurisdiction
of the Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee, and that a copy of this letter
and of your response acknowledging our
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valid jurisdictional interest will be included

in the Committee report and in the Congres-

sional Record when the bill is considered on
the House Floor.

The Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure also asks that you support our
request to be conferees on the provisions
over which we have jurisdiction during any
House-Senate conference.

Thank you for your cooperation in this
matter.

Sincerely,
DON YOUNG,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY,
Washington, DC, April 25, 2005.

Hon. DON YOUNG,

Chairman, Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, Rayburn House Office
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
recent letter expressing the Transportation
and Infrastructure Committee’s jurisdic-
tional interest in H.R. 1544, the ‘‘Faster and
Smarter Funding for First Responders Act of
2005.” The bill was introduced on April 12,
2005, and referred solely to the Committee on
Homeland Security. The Committee on
Homeland Security marked up the bill and
ordered it reported on April 21, 2005. The bill,
as reported, is substantially similar to the
amended version of H.R. 3266 that the Trans-
portation and Infrastructure Committee
marked up and ordered reported during the
108th Congress, and it reflects compromises
reached in consultation with your Com-
mittee during the last Congress.

I appreciate your willingness to waive fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 1544 in order to ex-
pedite proceedings on this legislation. I
agree that, by not exercising your right to
request a referral, the Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee does not waive
any jurisdiction it may have over H.R. 1544.
In addition, I agree that if any provisions of
the bill are determined to be within the ju-
risdiction of the Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee, I will support your re-
quest to be conferees with respect to those
provisions during any House-Senate con-
ference on H.R. 15644 or similar legislation.

As you have requested, I will include a
copy of your letter and this response as part
of the Committee on Homeland Security’s
report and the Congressional Record during
consideration of the legislation on the House
floor.

Thank you for your cooperation as we
work towards the enactment of H.R. 1544.

Sincerely,
CHRISTOPHER COX,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE,
Washington, DC, April 25, 2005.

Hon. CHRISTOPHER COX,

Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security,
Adams Building Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to you
concerning the jurisdictional interest of the
Science Committee in matters being consid-
ered in H.R. 1544, the Faster and Smarter
Funding for First Responders Act of 2005.
Section 3 of this bill amends the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to add a new section 1807
that addresses national voluntary consensus
standards for the performance, use, and vali-
dation of first responder equipment. The de-
velopment of such standards is of particular
jurisdictional interest to the Science Com-
mittee.
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The Science Committee acknowledges the
importance of H.R. 1544 and the need for the
legislation to move expeditiously. Therefore,
while we have a claim to jurisdiction over
section three of the bill (adding a new sec-
tion 1807 that addresses national voluntary
consensus standards for the performance,
use, and validation of first responder equip-
ment), I agree not to request a sequential re-
ferral. This, of course, is conditional on our
mutual understanding that nothing in this
legislation or my decision to forego a se-
quential referral waives, reduces or other-
wise affects the jurisdiction of the Science
Committee, and that a copy of this letter
and of your response will be included in the
Committee report and in the Congressional
Record when the bill is considered on the
House Floor.

The Science Committee also asks that you
support our request to be conferees on any
provisions over which we have jurisdiction
during House-Senate conference on this leg-
islation.

Thank you for your attention to this mat-
ter.
Sincerely,
SHERWOOD BOEHLERT,
Chairman.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY,
Washington, DC, April 29, 2005
Hon. SHERWOOD BOEHLERT,
Chairman, Committee on Science, Rayburn
House Office Building, Washington, DC

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
recent letter expressing the Science Commit-
tee’s jurisdictional interest in H.R. 1544, the
“Faster and Smarter Funding for First Re-
sponders Act of 2005.”” The bill was intro-
duced on April 12, 2005, and referred solely to
the Committee on Homeland Security. The
Committee on Homeland Security marked
up the bill and ordered it reported on April
21,2005. The bill, as reported, is substantially
similar to the amended version of H.R. 3266
that the Science agreed to discharge during
the 108th Congress, and it reflects com-
promises reached in consultation with your
Committee during the last Congress.

I appreciate your willingness to waive fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 15644 in order to ex-
pedite proceedings on this legislation. I
agree that, by not exercising your right to
request a referral, the Science Committee
does not waive jurisdiction it may have over
section three of the bill (adding a new sec-
tion 1807 that addresses national voluntary
consensus standards for the performance,
use, and validation of first responder equip-
ment). In addition, if those provisions are de-
termined to be within the jurisdiction of the
Science Committee, I will support represen-
tation for your Committee during any
House-Senate conference on H.R. 1544 or
similar legislation.

As you have requested, I will include a
copy of your letter and this response as part
of the Committee on Homeland Security’s
report and the Congressional Record during
consideration of the legislation on the House
floor.

Thank you for your cooperation as we
work towards the enactment of H.R. 1544.
Sincerely,
CHRISTOPHER COX,
Chairman.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,

Washington, DC, April 28, 2005.

Hon. CHRISTOPHER COX,

Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security,
House of Representatives, Adams Building
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN CoX: I am writing with re-
gard to H.R. 1544, the Faster and Smarter
Funding for First Responders Act of 2005,
which was ordered reported by the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security on April 21,
2005. As you know, the Energy and Com-
merce Committee has jurisdiction over mat-
ters involving public health contained within
section 3 of H.R. 1544 as reported.

Section 3 of H.R. 1544, as reported, requires
the Secretary of Health and Human Services
to appoint ex officio members and coordinate
with the Secretary of Homeland Security
with respect to the selection of emergency
medical professionals to serve as members of
a task force on terrorism preparedness. In
addition, the bill requires that, in estab-
lishing any national voluntary consensus
standards for first responder equipment or
training that involve or relate to health pro-
fessionals, the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity must coordinate with the Secretary of
Health and Human Services. This language is
substantially similar to provisions contained
in the Energy and Commerce reported
version of H.R. 3266 from the 108th Congress.

I recognize your desire to bring this legis-
lation before the House in an expeditious
manner. Accordingly, I will not exercise my
Committee’s right to a referral. By agreeing
to waive its consideration of the bill, how-
ever, the Energy and Commerce Committee
does not waive its jurisdiction over H.R. 1544.
In addition, the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee reserves its right to seek conferees on
any provisions of the bill that are within its
jurisdiction during any House-Senate con-
ference that may be convened on this legisla-
tion. I ask for your commitment to support
any request by the Energy and Commerce
Committee for conferees on H.R. 1544 or
similar legislation.

I request that you include this letter as
part of the Committee’s Report on H.R. 1544
and in the Record during consideration of
the legislation on the House floor. Thank
you for your attention to these matters.

Sincerely,
JOE BARTON,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY,
Washington, DC, April 29, 2005.

Hon. JOE BARTON,

Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce,
Rayburn House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
recent letter regarding the Energy and Com-
merce Committee’s jurisdictional interest in
H.R. 1544, the ‘‘Faster and Smarter Funding
for First Responders Act of 2005.”” The bill
was introduced on April 12, 2005, and referred
solely to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity. The Committee on Homeland Security
marked up the bill and ordered it reported on
April 21, 2005. The bill, as reported, is sub-
stantially similar to the amended version of
H.R. 3266 that the Energy and Commerce
Committee marked up and ordered reported
during the 108th Congress; and it reflects
compromises reached in consultation with
your Committee during the last Congress.

I appreciate your willingness to waive fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 15644 in order to ex-
pedite proceedings on this legislation. I
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agree that by not exercising your right to re-
quest a referral, the Energy and Commerce
Committee does not waive any jurisdiction it
may have over H.R. 1544.

In addition, I agree that if any provisions
of the bill are determined to be within the
jurisdiction of the Energy and Commerce
Committee, I will support representation for
your Committee during conference with the
Senate with respect to those provisions.

As you have requested, I will include a
copy of your letter and this response as part
of the Committee on Homeland Security’s
report and the Congressional Record during
consideration of the legislation on the House
floor.

Thank you for your cooperation as we
work towards the enactment of H.R. 1544.

Sincerely,
CHRISTOPHER COX,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC, April 28, 2005.
Hon. CHRISTOPHER COX,
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN CoOX: On April 21, 2005, the
Committee on Homeland Security ordered
reported H.R. 1544, the ‘‘Faster and Smarter
Funding for First Responders Act of 2005.”” In
recognition of the desire to expedite floor
consideration of H.R. 1544, the Committee on
the Judiciary hereby waives any consider-
ation of the bill.

Several sections of H.R. 1544 contain mat-
ters within the Committee on the Judi-
ciary’s Rule X jurisdiction. The centrality of
law enforcement to the primary purposes of
this legislation brings it within the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary’s legislative and
oversight jurisdiction under rule X(1)(1)(7)
(“‘Criminal law enforcement’) and rule
X1)(1)(19) (‘‘Subversive activities affecting
the internal security of the United States’).
A summary of principal provisions within
the Committee on the Judiciary’s jurisdic-
tion follows.

Sec. 3 (new section 1801(9)(B)(i)) establishes
grant eligibility for a State or States located
in a region ‘‘established by a compact be-
tween two or more States.” These matters
fall within the Committee on the Judiciary’s
jurisdiction under rule X(1)(1)(10) (‘‘Inter-
state compacts generally’’). Sec. 3 (new sec-
tion 1802(a)(3)) (‘‘Law Enforcement Ter-
rorism Prevention Program’) falls within
the Committee’s jurisdiction under rule
XM (7)) (“‘Criminal law enforcement’’) and
rule X(1)(1)(19) (‘‘Subversive activities affect-
ing the internal security of the United
States’). Sec. 3 (new section 1803) (‘‘Covered
Grant Eligibility and Criteria’) establishes
standards by which States and localities re-
ceive funding for, among other things,
‘‘unique aspects of terrorism.” These mat-
ters fall within the Committee’s jurisdiction
under rule X(1))(7)(‘‘Criminal law enforce-
ment’’) and rule X(1)(1)(19) (‘‘Subversive ac-
tivities affecting the internal security of the
United States’).

Sec. 3 (new section 1804)(‘‘Risk-based Eval-
uation and Prioritization’) establishes a
“First Responder Grants Board’ with broad
authority to assess a range of domestic secu-
rity threats, including those based on ‘‘acts
of terrorism of the known activity of any
terrorist organization.”” Domestic security
threats clearly fall within the Committee on
the Judiciary’s jurisdiction wunder rule
XOQ)(M(“‘Criminal law enforcement’’) and
rule X(I)(1)(19)(‘‘Subversive activities affect-
ing the internal security of the United
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States’). Sec. 3 (new Section 1804(c)(3))

(“Types of Threat’) directs the Secretary of

Homeland Security to consider a variety of

threats to critical infrastructure, including:

biological threats; nuclear threats; radio-
logical threats; incendiary threats; chemical
threats; explosives; suicide bombers; cyber
threats; and any other threats based on prox-
imity to specific past acts of terrorism or
the known activity of a terrorist group.
Much of this information could be acquired
only with the active participation of law en-
forcement and antiterrorism agencies, in-
cluding the Department of Justice and its
relevant components. These matters fall
within the Committee on the Judiciary’s leg-
islative and oversight jurisdiction under rule

XOA)(T)(“‘Criminal law enforcement’’) and

rule X(I)(1)(19)(‘‘Subversive activities affect-

ing the internal security of the United

States’).

The Committee on the Judiciary agrees to
waive any formal consideration of the bill
with the understanding that its jurisdiction
over these and other provisions contained in
the legislation is no way altered or dimin-
ished. The Committee on the Judiciary also
reserves the right to seek appointment to
any House-Senate conference on this legisla-
tion. I would appreciate your including this
letter in your Committee’s report on H.R.
15644 and the Congressional Record during
consideration of H.R. 1544 on the House floor.
Thank you for your attention to these mat-
ters.

Sincerely,
F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JT.,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY,
Washington, DC, April 28, 2005.

Hon. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER,

Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, Ray-
burn House Office Building, Washington,
DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
recent letter regarding the Judiciary Com-
mittee’s jurisdictional interest in H.R. 1544,
the ‘“‘Faster and Smarter Funding for First
Responders Act of 2005.”” The bill was intro-
duced on April 12, 2005, and referred solely to
the Committee on Homeland Security. The
Committee on Homeland Security marked
up the bill and ordered it reported on April
21, 2005. The bill, as reported, is substantially
similar to the amended version of H.R. 3266
that the Judiciary Committee marked up
and ordered reported during the 108th Con-
gress, and it reflects compromises reached in
consultation with your Committee during
the last Congress.

I appreciate your willingness to waive fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 1544, in order to
expedite proceedings on this legislation. I ac-
knowledge the Judiciary Committee’s Rule
X jurisdiction over matters relating to
criminal law enforcement and subversive ac-
tivities affecting the internal security of the
United States, and recognize the Commit-
tee’s strong jurisdictional interest in this
legislation. I agree that by waiving further
consideration of the bill, the Judiciary Com-
mittee does not waive any jurisdiction it
may have over H.R. 1544 or similar legisla-
tion. In addition, I agree that for provisions
of the bill that are determined to be within
the jurisdiction of the Judiciary Committee,
I will support representation for your Com-
mittee during conference with the Senate.

As you have requested, I will include a
copy of your letter and this response as part
of the Committee on Homeland Security’s
report and the Congressional Record during
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consideration of the legislation on the House
floor.

Thank you for your cooperation as we
work towards the enactment of H.R. 1544.

Sincerely,
CHRISTOPHER COX,
Chairman.

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

I would like at the outset to follow
the conversation, saying this com-
mittee has worked very well on this
legislation. It is bipartisan. The 14
hours we put in working on it in com-
mittee went very well. I would like to
compliment the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), the ranking
member of the Emergency Prepared-
ness, Science, and Technology Sub-
committee, for his work on this issue.

Mr. Chairman, I support H.R. 1544,
the Faster and Smarter Funding for
First Responders Act. Our first re-
sponders, whether they are firefighters,
law enforcement, or EMS providers, are
the first line of defense. We must pro-
vide them with additional resources,
training, and information they need in
order to meet the challenges.

Preparing for, preventing, and re-
sponding to any large incident is pri-
marily a local responsibility. Still, the
Federal Government has a significant
role. H.R. 1544 was introduced in April.
It was co-sponsored by all the Demo-
crats and Republicans on the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security, and it
was approved unanimously by voice
vote of that same committee. In addi-
tion, this bill is supported by every
major first responder organization in
the country. This version is a com-
promise that was reached during the
108th Congress in order to pass out of
the House of Representatives at that
point. The current system for distrib-
uting funding to first responders is fun-
damentally broken and is not getting
the funding where it needs to go in a
timely fashion.

Currently, funding is distributed
solely on the basis of an arbitrary for-
mula that does not consider risk in any
part of the country. H.R. 1544 ensures
that homeland security funding for
first responders is distributed on the
basis of risk regardless of community
type.

As a former mayor and volunteer
firefighter from Mississippi, I am very
concerned that the needs of rural
America are not adequately being con-
sidered when DHS allocates homeland
security funding. Maintaining a State
minimum of .25 percent for most States
and .45 for certain border States
strikes a difficult, but necessary, bal-
ance. On one hand the government
must consider risk in distributing the
funding. On the other hand, the govern-
ment must ensure that each State will
have the funding to reach a minimum
level of preparedness.
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H.R. 1544 does not mean that all fund-
ing will go to States and communities
with a high population or high threat.
For the first time, DHS will assess risk
in every community regardless of
whether it is urban, suburban, or rural.
After all, we do not know where terror-
ists will strike next.

One issue that is very important to
my State is the issue of flood control
levees. I worked to ensure that flood
control levees are included in the defi-
nition of dams on the critical infra-
structure.

This bill establishes a First Re-
sponder Grant Board to prioritize grant
applications using threat, vulner-
ability, and consequences. Mr. Chair-
man, H.R. 1544 also helps target fund-
ing to the essential capabilities of first
responders in order to prevent, prepare
for, and respond to acts of terrorism.

But this bill is not perfect, Mr. Chair-
man. There are personnel shortages
that ought to be covered in this pro-
gram. There are a number of other
things that I look forward to working
with the chairman on correcting in
other legislation. However, for what we
have before us today, I am in support
of it from the outset. It is the right
thing to do. We have to target the re-
sources based on risk. This legislation
does that.

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

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the State of New York
(Mr. KING).

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the chairman for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to be here
today to strongly urge the support of
this legislation. It is absolutely vital
for our Nation’s interests and for the
interests of first responders throughout
the country that this legislation be
adopted and that we do all we can to
have it implemented and signed into
law.

At the outset, I want to commend the
gentleman from California (Chairman
Cox) for the leadership he has given to
the Committee on Homeland Security;
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
THOMPSON), ranking member, who has
demonstrated the ultimate in biparti-
sanship; and the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), my old friend
and ranking member on our sub-
committee, who fully appreciates and
understands just how vital this is.

He was there with President Bush
and a number of us just 3 days after the
attacks of September 11 at the World
Trade Center, at Ground Zero. We saw
the terrible devastation, and all of us
promised that day and afterwards
never ever to allow our first responders
to be put in a position where they were
not adequately equipped, adequately
ready, and suitably trained and pre-
pared to cope with such a mammoth
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attack as that and also that they have
all the equipment and everything that
has to be done to be prepared.

I think it is a tribute to the fact that
our committee is now a permanent
committee. The Committee on Home-
land Security is now a permanent com-
mittee that will be able to marshal
these resources and bring about such a
bipartisan effort.

Those of us who come from the area
of near Ground Zero, certainly in my
district and the adjoining districts, we
lost many, many hundreds of people on
that day. People from the financial
services community and fire service,
police service, all of them lost their
lives. We promised never ever to put
them in that position again. Unfortu-
nately, for the last 3% years, we have
had a situation where money has not
gone where it is needed. It has been
spread far and wide. And as a result,
the protection that those people need
was not given.

This bill we are passing today is
based on threat analysis. I wish that
my State was not such a high target,
but it is. And so long as it is, it is im-
portant that we get the funding that is
needed. But there are States around
the country, there are agricultural
areas, rural areas, all of whom are also
high targets, and they must be com-
pensated. And that is what this bill
does. It provides a threat analysis for
the entire country, for areas that need
it, whether they be urban, suburban,
rural, agricultural. The fact is they
will get the assistance they need if
they need it.

And that is what this has to be
about. It has to be a question of emer-
gency preparedness for those who are
the targets, those who are in the cross
hairs, those of us who are directly
threatened by al Qaeda.

So in the aftermath of 9/11, we said
our lives will never again be the same.
Unfortunately, for 3% years, we never
really faced up to that challenge. We
never stood up and did what had to be
done.

We are doing it today. This is the
first major step since September 11 in
adequately and effectively responding
to the needs of our first responders who
are there to respond for us. And now we
are finally responding for them the
way they responded for us on 9/11.

It is not just Ground Zero. It was the
Pentagon. And it could be any city or
State or locality afterwards. But if we
are going to be effective in coming up
with defenses, it must be based on
threat analysis. That is what this does.
It took heroic efforts on both sides of
the aisle to bring this about. Today’s
vote will be the culmination of that in
the House, a first major step.

So I urge the adoption of H.R. 1544. 1
again commend both sides of the aisle
and especially the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), my ranking
member, for the energy and the drive
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and dedication that was put in to bring
about this legislation.

Again, I urge adoption of the legisla-
tion.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes and 15 sec-
onds to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PASCRELL), ranking Democrat
on the subcommittee.

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, first
of all, to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. KING), chairman of the sub-
committee, it is an honor to work with
him. He understands the depth of con-
cern of the American people. He under-
stands the depth of concern of our first
responders, police and firefighters,
EMS. And understanding their day-to-
day situation in the face of terror, he
fashioned legislation; and I am glad he
made me part of it.

These are difficult times. The last
chapter of the 9/11 Commission report,
Mr. Chairman, is not just by coinci-
dence. The subtitles of the sections in
that final chapter, chapter 13, ‘“Unity
of Effort.” Across the foreign/domestic
divide, unity of effort, as far as the in-
telligence community is concerned, the
sharing of information. The unity of ef-
fort in the Congress, section 13.4. It was
not just a coincidence that the 9/11 re-
port finished with that unity.

If there is anything that has brought
us together, it is this tragedy. We need
to remember that as we battle on the
floor the different issues and we forget
that we are here to do the people’s
business.
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So I applaud the gentleman from
California (Chairman CoX) and I ap-
plaud the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP-
SON), my very good friend, for their
tireless work in navigating H.R. 1544
through the political maze that is Cap-
itol Hill. Our men and women on the
front lines applaud you.

I want to commend my good friend
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
KING), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Emergency Prepared-
ness, Science, and Technology for his
diligent work. As the ranking member
on this panel, I have seen firsthand the
expertise and the passion the gen-
tleman brings to matters affecting our
Nation’s first responders.

We know that homeland defense can-
not be marred with reckless partisan
squabbling. We know that our Nation’s
security cannot be sidetracked by the
parochial concerns of the few. That is
why every single member of the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security supports
this legislation. Indeed, when was the
last time we all supported anything?

Different Members representing
widely varying regions and constitu-
encies have all come together in a bi-
partisan manner to bring H.R. 1544 to
the floor today. It is the culmination of
a lot of work. A lot of staff members
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helped in bringing this before the Con-
gress.

As we all know, our first responders,
whether they are firefighters, law en-
forcement or EMS providers, are the
first ones to arrive on the scene of any
major incident and the last ones to
leave. So it is crucial that we ensure
that Federal money designed to better
equip and train all of those first re-
sponders actually reaches down to
where it is needed most.

Unfortunately, the system of distrib-
uting grant funding to the local level is
fundamentally broken. We have a sys-
tem where grant funding is distributed
to a large extent on minimum funding
allocations rather than risk. It is
wrong, and it is counterproductive to
national security, we have found out.

But you do not have to take my word
for it. A wide array of sources have
warned us of the dangers of dispensing
terrorism preparedness money on arbi-
trary political formulas. On page 396 of
the 9/11 Commission report, and I will
conclude on this remark, states,
‘“Homeland security assistance should
be based strictly on an assessment of
risks and vulnerabilities. Federal
homeland security assistance should
not remain a program for general rev-
enue sharing. It should supplement
State and local resources based on the
risks or vulnerabilities that merit ad-
ditional support. Congress should not
use this money as a pork barrel.”

Our current distribution of funding
leaves a lot to be desired. This bill
changes that.

I just want to conclude with this, Mr.
Chairman: Too often we here in Wash-
ington are enveloped with a partisan
rancor and acrimony that stunts our
ability to achieve fundamental and
necessary reform. Many times we have
seen good policy fall victim to short-
term political calculations. This can-
not happen today. It will not happen
today. Passing the Faster and Smarter
Funding for First Responders Act will
show that we take this job seriously.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LUNGREN),
the former Attorney General of Cali-
fornia.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
chairman and the ranking member of
the committee for the work they have
done in bringing to the floor the Faster
and Smarter Funding for First Re-
sponders Act, H.R. 15644, and I rise in
support of that bill.

Yesterday, we had a reminder, if we
even needed a reminder, of the events
of 9/11 and the aftermath. Yesterday, as
we were proceeding out of this Cham-
ber, we were urged by those who were
in uniform to move faster, to move to
a place of greater safety. And that is
an apt analogy for the bill we bring to
this floor today, because we truly are
attempting to do a better job in terms
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of the funding on the Federal level for
first responders.

There is no doubt that this Chamber,
acting with the other Chamber and the
executive branch, attempted as best we
could at that time to come up with a
comprehensive approach to get funding
to first responders in view of the threat
as we saw it after 9/11. But in the inter-
vening 3-plus years, we have seen that
that which we have done is not perfect,
that there are improvements to be
made. Certainly first and foremost
among these is to establish a basis for
the kinds of funding that will go out to
the first responders.

This bill is a true effort to attempt
to establish a rational risk assessment,
that is, a rational means of deter-
mining what the greatest threat is to
this country in the aftermath of 9/11,
and then proceed to have the funding
follow that. This is extremely impor-
tant, because in some ways it goes
against the grain of those of us who
serve in this body who want to make
sure that every single one of our dis-
tricts gets the best amount of money
that it possibly can.

In this particular situation, we are
acting as national legislators, making
a determination as to what the na-
tional threat is and then responding to
that national threat in the most effec-
tive way possible. That is why I salute
the chairman and ranking member. I
tell my other colleagues here that this
was a unanimous decision by the mem-
bers of this committee. Hopefully, we
will receive a unanimous decision here
on the floor of the House.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
ETHERIDGE).

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Mississippi
for yielding me time. Let me thank the
chairman and ranking member. Both of
them did an extraordinary job of pull-
ing together an important piece of leg-
islation, a complex piece of legislation,
that every Member of the House should
endorse wholeheartedly. Every member
of the committee was a cosponsor of
the legislation, myself included. I am
pleased to join them as a member of
the Committee on Homeland Security
and in being responsible for this legis-
lation.

This, as has been said, is a first-re-
sponder-driven bill. I want to thank
the committee for accepting my
amendment on agro-terrorism, an issue
important all across America for our
food supply. But, equally important, to
have homeland security, we must have
hometown security, and the formula
this bill is driven by, that is what it is
about.

It is good for my home State of
North Carolina, because the current
formula, with North Carolina being the
13th largest State in population, we
end up 49th in per capita homeland se-
curity funding. I do not think we are
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next to last in risk. And others can say
that.

The funding formula proposed in this
piece of legislation will allow Federal
homeland security funds to be dis-
bursed on a threat, risk and vulner-
ability basis. Let me thank all of my
colleagues for that, because that is the
way it ought to be.

The formula follows the rec-
ommendation, as has been said, of the
9/11 Commission. The Commission said,
“Homeland security funds should sup-
plement State and local resources
based on the risk or vulnerabilities
that merit additional support.” This
bill does that.

North Carolina and its critical infra-
structure have significance far beyond
the borders of our State. The State is
home to the Nation’s largest army
base, the Nation’s second largest finan-
cial center, three nuclear power plants,
major highways, ports and airports and
an agricultural economy that supplies
goods to one in ten people in this coun-
try.

I am confident that the formula in
H.R. 1544 will give every State the op-
portunity to receive adequate and ap-
propriate funds for terrorism and pre-
vention and response that is necessary
for our local hometown heroes.

H.R. 1544 is good public policy that
will make a difference to strengthen
the security and safety of communities
in North Carolina and across America.
By putting the resources in place to ad-
dress real risk and vulnerabilities, we
can fight the threat head on.

Simply put, H.R. 1544 will help save
lives and secure our country. I rec-
ommend this bill to all my colleagues.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support of H.R.
1544, the Faster and Smarter Funding for First
Responders Act. | am pleased to join all the
members of the House Homeland Security
Committee as a cosponsor of this legislation.

This bill is good for my State, North Caro-
lina, and for the Nation. Under the current
funding formula, North Carolina, the 13th larg-
est State by population, is 49th in per capita
homeland security funding. My State is cer-
tainly next to last in risks.

The funding formula proposed in H.R. 1544
will allow Federal homeland security funds to
be distributed on the basis of threat, risk and
vulnerability. This formula follows the rec-
ommendation of the 9/11 Commission. The
Commission said, “Homeland security funds
should supplement State and local resources
based on the risks or vulnerabilities that merit
additional support.”

North Carolina and its critical infrastructures
have significance far beyond its borders. The
State is home to the Nation’s largest Army
base, the Nation’s second largest financial
center, three nuclear power plants, major high-
ways, port and airports, and an agricultural
economy that supplies food to one in ten peo-
ple in our country.

| am confident that the formula in H.R. 1544
will give every State the opportunity to receive
adequate and appropriate funds for terrorism
and prevention and response. H.R. 1544 is
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good public policy that will make a difference
to strengthen the security and safety of com-
munities in North Carolina and across the
country. By putting the resources in place to
address real risks and vulnerabilities, we con-
front the threat head on. Simply put, H.R.
1544 will help to save lives.

| recommend the bill to all my colleagues in
the House.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California,
the chairman of the Committee on
Homeland Security, for yielding me
time.

Mr. Chairman, I support H.R. 1544,
the Faster and Smarter Funding For
First Responders Act of 2005. In its re-
port, the 9/11 Commission stated,
‘“Homeland security assistance should
be based strictly on an assessment of
risk and vulnerabilities.” This bill
overhauls the current system for first
responder grants and follows the rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission
to allow for greater allocation on the
basis of a State’s or region’s vulner-
ability to terrorist attack.

The current broken formula has ad-
versely affected my State. In Federal
funding per capita for first responders,
Texas ranks 50th of the 50 States, de-
spite the fact that Houston, Dallas and
San Antonio are three of the Nation’s
ten largest cities. Texas also has a 1,200
mile porous border with Mexico, 14
maritime ports and an airport, Dallas-
Fort Worth, that is bigger than New
York City’s Manhattan Island. Clearly,
Texas faces a more grave threat than
some other parts of the country.

The bill we are considering today
provides assistance to first responders
serving where the risk is greatest, de-
termines the essential capabilities of
communities and encourages regional
cooperation and mutual aid agree-
ments through regional grant applica-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, these changes to the
current grant allocation procedure are
essential if we are to be ready for an-
other attack. We hope all this prepara-
tion is for nothing, but we must be pre-
pared. H.R. 1544 ensures that we are as
prepared as possible.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
PRICE), a member of the Committee on
Appropriations Subcommittee on
Homeland Security.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 1544.
The bill significantly improves the
homeland security application and
funding process by restructuring it in a
way that my home State of North
Carolina predicts will shorten the time
it takes funds to get from the Federal
to the local level by about 6 months.

The bill also will significantly im-
prove how we assess threats by taking
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the decision out of the hands of DHS
and creating a task force made up of
experts from the Federal, State, and
local levels and the first responder
community to create a comprehensive
means of assessing risk.

So I feel this bill has a great deal of
potential. It could be a very important
step in the right direction. But I warn
my colleagues that we will fail in our
efforts to protect the homeland if we
do not take some additional steps, in
particular to avoid a trade-off down the
road between protecting ourselves
against terrorist attacks and preparing
for and responding to natural disasters.

As we vote on this bill, we are deal-
ing with a presidential budget that
would slash Federal funding for our
local police by close to 40 percent
through massive cuts in Homeland Se-
curity and Justice grant programs.

The Bush administration continues
its trend of shifting money from nat-
ural and general disaster preparedness
programs. For example, the Committee
on Appropriations was recently forced
to cut FIRE grants, one of the most
successful Federal grant programs in
existence, by over $100 million, at a
time when our Nation is expecting
more than ever from our understaffed
and ill-equipped fire departments.

So while I applaud the committee for
its work in crafting a strong bill, we
ought to make clear that voting for
this bill is not enough. When it comes
time to make some harder choices and
pay for these first responder programs
that we happily authorize, we will need
the same bipartisan support for those
on the front lines that we see here
today.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished vice
chairman of the full Committee on
Homeland Security, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding and thank the chairman and
ranking member for their outstanding
work, and the subcommittee chairs and
ranking members as well.

This bill is the best indication to the
first responder community across the
country that Congress was listening. It
was not this way 5, 6 or 7 years ago
when the first funding for training first
responders was being developed by bu-
reaucrats in Washington, who had no
idea of what the real threats were out
there across America.
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It was not the case over the past sev-
eral years as States and counties si-
phoned off administrative dollars that
should have gone for the first respond-
ers.

This bill changes all that because
this bill is based upon the committee
listening to the first responder commu-
nity. It provides a more consistent ap-
proach that is based on the threats
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that we see out there, and it responds
to the needs that were presented to us
by the representative groups of the
first responder community. In fact, Mr.
Chairman, that is why every first re-
sponder organization in America sup-
ports this legislation. I applaud my col-
leagues for this outstanding work.

As to the other programs that we
fund, like the grant program for fire-
fighters which my colleague just spoke
on of, I am proud of the fact that in a
tough budget environment, separate
from this legislation, we have appro-
priated over $3 billion to almost 20,000
fire and EMS departments across the
country, direct allocations, not
through any bureaucracy, but directly
through firefighters deciding on the
priorities of fire groups and EMS
groups across the country. That pro-
gram will see another one-half billion
dollars at a minimum in the next fiscal
year.

So we are taking care of the prior-
ities and the needs, we are responding
to local concerns, and the key message
of this legislation is that we have lis-
tened to those people who are across
America in 32,000 fire and EMS depart-
ments, thousands of police depart-
ments who every day for every call re-
spond to America’s needs.

I commend, again, the committee for
its outstanding work, and I look for-
ward to continuing the aggressive
schedule the chairman has laid out be-
fore us for the Committee on Homeland
Security in this session of Congress.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. HAR-
MAN), a member of the Committee on
Homeland Security as well as the rank-
ing Democrat on the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time and commend him for his leader-
ship on our new permanent committee.
It is a great thing that we finally have
a committee in the House to focus on
what I believe is the most urgent busi-
ness confronting us.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support
this legislation and I want to under-
score that it is about money, but it is
not primarily about money. It is really
primarily about strategy.

The purpose in forming a Homeland
Security Department was not to rear-
range the deck chairs, but was to cre-
ate one deck, one national, integrated
strategy for homeland security. And by
passing this legislation, which I am
sure we will do later today, we now will
have a strategy based on risk for dis-
tributing needed funds to our very im-
pressive first responders.

We should not use the squeaky wheel
theory for homeland security funding;
we should have a strategic view of
homeland security funding. And once
we pass this legislation and once we
urge our colleagues in the other body
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to move their bill on the floor and then
to reach a fair compromise in con-
ference and enact this bill into law, we
will have taken a major step forward.

This legislation, of course, does not
solve all the problems. An issue on
which the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. WELDON), and I have focused
for years is a strategy for interoperable
communications for emergency re-
sponders. This requires some of the
things we have in our authorization
bill, but it will also require dedicated
spectrum, something that I hope the
Congress addresses this year and some-
thing that is the subject of legislation
we have introduced on a bipartisan
basis called the Hero Act.

But to conclude, Mr. Chairman, this
is a very good start. It is very good
work by our ranking member and by
our chairman, the gentleman from
California (Mr. CoX); and it helps re-
solve a major roadblock to securing
our homeland in our own districts and
all parts of America.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SIMMONS).

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 1544, the Fast-
er and Smarter Funding For the First
Responders Act of 2005, and I commend
the gentleman from California (Chair-
man CoX) and the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Ranking Member THOMPSON)
for their bipartisan leadership in bring-
ing this bill to the floor today.

On September 11, our first responders
answered the call of duty, risking their
lives to save countless Americans from
attack. Their heroic service and sac-
rifice will be remembered forever.

Following 9/11, the first responder
community worked hard to help us
craft this legislation. We also received
input from the 9/11 Commission and the
9/11 families for a risk-based approach
to managing homeland security dol-
lars.

Today’s bill follows a logical ap-
proach by allowing and rewarding up-
front planning at the State, local, trib-
al, and regional levels. We provide a
risk-based management structure to
direct the use of these dollars so that
they can move quickly to where they
are most needed.

Mr. Chairman, I am reminded that
the 9/11 Commission Report called on
us to respond to that tragedy with a
commitment to ‘‘create something
positive, an America that is safer,
stronger, and wiser.”” The bill before us
today honors this obligation. It frees
critical resources to first responders
who need them for training and equip-
ment. This makes us safer. It encour-
ages regional cooperation and team-
work across town, city, tribal, and
State lines. This makes us stronger.
Finally, it targets our greatest risks
and vulnerabilities which undoubtedly
makes us smarter.

As a member of the Committee on
Homeland Security, I am proud to co-
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sponsor this legislation. It is the prod-
uct of a uniquely thoughtful process
with support from across the aisle and
across the country. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting this
bill.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs.
LOWEY), who has been a constant re-
minder to us all about needing to do it
better.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Mississippi, for his leadership on
this committee and our chairman, the
gentleman from California (Mr. COX).
The day has come. I am delighted to be
here with all of the members of the
committee, and I know this will re-
ceive unanimous approval from this
body.

Many of my colleagues have worked
hard to ensure that the areas of our
country facing the greatest threat re-
ceive their fair share of homeland secu-
rity funds. Quite frankly, it amazes me
that we have gone this long allocating
such a large portion of homeland secu-
rity funds based on everything but the
threat of a terrorist attack to a par-
ticular area or region. The 9/11 Com-
mission’s report specifically states
that Congress should not use this
money as a pork barrel; yet, we seem
to have been doing just that. We should
not play politics with public safety.

There are six grant programs admin-
istered by the Department of Homeland
Security. Five of these six programs
are distributed based on a formula that
does not take risk or threat into ac-
count. In fiscal year 2005, New York,
which suffered the most catastrophic
damage from terrorism on September
11, was not even in the top 10 for per
capita funding. I challenge anyone who
opposes risk-based funding to sit down
with the first responders from New
York or Virginia, that is, our police,
our firefighters, our EMS workers.
These are the people who responded on
September 11. They should tell them
that funding should be based on any-
thing but risk.

This is not about politics; it is about
common sense, good policy. It took
only minutes for our police, fire-
fighters, and EMS workers to respond
to the calls for help on September 11.
Over 3 years later, Congress still has
not answered their cry for better fund-
ing to protect us. This change in fund-
ing priorities is long overdue. I urge
my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’” on the
bill.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. HARRIS).

Ms. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 1544, the Faster and
Smarter Funding For First Responders
Act of 2005.
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This critical, bipartisan, and historic
legislation implements the 9/11 Com-
mission’s recommendations in stream-
lining terrorism preparedness grants
and making certain that our first re-
sponders have the resources they need
when they need them.

As police officers and first responders
gather in Washington to honor their
fallen comrades during National Police
Week, the images of September 11 re-
main frozen in our minds and etched
into our souls.

Since fiscal year 2002, Congress has
appropriated, and the Department of
Homeland Security has awarded, $6.3
billion in terrorism preparedness
grants. Yet shockingly, State, terri-
torial, and local governments have
spent just 31 percent of this funding.
Clearly, our first responders and the
communities they put their lives on
the line to protect remain dangerously
at risk, all due to government bureauc-
racy.

H.R. 1544 requires State, territorial,
and local governments to assess their
greatest threats, vulnerabilities, and
consequences before they request the
Federal funding money. Then, it holds
these Governments accountable, re-
quiring them to issue grants to first re-
sponders within 45 days.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, this legis-
lation constitutes a long overdue dose
of common sense. The gentleman from
California (Chairman CoX) and the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Ranking
Member THOMPSON) have already prov-
en the wisdom in establishing the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security through
their vision and leadership in pro-
ducing this legislation so quickly.

We remember the valor of firemen—who
rushed through an inferno to save others,
without regard for their own safety.

We recall the courage of police officers—
who braved falling bricks and mortar to pro-
vide those in danger with their hands and their
reassurance.

After many years during which our children
searched among athletes, movie stars, and
other celebrities for their role models, they
learned the real definition of the word “hero”
on that awful day.

And as four hurricanes visited unprece-
dented devastation upon my district in south-
west Florida last year, we learned once again
how much we rely upon the bravery, expert
training, and compassion of first responders
when disaster strikes.

Since Fiscal Year 2002, Congress has ap-
propriated and the Department of Homeland
Security has awarded 6.3 billion dollars in ter-
rorism preparedness grants. Yet—
shockingly—state, territorial, and local govern-
ments have spent just 31 percent of this fund-
ing.
Clearly, our first responders and the com-
munities they put their lives on the line to pro-
tect remain dangerously at risk—all due to
government bureaucracy.

H.R. 1544 requires State, territorial, and
local governments to assess their greatest
threats, vulnerabilities, and consequences be-
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fore they request Federal grant money. Then,
it holds these governments accountable—re-
quiring them to issue grant awards to first re-
sponders within 45 days.

H.R. 1544 also enables regional planning
and coordination—allowing localities and
States to jointly apply for terrorism prepared-
ness grants, which must remain consistent
with State homeland security plans.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation constitutes a
long overdue dose of common sense. Chair-
man Cox and Ranking Member THOMPSON
have already proven the wisdom of estab-
lishing the Homeland Security Committee
through their vision and leadership in pro-
ducing this legislation so quickly.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN).

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman,
I am proud to join my fellow com-
mittee members of the Committee on
Homeland Security in strong support
of H.R. 1544, the Faster and Smarter
Funding For the First Responders Act
of 2005. This bipartisan legislation was
unanimously supported at both the
subcommittee and full committee lev-
els of the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity.

The chairman of the Committee on
Homeland Security, the gentleman
from California (Mr. Cox), and the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Ranking
Member THOMPSON) should receive high
praise, as they have on the floor al-
ready this morning, for the skillful
manner in which they worked so swift-
ly to shepherd this important bill
through our committee and to the floor
of the House.

Over the past 2 years, the committee
has traveled around the country to lis-
ten to the first responders. We used the
information garnered from these meet-
ings as a guide in developing the first
piece of legislation. H.R. 15644 seeks to
remedy the problems first responders
face because of a lack of guidance and
standards, the need for flexibility in
how they can use first responder fund-
ing, as well as just getting the money
to them in the first place. It also pro-
vides a vehicle for ongoing first re-
sponder participation and planning and
updating essential capabilities with
the department and responds to the
issue of how grants will be distributed
and on what basis.

My own district, the U.S. Virgin Is-
lands, came under scrutiny this year,
particularly because of poor funding
levels. When one assesses vulnerability
and risk, as this bill lays out very
clearly as the basis for distribution of
level funding for the first time, my dis-
trict would still be fairly treated and
receive the funding that they need.
And, importantly, H.R. 1544 will pro-
vide monitoring of the use of the funds
provided for under this bill, through an
office of the comptroller, which re-
sponds to the rightful concerns of the
appropriators.
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Mr. Chairman, most importantly,
H.R. 1544 implements relevant 9/11
Commission recommendations to allo-
cate Federal homeland security funds
to first responders based on risk rather
than political formulas. In doing so, we
not only do what is right, but we honor
the sacrifice of those who were killed
and their families; and this is a bill we
can all be proud of. I urge my col-
leagues to support its passage.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ten-
nessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN).

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman,
given the evacuation yesterday that we
had here at the Capitol, it is so appro-
priate that we are taking this bill up
today. We all know that there is al-
ways room for improvement in our Na-
tion’s security. I want to congratulate
the gentleman from California (Chair-
man CoX) and his committee. They
have done a great job in taking on a se-
rious problem in our homeland security
funding process.

The Faster and Smarter Funding For
First Responders Act recognizes that,
while we are sending significant fund-
ing out to the States for emergency
preparedness, that funding and support
is not always used in a timely fashion.
In Tennessee, my home State, we found
that between 2002 and 2004, there was
nearly $85 million in Federal homeland
security funds that had been unspent
and not allocated.
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And there is a problem when states
like mine have the Federal funds but
are not disbursing them as quickly as
is needed by our local communities. We
have appropriated Homeland Security
dollars to the States in order to ensure
that funding is flexible and can be tar-
geted to the specific needs of our local
communities, and we need to work to
be sure that those funds are being used
appropriately.

Mr. Chairman, this bill really clari-
fies the appropriate uses for Federal
Homeland Security grants and evalu-
ates and annually prioritizes pending
grant applications, and it is great that
our local communities and our States
are going to have the support they
need in the communities, the guidance
that they need to appropriately use the
funds and put it to work, put it to good
use in our communities.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE), a member of the committee.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. CoX), the distinguished
Chairman very much for his leadership,
and the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. THOMPSON), the ranking member
for yielding. This truly is a bipartisan
bill, and it falls on the backdrop of an
interesting but yet telling experience.

First of all, let me take the oppor-
tunity to thank all of the Capitol Hill
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staff and the Capitol Hill police, all of
the Sergeant of Arms staff. Sometimes
we do not share the appreciation for
the work that they have to do. And I
want to acknowledge them for doing it
in a very difficult scenario.

I think yesterday, as I rise to support
this bill, particularly, as it is focused
on risk analysis, which means that we
will do our very best as we support our
first responders in the Faster and
Smarter Funding for Our First Re-
sponders Act, that we will reach out to
the most vulnerable cities and areas,
but in fact, we will not rest until the
entire homeland is secure. I am very
gratified that we are still working on
empowering what we call citizen corps
and to develop what I think is very im-
portant, citizen volunteers to perform
critical functions in assisting, in pre-
venting and responding to terrorist at-
tacks, and that they should be inte-
grated in through this process in our
State and local planning.

But as I looked at yesterday and de-
termined that a small Cessna plane
could come between or come near the
no-fly area of this particular region, I
know that we are in some troubling
times. Yes, we survived yesterday, but
we survived it because it was a mistake
and because there were no intentions
for terrorist acts.

This speaks to the need for this legis-
lation, in particular, as we focus on the
more troubling areas or the more vul-
nerable areas to terrorist attacks, but
it also speaks to moving quickly to au-
thorize our Homeland Security legisla-
tion.

More importantly, one of the con-
cerns I have, Mr. Chairman, is the
whole idea of cutting-edge technology.
Technology is going to be the key to
the whole focus of Homeland Security.
Technology at the border, technology
as it relates to cybersecurity, tech-
nology in airport screening. This is a
first step. And because of the heroic ef-
forts of our first responders on 9/11 and
the acts of theirs throughout this time
frame, this is an outstanding legisla-
tive initiative that will set, if you will,
us on a pathway of securing our local
communities. I hope that we will be
smart in our legislative amendments.
And I do not believe we need to move
forward on the Castle amendment. If
there is a certification process on the
donated equipment that will come to
our Fire Departments, then so be it.
But on liability, even volunteer or do-
nated equipment should not endanger
our Fire Departments.

This is the right decision to make
with respect to this legislation. I hope
my colleagues will pass it, but I hope it
will be a signal that more work needs
to be done.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of the
legislation we consider today, H.R. 1544, the
Faster and Smarter Funding for First Re-
sponders Act of 2005. On April 21, 2005, |
joined my colleagues in the Committee on
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Homeland Security to pass this important
measure unanimously, and | urge my col-
leagues to do so today.

| thank Chairman Cox and Ranking Member
THOMPSON for their tremendous efforts to
make this legislation bipartisan. | am an origi-
nal cosponsor of this measure just as | was
for that introduced in the 108th Congress,
H.R. 3266, so my overall support for this initia-
tive is abundantly clear.

| offered an amendment in the context of
H.R. 3266, the rendition of today’s legislation
that was introduced in the 108th Congress
that proposed to increase the scope of the ter-
rorism exercise programs that will be adminis-
tered by the Secretary of DHS to include Cit-
izen Corps Councils. Since the creation of this
committee even as a select body, | have
found it increasingly important that we include
local “second responders” as often as pos-
sible when advancing emergency prepared-
ness legislative initiatives. This body’s crafting
of a first responder bill as well as an author-
ization bill has given us an opportunity to
make our preparedness exercises more thor-
ough and “simulated.”

A sense of Congress provision was accept-
ed in the bill introduced in the 108th Con-
gress. However, | offered and withdrew this
amendment at the markup of H.R. 1544 be-
cause a similar provision, paragraph (11) has
been included in House Report 109-65. In ad-
dition, | intend to pursue this initiative in the
context of the authorization bill that will come
before the House likely next week. | hope that
my colleagues will work with me to further this
important goal. Section 2, paragraph (11) of
this report reads:

(11) Private sector resources and citicen vol-
unteers can perform critical functions in as-
sisting in preventing and responding to ter-
rorist attacks, and should be integrated into
State and local planning efforts to ensure
that their capabilities and roles are under-
stood, so as to provide enhanced State and
local operational capability and surge capac-
ity (emphasis added).

The Citizen Corps program was launched
by President George W. Bush himself during
the 2002 State of the Union address as part
of the USA Freedom Corps initiative to en-
gage Americans in volunteer service.

In only 2 years, nearly 1,000 communities
around the country, encompassing 40 percent
of the U.S. population established Citizen
Corps Councils to help inform and train citi-
zens in emergency preparedness and to co-
ordinate and expand opportunities for citizen
volunteers to participate in homeland security
efforts and make our communities safer. Fifty-
two states and territories also formed State
level Citizen Corps Councils to support local
efforts.

Our families need to be aware of the threats
that exist from abroad. Homeland security is a
very important issue that we may not think
about in our daily lives.

The Houston branch of the Citizen Corps
Council is headquartered in my Congressional
District, Harris County, which is in south-
eastern Texas, comprises 1,779 square miles,
and encompasses the city of Houston, 32 ad-
ditional smaller cities, and is the home for
nearly 4 million residents. Harris County is the
third most populous county in the United
States and one of the most culturally diverse.
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This report language that | cited above is a
good step toward getting the necessary fund-
ing and support needed to implement the Cit-
izen Corps concept. Overall, the threat-based
grant provisions found in the underlying legis-
lation will help high-density threat-laden cities
such as Houston, TX.

Harris County is home to numerous poten-
tial terrorist targets:

The Port of Houston, which ranks first in the
United States in foreign waterborne com-
merce, is the leading domestic and inter-
national center for almost every segment of
the oil and gas industry, houses almost half of
the Nation’s petrochemicals manufacturing ca-
pacity, is the world’s sixth largest seaport and
the Nation’s largest oil port;

The Texas Medical Center, with 42 member
institutions, provides leading medical care to
people from all over the world and is the
world’s largest medical complex serving more
than 70,000 daily;

The Johnson Space Center,
NASA’s manned space program;

The fourth largest airport system in the
country, with more than 43 million passengers
traveling through its three area airports to do-
mestic and international destinations;

Three national sport arenas hosting thou-
sands of fans for popular events; and

A nuclear power plant located approximately
70 miles from the county.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1544 will help the De-
partment of Homeland Security allocate the
first responder grant funds more prudently and
expeditiously. | support the legislation and
urge my colleagues to join me.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the State of Washington
(Mr. REICHERT).

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I am
proud to be a member of the Homeland
Security Committee. I am also proud
to be an original cosponsor of the Fast-
er Smarter Funding for First Respond-
ers Act. I spent 33 years on the front
lines as a law enforcement officer, and
I know that this legislation is vital.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from California (Chairman CoX) and
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
THOMPSON), the ranking member, for
their leadership on this important leg-
islation.

My home, Seattle region, is unique,
sharing 150 nautical miles of maritime
border with Canada and acting as hub
for international trade and travel. It
includes businesses such as Microsoft
and Boeing. All these factors combine
to create an area vulnerable to a ter-
rorist attack.

We must make sure that Homeland
Security dollars are going where they
are needed, as the 9/11 commission re-
port specifically recommended, and
that they are properly spent once they
are allocated.

This legislation addresses the most
important aspect of Homeland Secu-
rity, and that is evaluation of threat
and risk. In this bill, we make sure the
majority of first-responder funding is
threat-based. The current model is out-
dated, distributing more money to

home of
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areas with fairly benign risks than to
areas that we know terrorists would
like to attack, like New York City and
the Capitol of our great Nation.

I ask that the House take action
today and move for more effective risk-
based funding for first responders.
Again, I would like to thank the Chair-
man and the ranking member for their
hard work.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, at this time we do not have
another speaker, and I would like to re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the State of Texas (Mr.
McCAUL).

Mr. McCAUL of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to also thank the
gentleman from California (Chairman
Cox) and the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. THOMPSON), the ranking
member, for their bipartisan leadership
on this very important legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of the Faster and Smarter
Funding for First Responders Act, and
I am proud to be an original cosponsor
of this bill.

Among its provisions, this historic
legislation changes the current process
by which our first responders get their
much-needed resources.

It is clear that the Nation is moving
in the right direction in its attempt to
meet the security challenges of its
post-9/11 world. All involved should be
commended.

However, the current first responder
grant system is in need of repair. We
must make sure that those who stand
on the front lines and answer the call
have the vital resources immediately.
This commonsense bill accomplishes
this.

Despite the fact that my State of
Texas is home to the President’s ranch,
the largest port in the United States,
the Port of Houston, and has an inter-
national border with Mexico, it ranks
dead last in the amount of Homeland
Security money it receives per person.

Unfortunately, many other key tar-
get states like California, New York,
Pennsylvania, Florida, Illinois, and
Virginia, join Texas in this distinction.

To ensure that the States with the
biggest risks and threats get the nec-
essary money to protect themselves,
our Nation must move towards a risk-
based funding system.

Those like al Qaeda, who wish to do
harm to America, have a track record
of being patient and conspiring until
they succeed in their terrorist agenda.
By passing the Faster and Smarter
Funding for First Responders Act, we
are placing a priority on securing our
Nation’s most essential and at-risk tar-
gets as quickly as possible.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I continue to reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
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tleman from the State of New York
(Mr. FOSSELLA).

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, at
the outset, let me thank the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON), the
ranking member, and especially the
gentleman from California (Chairman
Cox) for his leadership and under-
standing of this very complex but crit-
ical issue, as well as all Members, espe-
cially those from New York who have
worked on this, such as the gentleman
from New York (Mr. KING) and espe-
cially the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SWEENEY) who have been dogged
in ensuring that New York as well as
all communities get their fair share to
deal with Homeland Security.

Currently, Federal Homeland Secu-
rity funds, and I would like to engage
the Chairman in a colloquy, if I may,
can be used for overtime but cannot be
used to provide any support to law en-
forcement activities dedicated exclu-
sively to counterterrorism. It is also
prohibited to use the money for con-
struction, which is often the very thing
most needed for hardened targets.

New York City has by far the largest
force dedicated exclusively to counter-
terrorism. Every single day, we have
hundreds, if not thousands of police of-
ficers protecting the lives of not just
New Yorkers, but the millions who
come to New York City to work and to
vacation. Its officers span the globe,
from Guantanamo Bay to Israel to Af-
ghanistan, working in many instances
with federal and foreign officials on in-
telligence initiatives. These officers
have the unique role of safeguarding
America’s largest city, home to some
of the Nation’s most symbolic build-
ings and landmarks, several Federal as-
sets and the country’s economic cen-
ter.

Just as the unique nature of the Cap-
itol complex requires a dedicated force,
the Capitol police, which does a great
job every single day, New York needs
its own dedicated force to help prevent
terrorist strikes against New York’s 8
million residents, its millions of tour-
ists, and its numerous national land-
marks and those Federal assets I men-
tioned.

I submitted an amendment address-
ing these issues to the Rules Com-
mittee. I understand the Chairman and
others expressed concern over the
amendment, and given the situation, I
withdrew the amendment and asked
the Chairman to work with me on this
important issue as the bill moves for-
ward towards conference.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. FOSSELLA. I would be delighted
to yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to note that the bill before us today ex-
pressly permits grant recipients to use,
with the approval of the Secretary of
Homeland Security, up to 10 percent of
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their covered grant funds for measures
to protect critical infrastructure, and
this would include building barriers,
fences, gates and so on. In the case of
New York, that would mean that $21
million would be available for this pur-
pose.

The question of using Federal grant
funds to pay for the salaries of local
law enforcement officers is a very con-
sequential one with impacts far beyond
New York. The resolution of that ques-
tion and all of its complexity is beyond
the scope of this bill, but I want the
gentleman to know that I appreciate
the gentleman’s comments, and I will
look forward to working with him on
these issues in the future.

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the chair-
man again for this and what we will
seek to achieve as well in the future.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the State of New Mexico
(Mr. PEARCE).

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Chairman CoX) and the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP-
SON), the ranking member, for bringing
this legislation to the floor.

All of us are engaged in trying to
make America safer during these times
of turmoil and terrorism. Currently,
what we are doing is distributing
money based simply on formulation,
where the only variable is based on
population.

We are recognizing that terrorists
are going to work one step ahead of us.
We are recognizing that the threats
will be imminent, and we must have a
better way to assess our funding proc-
ess. In this bill, H.R. 1544, the Faster
and Smarter Funding for Our First Re-
sponders, we begin to recognize that
funding should be risk-based, where we
assess the threats, and we are accom-
plishing that.

It is the first time since 9/11 that we
have wrestled with the complex formu-
lation of how to distribute funds out
and to achieve better and safer Home-
land Security.

In this bill, for the first time, risk
and threat assessments are being in-
cluded. And for myself, representing a
rural district where we have 180 miles
of Mexico border, with only 150 miles of
that simply with no fence, we are in-
terested in threat assessment and risk
assessment.

New Mexico also has agriculture,
food, energy, dams and health care fa-
cilities, as well as energy, oil and gas,
and we must consider those, the risk of
those facilities and to those industries,
as well as simply population-based
risks. So for the first time, rural Amer-
ica is being able to define the capa-
bility with which they should have to
prepare for terrorist attacks.
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The Task Force on Terrorism Pre-
paredness will assist the Secretary of
Homeland Security in updating, revis-
ing and replacing essential capability
for terrorism preparedness, and will
consist of members from both rural and
urban areas.

O 1230

Mr. Chairman, I again thank the
ranking member and the chairman for
bringing this bill forward. I think
America will be better served.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. TERRY).
The gentleman from California (Mr.
CoX) has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me again thank
the chairman of the committee for
working with the minority on this leg-
islation. It has been a very bipartisan
effort. It speaks well for his leadership.
I compliment him on it.

I look forward to the passage of this
legislation and working on other pieces
of legislation of mutual agreement
which we have already discussed. It ap-
pears that additional legislation will
be forthcoming. I would like to thank
the ranking member of the committee,
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PASCRELL), for providing me signifi-
cant leadership in this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to return the
compliment to the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON). This has
been a collaborative effort for several
years now. I also want to pay homage
to the gentleman from Mississippi’s
(Mr. THOMPSON) predecessor, Mr. TUR-
NER of Texas, who also led the minority
ably on this issue.

Today we have an opportunity to es-
tablish a new grant process to provide
better support to the brave men and
women who are the first to rush into
burning buildings, the people who place
themselves in the line of fire to protect
the innocent, the ones who save the
sick and wounded under the most try-
ing of circumstances.

It is no accident that this bill has
been endorsed by every major first re-
sponders group in America, by the
Bush administration, by the 9/11 Com-
mission; and, indeed, I expect it will re-
ceive a strong endorsement from our
colleagues on both sides of the aisle.

I encourage my colleagues to vote in
favor of H.R. 1544. By passing this bill,
we will take yet another important
step since September 11 to help our Na-
tion meet the urgent challenge of ter-
rorism in our cities and hometowns.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, just yesterday
we saw the important role that first responders
play in keeping our nation safe. | want to com-
mend Police Chief Terrance Gainer and the
U.S. Capitol Police for a quick, professional
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response that protected the Members of the
House of Representatives, our employees as
well as the Capitol visitors.

We live in a new day when homeland secu-
rity threats can come at any time, in any form.
Yesterday’s events highlight how important it
is that the United States stays vigilant and
prepared. H.R. 1544, the Faster and Smarter
Funding for First Responders Act of 2005, is
a much-needed step towards that effort.

This legislation cuts the red tape and
streamlines the grant system so that des-
perately needed preparedness funds can get
to communities without delay on the part of
the Federal Government. In exchange, it es-
tablishes measurable goals so that local au-
thorities can achieve a baseline of security for
their communities. And, because we all know
how much can be done working together, this
bill encourages States, localities and commu-
nities to pool their resources and apply jointly
for these grants. Such regional cooperation
can ensure a tighter net while incurring less
cost.

The bill focuses on getting funds to the
communities that need them, while protecting
valuable taxpayer dollars from misuse. Misuse
has occurred. Shortly after the September
11th attacks, we began sending money to the
States, and unfortunately, some of those tax-
payer dollars went towards inappropriate uses:
like air-conditioned garbage trucks, plasma tel-
evision monitors and a rap song to teach chil-
dren about emergency preparedness. Amer-
ica’s homeland security is paramount. We will
never become safe through waste. This legis-
lation has safeguards to ensure that the
money goes to the men and women on the
front lines of the war on terror in the United
States, our first responders.

A number of groups representing those first
responders have come out in support of this
legislation, including the International Associa-
tion of Fire Chiefs, the Fraternal Order of Po-
lice, the National Troopers Coalition and the
National Association of Emergency Medical
Technicians.

H.R. 1544 will make the homeland security
grant program more effective. It fulfills the rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission, which
cautioned in its report last year that Congress
should not use terrorism preparedness dollars
as “a pork barrel.” And most important, this
legislation will get first responders the money
they need to do their jobs.

Yesterday, we saw how the United States
has become more skilled in its homeland se-
curity efforts. We’re doing better, but there’s
still room for improvement. We cannot rest
until we’ve enacted every means possible to
protect the United States from those who
would cause us harm. Today’s vote will go a
long way towards keeping this country safe for
American families.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise to ex-
press my support for H.R. 1544, the Faster
and Smarter Funding for First Responders
Act, and to reiterate the importance of the
Urban Area Security Initiative, UASI.

Since the establishment of the UASI pro-
gram, communities that the Department of
Homeland Security has designated as being
subject to a high threat of terrorist attack have
received the funding to develop coordinated,
integrated plans that leverage the capabilities
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of the cities and towns within the UASI region
that are needed to respond effectively in the
event of a terrorist attack.

During committee consideration of this legis-
lation, | prepared an amendment to amend the
bill to include within the “region” definition any
geographic area that has been designated by
the Department of Homeland Security as a
high-threat urban area as part of the Depart-
ment’'s UASI program. My amendment was in-
tended to permit these UASI regions to con-
tinue their important plans and strategies to
prevent, prepare for, and respond to terrorist
attacks. | noted that the UASI program is con-
sistent with the purpose of H.R. 1544—namely
that resources should be set aside for commu-
nites faced with unique threats and
vulnerabilities, such as extensive critical infra-
structure and large populations, which make
them tempting targets for terrorists.

After receiving assurances from the chair-
man that he shares my interest in refining the
legislation’s definition of region, | withdrew my
amendment. | understand that the chairman
has discussed this important issue with the
States and the UASI jurisdictions, and | appre-
ciate the chairman’s pledge to work with me,
the UASI jurisdictions, and the States to ad-
dress the UASI designation issue as this legis-
lation moves forward.

It is my hope that the UASI program will be
preserved in the final version of the legislation
we are considering today. The Faster and
Smarter Funding for First Responders Act ap-
propriately directs resources towards those
areas that face the highest threat of a terrorist
attack, rather than disbursing homeland secu-
rity funds without regard to risk. The 9/11
Commission has endorsed this risk-based ap-
proach to homeland security funding, the UASI
program is consistent with this methodology
and should be preserved.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to
express my support for a fair and effective
system of distributing homeland security
grants to our nation’s courageous first-re-
sponders. As a former Governor, | have long
been concerned about our government’s abil-
ity to accurately assess national threats, risks,
and vulnerabilities. For this reason, | have
been an adamant proponent of improving and
streamlining the application and distribution
process for these important grant programs.

The current grant allocation system is large-
ly population-based. While population is an es-
sential factor, the top priority for determining
the needs of our first-responders must be
based on the risk of terrorism and vulnerability
of a community. The 9/11 Commission pre-
dicted in their report that one of our greatest
challenges would be how to allocate these lim-
ited resources, and | agree. With the tragic
memories of that clear September day still
fresh in our minds, it is obvious that first-re-
sponders in high-risk and high density areas,
such as New York City and Washington, DC,
deserve an increased per capita share of the
homeland security funding.

While it is essential that we update the dis-
tribution process to better reflect an assess-
ment of risk, it is also important that we en-
sure the homeland security needs of small
States and rural areas do not go unnoticed. In
its report, the 9/11 Commission notes that due
to the overwhelming focus on specific high-risk
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areas, terrorists might begin turning their at-
tention to “softer,” less protected targets. As
representative of our nation’s sixth smallest
State, | am concerned that in improving the
current system, we might inadvertently over-
look citizens in States considered less likely to
be vulnerable. In Delaware, the State Emer-
gency Management Agency has expressed
some concern that our critical infrastructure
may be neglected. Such omissions could force
small States like Delaware to dip into other im-
portant programs, such as disaster prevention,
in order to provide the resources and per-
sonnel necessary to handle certain attacks.

While this legislation makes an important
change in the distribution of homeland security
funding by focusing resources on high-risk
areas, the challenge to define these risks re-
mains. In fact, the Department of Homeland
Security has never undertaken a comprehen-
sive national risk assessment, and will not
complete their current study until at least
2008. A national risk evaluation is imperative
for determining how to allocate first-responder
grants, but obviously a thorough study will not
be available for several years. Without a de-
tailed study of our Nation’s vast critical infra-
structure, the Department cannot truly know
what level of funding should be dedicated to
large States, small States, urban areas, or
rural communities.

To ensure first-responders across the coun-
try have access to effective homeland security
funding, it is essential that we continue to pro-
vide each State with a fair and commonsense
minimum-funding baseline. Currently, the De-
partment’s inconsistent methodology for ex-
tracting data about key critical infrastructure
assets can potentially result in incomplete and
frankly, inadequate vulnerability assessments.
Minimum-funding baselines reinforce this
evolving system and provide additional protec-
tion to the thousands of “soft targets,” by en-
suring that all States receive sufficient funding
to meet basic homeland security needs.

While | support the purpose of this legisla-
tion, | intend to remain engaged throughout
conference with the Senate to ensure we
reach a compromise for a State formula that
is fair and refrains from cutting into States’
preparedness efforts. Homeland security fund-
ing can be both efficient and effective and we
should settle for no less.

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Chairman, we have all
heard talk of how Wyoming and other rural
States do not deserve their razor-thin slice of
the Homeland Security pie because they have
higher per capita funding allocations than the
likes of New York, Chicago, and Los Angeles.
What the per capita statistics don’t tell you is
that Wyoming'’s fiscal year 2005 share of first
responder dollars amounted to around 4 per-
cent of New York’s $298.3 million.

Attacking the first responder base minimum
funding level might make for a good press re-
lease, but in reality, the per capita argument
holds about as much water as a wicker bas-
ket. Wyoming’s population may be spread
thin, but this only presents an additional chal-
lenge to our first responders, who must deal
with vast areas, rugged terrain and harsh
weather with limited resources.

In 2004, nearly 100,000 shipments of haz-
ardous materials rolled through Wyoming,
whose rails and roads help make up the back-
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bone of the Northwest United States com-
modity corridor. Wyoming is home to national
parks and landmarks, oil and gas pipelines,
and coal reserves that supply over half of the
States in the Nation. Wyoming houses inter-
continental ballistic missiles critical to our na-
tional defense system, placed there because
rural America was thought to be safe and se-
cure.

Perhaps the First Responder Grants Board
would adequately weigh these points, and per-
haps not. | would rather avoid relying on such
bureaucratic uncertainty. | stand in opposition
to H.R. 1544’s severe reduction in the base
minimum funding level because Wyoming’s
first responders depend on these very dollars
to do their jobs and keep our citizens safe.

The need for reforming the grant distribution
system is clear, and | applaud the Homeland
Security Committee for their efforts to incor-
porate risk assessment and hold States ac-
countable for how they spend those dollars.
But | simply cannot support a bill that
marginalizes the needs and unique challenges
faced by first responders in rural States like
Wyoming.

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California. Mr.
Chairman, | rise today in strong support of
H.R. 1544, the Faster and Smarter Funding
for First Responders Act of 2005.

The bill we are voting on today is an impor-
tant piece of legislation designed to better
support our first responders so that they can
help protect and defend our citizens against
terrorist attack.

| strongly support H.R. 1544 and am proud
to be a cosponsor, along with all of my col-
leagues on the Homeland Security committee,
from which this legislation passed unani-
mously.

| would like to congratulate Chairman CoX,
Chairman KING, Ranking Member THOMPSON
and Ranking Member PASCRELL for bringing
this bill to the floor in an expeditious and bi-
partisan manner.

The core principle of the bill is to ensure
that homeland security is always viewed
through the lens of directing resources to ad-
dress urgent security vulnerabilities in our
country.

Security funding is fundamentally different
than other funds such as highway money,
where we try to spread the funds more-or-less
evenly, and this bill reflects the changes need-
ed in our thinking to address our homeland
security needs.

| would also like to thank the chairmen and
ranking members for including language from
my proposed amendments that will:

Create an office of Comptroller within ODP
to ensure oversight and accountability over
funds moving through the pipeline;

Study the effects of waiving the Cash Man-
agement Improvement Act, so that its good
governance intent does not have adverse con-
sequences; and

Grant conditional authorization to the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to make direct
payments to localities, should States be un-
able to pass grant funds through to the local
recipients in a timely fashion.

These are all important tools that will ensure
that resources necessary to protect our citi-
zens are disbursed quickly and with strong ac-
countability.
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In closing | would like to reiterate my strong
support of H.R. 1544 and urge all my col-
leagues to vote yes on this important piece of
legislation.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
support of H.R. 1544, the Faster and Smarter
Funding for First Responders Act of 2005.
This essential legislation establishes common
guidelines for the federal departments that
currently oversee our Nation’s existing ter-
rorism preparedness programs.

Since the attacks of September 11, 2001,
our Nation has greatly reinforced our terrorism
response capabilities. Over $30 billion has
been invested in state and local terrorism and
natural disaster preparedness programs. Still,
more needs to be done.

We must remain vigilant and continue to
strengthen our defenses, take proactive meas-
ures, and ensure that first responders are
properly equipped. Though difficult, it is vital
that we balance resources between all Home-
land Security related fields to maximize our
ability to protect the American people.

This legislation will provide assistance to
areas of our country facing greater risk, while
ensuring that all areas are provided the nec-
essary support, streamlining existing terrorism
preparedness grants, establishing measurable
goals, and creating new regional terrorism pre-
paredness grants.

In addition, a board of appropriate Home-
land Security officials will be created to evalu-
ate the nation’s high risk areas. | will fight to
illustrate the vulnerabilities and high level of
risk that confronts the 7th District of Virginia
on a daily basis. | will ensure the proper data
illustrating the risk to these localities is taken
into account.

First responders are America’s first and last
line of protection against murderous terrorists
who seek to harm the innocent. Ensuring ef-
fective and efficient funding for our first re-
sponders is one of my highest priorities as a
member of Congress.

| urge passage of this legislation.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong support of H.R. 1544, The Fast-
er and Smarter Funding for First Responders
Act.

As yesterday’s scare in this Capitol and
across Washington, DC reminded us, we need
to make sure that our early warning system
and first response capability are highly effi-
cient functions of our national security pre-
paredness.

First responders are the backbone of our
national security. | am privileged to represent
New York’s finest firefighters, medical techni-
cians, hospital employees, and other first re-
sponders I'm proud to call good friends.

We owe them all the resources they require
to carry out the many dangerous and critically
important missions to secure our borders and
prepare this Nation for emergencies.

| applaud the Homeland Security Committee
for producing a bipartisan bill that refines our
first responder grant process to make sure
funding we authorize is delivered quickly and
efficiently to the brave men and women we
call upon to protect us from the daily threats
we face.

After we pass this bill, | look forward to
working with my colleagues toward restoring
funding in the homeland security budget and
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addressing other shortfalls limiting the ability
of first responders do their jobs.

Mr. Chairman, we must guarantee that our
home town heroes are properly funded and
completely equipped and prepared to protect
this Nation. | encourage my colleagues to sup-
port this bill in order to help this Nation’s cou-
rageous and outstanding first responders
achieve this mission.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to
express my support for H.R. 1544, The Faster
and Smarter Funding for First Responders
Act.

My colleagues and | agree there is a need
to reform the current system for funding first
responders across our Nation. The Depart-
ment of Homeland Security and this Congress
should allocate Federal funds based on risk in
order to protect critical infrastructure and high
profile targets from attack. | do want to take
this opportunity to express my concern that
largely rural states such as Colorado will see
a decrease in Homeland Security grant funds.
As states prepare their risk assessment and
the Department of Homeland Security evalu-
ates them, | urge all parties to place high pri-
ority on protecting facilities such as dams, res-
ervoirs and other potential targets outside of
urban centers. | also urge the proper authori-
ties to take advantage of the provisions in this
bill that allow the formation of regional co-
operatives to pursue Homeland Security
funds.

Mr. Chairman, as we witnessed yesterday,
our Nation is better prepared for security
threats, but much work remains to be done. It
is my hope that the important reforms con-
tained in this bill will speed the delivery of
money to the appropriate agencies and fund-
ing will be directed to where it is needed the
most.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
| rise today in support of this bill, the Faster
and Smarter Funding for First Responders
Act.

This is a common sense bill that will ad-
dress the problems in the current formula that
has been used to distribute first responder
funding over the past 3 years.

Since the September 11, 2001, terrorist at-
tacks, the Homeland Security Department has
provided nearly $10.5 billion directly to state
and local “first responders,” such as emer-
gency personnel, law enforcement and other
agencies, to enhance their ability to prepare
for and respond to terrorist attacks.

The USA PATRIOT Act guarantees each
state, plus Puerto Rico and the District of Co-
lumbia, at least 0.75 percent of the total fund-
ing available under the formula-based pro-
gram. In allocating funding over the past 3
years, the Homeland Security Department’s
Office of Domestic Preparedness has provided
the base amount, and has then distributed the
remaining funding based on population.

Under the current system in FY 2004 my
home State of Texas received the second low-
est amount of funding per capita, receiving
only $5.35 per person, despite having the
longest international border of any state, the
second largest foreign port, and being home
to the Johnson Space Center, as well as hun-
dreds of energy production facilities and
chemical plants. Wyoming however, which has
no international borders or major metropolitan
area, received $37.94 per capita.
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In its report, the September 11 Commission
urged that first responder grants be distributed
on the basis of risk, and this bill does that by
lowering the minimum guarantee for each
state to 0.25 percent, or 0.45 percent for
states that have an international border, and
by requiring that the State Homeland Security
Grant Program, the Urban Area Security Initia-
tive and the Law Enforcement Terrorism Pre-
vention program be distributed based on 16
threat criteria. This will ensure that Texans are
not receiving $32.59 less per capita than citi-
zens in Wyoming.

H.R. 1544 will also require states to develop
3-year homeland-security plans for enhancing
their preparedness and response capabilities,
and it requires all applicants, which will be ex-
panded in this bill to also include regional or-
ganizations in addition to state agencies, to be
consistent with the plan.

| strongly support these provisions because
it will allow funding to go directly to the com-
munities that need it most, rather than being
funneled through the state, and it requires that
applicants specify how their grant fits into the
plan. Over the past several years there have
been numerous reports of states spending
homeland security grant dollars on items such
as traffic cones in Des Moines, air-conditioned
garbage trucks in Newark, NJ, and bullet-proof
vests for dogs in Columbus, Ohio. A recent re-
port about Texas found that the Texas Engi-
neering Extension Service, the agency which
distributes Homeland Security funds in Texas,
was not providing proper oversight and cities
and counties were spending this money on
questionable items. This is not how Homeland
Security dollars were intended to be spent,
and this bill will cut down on the frivolous and
excessive spending that has taken place with
this money over the past 3 years.

Mr. Chairman, because this bill creates a
formula to distribute grant money based on
threat criteria, because it provides for better
oversight of spending, and because it allows
regional organizations as well as states to
apply for grant funding, | strongly support this
bill and would urge my colleagues to do the
same.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of H.R. 1544, the Faster and Smarter
Funding for First Responders Act of 2005.
This bill will: give priority assistance to first re-
sponders facing greatest risk; require input
from first responders when setting criteria for
grant applications; streamline terrorism pre-
paredness grants; set specific, flexible, and
measurable goals for state and local govern-
ment terrorism preparedness; and for the first
time authorize regional terrorism preparedness
grants.

In the 108th Congress | was privileged to
serve on the Select Committee on Homeland
Security, the predecessor to the permanent
Homeland Security Committee, which has
brought this bill to the floor today.

This bill implements one of the most impor-
tant recommendations of the 9/11 Commis-
sion, which stated that “homeland security as-
sistance should be based strictly on assess-
ment of risks and vulnerabilities . . . [Flederal
homeland security assistance should not re-
main a program for general revenue sharing.
It should supplement state and local resources
based on the risks or vulnerabilities that merit
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additional support. Congress should not use
this money as a pork barrel.”

Under this legislation, states for the first
time must prioritize their spending among their
jurisdictions based on risk, threat, vulnerability,
and consequences of a terrorist attack. This
legislation includes new criteria that | authored
in committee which will benefit Maryland. For
example, the bill requires the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS) to consider, when
making grants, whether the state or local gov-
ernment has a significant transient commuting
or tourist population, such as Marylanders who
commute back and forth between Washington,
Baltimore, and the suburbs. The bill also au-
thorizes DHS to consider whether the state or
local government has a close proximity to spe-
cific past acts of terrorism (such as the Mary-
land suburbs of Washington, DC), or the
known activity of any terrorist group. The bill
authorizes grants to regional governments with
a population of more than 1.65 million people,
which would allow the Baltimore metro region,
and the surrounding counties of Baltimore,
Howard, and Anne Arundel to apply for re-
gional counter-terrorism grants that will help to
prevent an attack and better prepare the coun-
ty governments to respond in a coordinated
fashion to an attack. The bill also requires
states to make timely awards to state and
local government, and requires an 80 percent
pass through within 45 days.

This legislation is an important improvement
in our commitment to a strong homeland de-
fense and deserves our support.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1544,
the Faster and Smarter Funding for First Re-
sponders Act is critically important for the en-
tire country, but it is also good for rural Amer-
ica. | am pleased to share my support for this
bill, which streamlines and prioritizes home-
land security spending and should result in
better stewardship of America’s tax dollars
committed to public safety.

Last year, the 9/11 Commission made clear
to Congress that homeland security assistance
should be based strictly on an assessment of
risks and vulnerabilities.

H.R. 1544 fulfills the recommendations of
the 9/11 Commission by providing priority as-
sistance to first responders facing the greatest
threat; by streamlining terrorism preparedness
grants; and by requiring specific, flexible, and
measurable goals for State and local govern-
ment terrorism preparedness.

As a member of the Congressional Rural
Caucus, | am especially interested in how
rural areas will be treated under this legisla-
tion.

Currently, rural America does not receive its
fair share when it comes to the distribution of
homeland security funds. H.R. 1544 will en-
sure that rural Americans have a seat at the
table when federal spending decisions are
made. For the first time, tax dollars will be dis-
tributed to first responders based on risk, re-
gardless of whether the potential dangers are
in urban, suburban, or rural communities.

Under this legislation, each State shall de-
velop a 3-year Homeland Security Plan. The
State must solicit comments from local and
county governments—including those in rural
areas—and evaluate risk factors, threats, pop-
ulations, and all critical infrastructure. Risks to
Missouri’s Fourth Congressional District might
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include agriculture and agribusiness, natural
gas pipelines, Bagnell Dam, Truman Dam, the
Lake of the Ozarks, and the Missouri River,
among others.

H.R. 1544 allows for rural Missourians to
prevent, prepare for, and respond to future ter-
rorist attacks under a risk-based formula. Ad-
ditionally, this measure maintains a State min-
imum for funding to ensure that each State
can reach at least a minimal level of prepared-
ness.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1544 is supported by
every major first responder organization and
by the State of Missouri. | urge my colleagues
to vote in favor of this important, risk-based
legislation.

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN. All time for
general debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill shall be con-
sidered as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment under the 5-minute
rule and shall be considered as read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as
follows:

H.R. 1544

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Faster and
Smarter Funding for First Responders Act of
2005”.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:

(1) In order to achieve its objective of pre-
venting, minimizing the damage from, and as-
sisting in the recovery from terrorist attacks, the
Department of Homeland Security must play a
leading role in assisting communities to reach
the level of preparedness they need to prevent
and respond to a terrorist attack.

(2) First responder funding is not reaching the
men and women of our Nation’s first response
teams quickly enough, and sometimes not at all.

(3) To reform the current bureaucratic process
so that homeland security dollars reach the first
responders who meed it most, it is necessary to
clarify and consolidate the authority and proce-
dures of the Department of Homeland Security
that support first responders.

(4) Ensuring adequate resources for the new
national mission of homeland security, without
degrading the ability to address effectively other
types of major disasters and emergencies, re-
quires a discrete and separate grant making
process for homeland security funds for first re-
sponse to terrorist acts, on the one hand, and
for first responder programs designed to meet
pre-September 11 priorities, on the other.

(5) While a discrete homeland security grant
making process is mecessary to ensure proper
focus on the unique aspects of terrorism pre-
paredness, it is essential that State and local
strategies for utilizing such grants be integrated,
to the greatest extent practicable, with existing
State and local emergency management plans.

(6) Homeland security grants to first respond-
ers must be based on the best intelligence con-
cerning the capabilities and intentions of our
terrorist enemies, and that intelligence must be
used to target resources to the Nation’s greatest
threats, vulnerabilities, and consequences.

(7) The Nation’s first response capabilities will
be improved by sharing resources, training,
planning, personnel, and equipment among
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neighboring jurisdictions through mutual aid
agreements and regional cooperation. Such re-
gional cooperation should be supported, where
appropriate, through direct grants from the De-
partment of Homeland Security.

(8) An essential prerequisite to achieving the
Nation’s homeland security objectives for first
responders is the establishment of well-defined
national goals for terrorism preparedness. These
goals should delineate the essential capabilities
that every jurisdiction in the United States
should possess or to which it should have ac-
cess.

(9) A national determination of essential ca-
pabilities is needed to identify levels of State
and local government terrorism preparedness, to
determine the nature and extent of State and
local first responder mneeds, to identify the
human and financial resources required to ful-
fill them, to direct funding to meet those needs,
and to measure preparedness levels on a na-
tional scale.

(10) To facilitate progress in achieving, main-
taining, and enhancing essential capabilities for
State and local first responders, the Department
of Homeland Security should seek to allocate
homeland security funding for first responders
to meet nationwide needs.

(11) Private sector resources and citizen vol-
unteers can perform critical functions in assist-
ing in preventing and responding to terrorist at-
tacks, and should be integrated into State and
local planning efforts to ensure that their capa-
bilities and roles are understood, so as to pro-
vide enhanced State and local operational capa-
bility and surge capacity.

(12) Public-private partnerships, such as the
partnerships between the Business Executives
for National Security and the States of New Jer-
sey and Georgia, can be useful to identify and
coordinate private sector support for State and
local first responders. Such models should be ex-
panded to cover all States and territories.

(13) An important aspect of terrorism pre-
paredness is measurability, so that it is possible
to determine how prepared a State or local gov-
ernment is now, and what additional steps it
needs to take, in order to prevent, prepare for,
respond to, mitigate against, and recover from
acts of terrorism.

(14) The Department of Homeland Security
should establish, publish, and regularly update
national voluntary consensus standards for
both equipment and training, in cooperation
with both public and private sector standard
setting organizations, to assist State and local
governments in obtaining the equipment and
training to attain the essential capabilities for
first response to acts of terrorism, and to ensure
that first responder funds are spent wisely.

SEC. 3. FASTER AND SMARTER FUNDING FOR
FIRST RESPONDERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Homeland Security Act
of 2002 (Public Law 107-296; 6 U.S.C. 361 et seq.)
is amended—

(1) in section 1(b) in the table of contents by
adding at the end the following:

“TITLE XVIII—FUNDING FOR FIRST

RESPONDERS

“Sec. 1801. Definitions.

“Sec. 1802. Faster and Smarter Funding for
First Responders.

“Sec. 1803. Covered grant eligibility and cri-
teria.

“Sec. 1804. Risk-based evaluation and
prioritization.

“Sec. 1805. Task Force on Terrorism Prepared-
ness for First Responders.

“Sec. 1806. Use of funds and accountability re-
quirements.

“Sec. 1807. National standards for first re-

sponder equipment and training.”
(2) by adding at the end the following:
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“TITLE XVIII—FUNDING FOR FIRST
RESPONDERS
“SEC. 1801. DEFINITIONS.

“In this title:

‘““(1) BOARD.—The term ‘Board’ means the
First Responder Grants Board established under
section 1804.

‘““(2) COVERED GRANT.—The term ‘covered
grant’ means any grant to which this title ap-
plies under section 1802.

““(3) DIRECTLY ELIGIBLE TRIBE.—The term ‘di-
rectly eligible tribe’ means any Indian tribe or
consortium of Indian tribes that—

‘“(A) meets the criteria for inclusion in the
qualified applicant pool for Self-Governance
that are set forth in section 402(c) of the Indian
Self-Determination and Education Assistance
Act (25 U.S.C. 458bb(c));

‘““(B) employs at least 10 full-time personnel in
a law enforcement or emergency response agen-
cy with the capacity to respond to calls for law
enforcement or emergency services; and

“(C)(i) is located on, or within 5 miles of, an
international border or waterway;

““(ii) is located within 5 miles of a facility des-
ignated as high-risk critical infrastructure by
the Secretary;

““(iii) is located within or contiguous to one of
the 50 largest metropolitan statistical areas in
the United States; or

““(iv) has more than 1,000 square miles of In-
dian country, as that term is defined in section
1151 of title 18, United States Code.

‘(4) ELEVATIONS IN THE THREAT ALERT
LEVEL.—The term ‘elevations in the threat alert
level’ means any designation (including those
that are less than national in scope) that raises
the homeland security threat level to either the
highest or second highest threat level under the
Homeland Security Advisory System referred to
in section 201(d)(7).

““(5) EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS.—The term
‘emergency preparedness’ shall have the same
meaning that term has under section 602 of the
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5§195a).

‘““(6) ESSENTIAL CAPABILITIES.—The term ‘es-
sential capabilities’ means the levels, avail-
ability, and competence of emergency personnel,
planning, training, and equipment across a va-
riety of disciplines needed to effectively and effi-
ciently prevent, prepare for, respond to, and re-
cover from acts of terrorism consistent with es-
tablished practices.

‘““(7) FIRST RESPONDER.—The term ‘first re-
sponder’ shall have the same meaning as the
term ‘emergency response provider’.

‘““(8) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘Indian tribe’
means any Indian tribe, band, nation, or other
organized group or community, including any
Alaskan Native village or regional or village cor-
poration as defined in or established pursuant
to the Alaskan Native Claims Settlement Act (43
U.S.C. 1601 et seq.), which is recognized as eligi-
ble for the special programs and services pro-
vided by the United States to Indians because of
their status as Indians.

‘““(9) REGION.—The term ‘region’ means—

‘“(A) any geographic area consisting of all or
parts of 2 or more contiguous States, counties,
municipalities, or other local governments that
have a combined population of at least 1,650,000
or have an area of not less than 20,000 square
miles, and that, for purposes of an application
for a covered grant, is represented by 1 or more
governments or governmental agencies within
such geographic area, and that is established by
law or by agreement of 2 or more such govern-
ments or governmental agencies in a mutual aid
agreement; or

‘“‘(B) any other combination of contiguous
local government units (including such a com-
bination established by law or agreement of two
or more governments or governmental agencies



9402

in a mutual aid agreement) that is formally cer-
tified by the Secretary as a region for purposes
of this Act with the consent of—

““(i) the State or States in which they are lo-
cated, including a multi-State entity established
by a compact between two or more States; and

‘(i) the incorporated municipalities, counties,
and parishes that they encompass.

““(10) TASK FORCE.—The term ‘Task Force’
means the Task Force on Terrorism Prepared-
ness for First Responders established under sec-
tion 1805.

‘““(11) TERRORISM PREPAREDNESS.—The term
‘terrorism preparedness’ means any activity de-
signed to improve the ability to prevent, prepare
for, respond to, mitigate against, or recover from
threatened or actual terrovist attacks.

“SEC. 1802. FASTER AND SMARTER FUNDING FOR
FIRST RESPONDERS.

‘““(a) COVERED GRANTS.—This title applies to
grants provided by the Department to States, re-
gions, or directly eligible tribes for the primary
purpose of improving the ability of first re-
sponders to prevent, prepare for, respond to,
mitigate against, or recover from threatened or
actual terrorist attacks, especially those involv-
ing weapons of mass destruction, administered
under the following:

‘(1) STATE HOMELAND SECURITY GRANT PRO-
GRAM.—The State Homeland Security Grant
Program of the Department, or any successor to
such grant program.

““(2) URBAN AREA SECURITY INITIATIVE.—The
Urban Area Security Initiative of the Depart-
ment, or any successor to such grant program.

“(3) LAW ENFORCEMENT TERRORISM PREVEN-
TION PROGRAM.—The Law Enforcement Ter-
rorism Prevention Program of the Department,
or any successor to such grant program.

“(b) EXCLUDED PROGRAMS.—This title does
not apply to or otherwise affect the following
Federal grant programs or any grant under
such a program:

‘(1) NONDEPARTMENT PROGRAMS.—Any Fed-
eral grant program that is not administered by
the Department.

““(2) FIRE GRANT PROGRAMS.—The fire grant
programs authorized by sections 33 and 34 of the
Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act of 1974
(15 U.S.C. 2229, 2229a).

““(3) EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND
ASSISTANCE ACCOUNT GRANTS.—The Emergency
Management Performance Grant program and
the Urban Search and Rescue Grants program
authoriced by title VI of the Robert T. Stafford
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 5195 et seq.); the Departments of Vet-
erans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and Independent Agencies Appropriations
Act, 2000 (113 Stat. 1047 et seq.); and the Earth-
quake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C.
7701 et seq.).

“SEC. 1803. COVERED GRANT ELIGIBILITY AND
CRITERIA.

‘““(a) GRANT ELIGIBILITY.—Any State, region,
or directly eligible tribe shall be eligible to apply
for a covered grant.

‘““(b) GRANT CRITERIA.—The Secretary shall
award covered grants to assist States and local
governments in achieving, maintaining, and en-
hancing the essential capabilities for terrorism
preparedness established by the Secretary.

““(c) STATE HOMELAND SECURITY PLANS.—

‘(1) SUBMISSION OF PLANS.—The Secretary
shall require that any State applying to the Sec-
retary for a covered grant must submit to the
Secretary a 3-year State homeland security plan
that—

““(A) describes the essential capabilities that
communities within the State should possess, or
to which they should have access, based upon
the terrorism risk factors relevant to such com-
munities, in order to meet the Department’s
goals for terrorism preparedness;
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“(B) demonstrates the extent to which the
State has achieved the essential capabilities that
apply to the State;

“(C) demonstrates the needs of the State nec-
essary to achieve, maintain, or enhance the es-
sential capabilities that apply to the State;

“(D) includes a prioritization of such needs
based on threat, vulnerability, and consequence
assessment factors applicable to the State;

““(E) describes how the State intends—

‘(i) to address such needs at the city, county,
regional, tribal, State, and interstate level, in-
cluding a precise description of any regional
structure the State has established for the pur-
pose of organizing homeland security prepared-
ness activities funded by covered grants;

““(ii) to use all Federal, State, and local re-
sources available for the purpose of addressing
such needs; and

“‘(iii) to give particular emphasis to regional
planning and cooperation, including the activi-
ties of multijurisdictional planning agencies
governed by local officials, both within its juris-
dictional borders and with neighboring States;

“(F) with respect to the emergency prepared-
ness of first responders, addresses the unique as-
pects of terrorism as part of a comprehensive
State emergency management plan; and

“(G) provides for coordination of response and
recovery efforts at the local level, including pro-
cedures for effective incident command in con-
formance with the National Incident Manage-
ment System.

““(2) CONSULTATION.—The State plan sub-
mitted under paragraph (1) shall be developed
in consultation with and subject to appropriate
comment by local governments and first re-
sponders within the State.

““(3) APPROVAL BY SECRETARY.—The Secretary
may not award any covered grant to a State un-
less the Secretary has approved the applicable
State homeland security plan.

““(4) REVISIONS.—A State may revise the appli-
cable State homeland security plan approved by
the Secretary under this subsection, subject to
approval of the revision by the Secretary.

“(d) CONSISTENCY WITH STATE PLANS.—The
Secretary shall ensure that each covered grant
is used to supplement and support, in a con-
sistent and coordinated manner, the applicable
State homeland security plan or plans.

““(e) APPLICATION FOR GRANT.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Ezxcept as otherwise pro-
vided in this subsection, any State, region, or
directly eligible tribe may apply for a covered
grant by submitting to the Secretary an applica-
tion at such time, in such manner, and con-
taining such information as is required under
this subsection, or as the Secretary may reason-
ably require.

““(2) DEADLINES FOR APPLICATIONS AND
AWARDS.—AIl applications for covered grants
must be submitted at such time as the Secretary
may reasonably require for the fiscal year for
which they are submitted. The Secretary shall
award covered grants pursuant to all approved
applications for such fiscal year as soon as
practicable, but not later than March 1 of such
year.

“(3) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—AIl funds
awarded by the Secretary under covered grants
in a fiscal year shall be available for obligation
through the end of the subsequent fiscal year.

“(4) MINIMUM CONTENTS OF APPLICATION.—
The Secretary shall require that each applicant
include in its application, at a minimum—

‘“(A) the purpose for which the applicant
seeks covered grant funds and the reasons why
the applicant needs the covered grant to meet
the essential capabilities for terrorism prepared-
ness within the State, region, or directly eligible
tribe to which the application pertains;

“(B) a description of how, by reference to the
applicable State homeland security plan or
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plans under subsection (c), the allocation of
grant funding proposed in the application, in-
cluding, where applicable, the amount not
passed through under section 1806(g)(1), would
assist in fulfilling the essential capabilities for
terrorism preparedness specified in such plan or
plans;

‘“(C) a statement of whether a mutual aid
agreement applies to the use of all or any por-
tion of the covered grant funds;

‘““(D) if the applicant is a State, a description
of how the State plans to allocate the covered
grant funds to regions, local governments, and
Indian tribes;

‘“(E) if the applicant is a region—

‘(i) a precise geographical description of the
region and a specification of all participating
and nonparticipating local governments within
the geographical area comprising that region;

““(ii) a specification of what governmental en-
tity within the region will administer the ex-
penditure of funds under the covered grant; and

““(iii) a designation of a specific individual to
serve as regional liaison;

‘“(F) a capital budget showing how the appli-
cant intends to allocate and expend the covered
grant funds;

‘“(G) if the applicant is a directly eligible
tribe, a designation of a specific individual to
serve as the tribal liaison; and

‘““(H) a statement of how the applicant intends
to meet the matching requirement, if any, that
applies under section 1806(g)(2).

““(5) REGIONAL APPLICATIONS.—

“(A) RELATIONSHIP TO STATE APPLICATIONS.—
A regional application—

‘(i) shall be coordinated with an application
submitted by the State or States of which such
region is a part;

‘(i) shall supplement and avoid duplication
with such State application; and

““(iii) shall address the unique regional as-
pects of such region’s terrorism preparedness
needs beyond those provided for in the applica-
tion of such State or States.

‘““(B) STATE REVIEW AND SUBMISSION.—To en-
sure the consistency required under subsection
(d) and the coordination required under Sub-
paragraph (A) of this paragraph, an applicant
that is a region must submit its application to
each State of which any part is included in the
region for review and concurrence prior to the
submission of such application to the Secretary.
The regional application shall be transmitted to
the Secretary through each such State within 30
days of its receipt, unless the Governor of such
a State motifies the Secretary, in writing, that
such regional application is inconsistent with
the State’s homeland security plan and provides
an explanation of the reasons therefor.

“(C) DISTRIBUTION OF REGIONAL AWARDS.—If
the Secretary approves a regional application,
then the Secretary shall distribute a regional
award to the State or States submitting the ap-
plicable regional application under subpara-
graph (B), and each such State shall, not later
than the end of the 45-day period beginning on
the date after receiving a regional award, pass
through to the region all covered grant funds or
resources purchased with such funds, except
those funds necessary for the State to carry out
its responsibilities with respect to such regional
application: Provided, That in no such case
shall the State or States pass through to the re-
gion less than 80 percent of the regional award.

““(D) CERTIFICATIONS REGARDING DISTRIBUTION
OF GRANT FUNDS TO REGIONS.—Any State that
receives a regional award under subparagraph
(C) shall certify to the Secretary, by not later
than 30 days after the expiration of the period
described in subparagraph (C) with respect to
the grant, that the State has made available to
the region the required funds and resources in
accordance with subparagraph (C).
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‘““(E) DIRECT PAYMENTS TO REGIONS.—If any
State fails to pass through a regional award to
a region as required by subparagraph (C) within
45 days after receiving such award and does not
request or receive an extension of such period
under section 1806(h)(2), the region may petition
the Secretary to receive directly the portion of
the regional award that is required to be passed
through to such region under subparagraph (C).

““(F) REGIONAL LIAISONS.—A regional liaison
designated under paragraph (4)(E)(iii) shall—

““(i) coordinate with Federal, State, local, re-
gional, and private officials within the region
concerning terrorism preparedness;

‘‘(ii) develop a process for receiving input from
Federal, State, local, regional, and private sec-
tor officials within the region to assist in the de-
velopment of the regional application and to im-
prove the region’s access to covered grants; and

““(iii) administer, in consultation with State,
local, regional, and private officials within the
region, covered grants awarded to the region.

““(6) TRIBAL APPLICATIONS.—

“(A) SUBMISSION TO THE STATE OR STATES.—
To ensure the consistency required under sub-
section (d), an applicant that is a directly eligi-
ble tribe must submit its application to each
State within the boundaries of which any part
of such tribe is located for direct submission to
the Department along with the application of
such State or States.

“(B) OPPORTUNITY FOR STATE COMMENT.—Be-
fore awarding any covered grant to a directly
eligible tribe, the Secretary shall provide an op-
portunity to each State within the boundaries of
which any part of such tribe is located to com-
ment to the Secretary on the consistency of the
tribe’s application with the State’s homeland se-
curity plan. Any such comments shall be sub-
mitted to the Secretary concurrently with the
submission of the State and tribal applications.

‘““(C) FINAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary shall
have final authority to determine the consist-
ency of any application of a directly eligible
tribe with the applicable State homeland secu-
rity plan or plans, and to approve any applica-
tion of such tribe. The Secretary shall notify
each State within the boundaries of which any
part of such tribe is located of the approval of
an application by such tribe.

‘(D) TRIBAL LIAISON.—A tribal liaison des-
ignated under paragraph (4)(G) shall—

““(i) coordinate with Federal, State, local, re-
gional, and private officials concerning ter-
rorism preparedness;

““(ii) develop a process for receiving input from
Federal, State, local, regional, and private sec-
tor officials to assist in the development of the
application of such tribe and to improve the
tribe’s access to covered grants; and

““(iii) administer, in consultation with State,
local, regional, and private officials, covered
grants awarded to such tribe.

‘“(E) LIMITATION ON THE NUMBER OF DIRECT
GRANTS.—The Secretary may make covered
grants directly to not more than 20 directly eligi-
ble tribes per fiscal year.

““(F) TRIBES NOT RECEIVING DIRECT GRANTS.—
An Indian tribe that does not receive a grant di-
rectly under this section is eligible to receive
funds under a covered grant from the State or
States within the boundaries of which any part
of such tribe is located, consistent with the
homeland security plan of the State as described
in subsection (c). If a State fails to comply with
section 1806(g)(1), the tribe may request payment
under section 1806(h)(3) in the same manner as
a local government.

‘“(7) EQUIPMENT STANDARDS.—If an applicant
for a covered grant proposes to upgrade or pur-
chase, with assistance provided under the grant,
new equipment or systems that do not meet or
exceed any applicable national voluntary con-
sensus standards established by the Secretary,
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the applicant shall include in the application an
explanation of why such equipment or systems
will serve the needs of the applicant better than
equipment or systems that meet or exceed such
standards.
“SEC. 1804. RISK-BASED EVALUATION AND
PRIORITIZATION.

“(a) FIRST RESPONDER GRANTS BOARD.—

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF BOARD.—The Sec-
retary shall establish a First Responder Grants
Board, consisting of—

““(A) the Secretary;

“(B) the Under Secretary for Emergency Pre-
paredness and Response;

“(C) the Under Secretary for Border and
Transportation Security;

‘D) the Under Secretary for Information
Analysis and Infrastructure Protection;

“(E) the Under Secretary for Science and
Technology;

‘““(F) the Director of the Office for Domestic
Preparedness; and

“(G) the Administrator of the United States
Fire Administration.

““(2) CHAIRMAN.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall be the
Chairman of the Board.

‘“(B) EXERCISE OF AUTHORITIES BY DEPUTY
SECRETARY.—The Deputy Secretary of Home-
land Security may exercise the authorities of the
Chairman, if the Secretary so directs.

“(b) FUNCTIONS OF UNDER SECRETARIES.—The
Under Secretaries referred to in subsection (a)(1)
shall seek to ensure that the relevant expertise
and input of the staff of their directorates are
available to and considered by the Board.

“(c) PRIORITIZATION OF GRANT APPLICA-
TIONS.—

‘(1) FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED.—The Board
shall evaluate and annually prioritize all pend-
ing applications for covered grants based upon
the degree to which they would, by achieving,
maintaining, or enhancing the essential capa-
bilities of the applicants on a nationwide basis,
lessen the threat to, vulnerability of, and con-
sequences for persons (including transient com-
muting and tourist populations) and critical in-
frastructure. Such evaluation and prioritization
shall be based upon the most current risk assess-
ment available by the Directorate for Informa-
tion Analysis and Infrastructure Protection of
the threats of terrorism against the United
States.

““(2) CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE SECTORS.—The
Board specifically shall consider threats of ter-
rorism against the following critical infrastruc-
ture sectors in all areas of the United States,
urban and rural:

“(A) Agriculture and food.

‘“(B) Banking and finance.

“(C) Chemical industries.

““(D) The defense industrial base.

“(E) Emergency services.

“(F) Energy.

“(G) Government facilities.

““(H) Postal and shipping.

“(I) Public health and health care.

“(J) Information technology.

‘“(K) Telecommunications.

“(L) Transportation systems.

“(M) Water.

“(N) Dams.

“(0) Commercial facilities.

“(P) National monuments and icons.

The order in which the critical infrastructure
sectors are listed in this paragraph shall not be
construed as an order of priority for consider-
ation of the importance of such sectors.

“(3) TYPES OF THREAT.—The Board specifi-
cally shall consider the following types of threat
to the critical infrastructure sectors described in
paragraph (2), and to populations in all areas of
the United States, urban and rural:

““(A) Biological threats.
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“(B) Nuclear threats.

“(C) Radiological threats.

‘(D) Incendiary threats.

‘““(E) Chemical threats.

‘“(F) Explosives.

“(G) Suicide bombers.

‘““(H) Cyber threats.

‘(1) Any other threats based on proximity to

specific past acts of terrorism or the known ac-
tivity of any terrorist group.
The order in which the types of threat are listed
in this paragraph shall not be construed as an
order of priority for consideration of the impor-
tance of such threats.

‘(4) CONSIDERATION OF ADDITIONAL FAC-
TORS.—The Board shall take into account any
other specific threat to a population (including
a transient commuting or tourist population) or
critical infrastructure sector that the Board has
determined to exist. In evaluating the threat to
a population or critical infrastructure sector,
the Board shall give greater weight to threats of
terrorism based upon their specificity and credi-
bility, including any pattern of repetition.

“(5) MINIMUM AMOUNTS.—After evaluating
and prioritizing grant applications under para-
graph (1), the Board shall ensure that, for each
fiscal year—

‘““(A) each of the States, other than the Virgin
Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and the
Northern Mariana Islands, that has an ap-
proved State homeland security plan receives no
less than 0.25 percent of the funds available for
covered grants for that fiscal year for purposes
of implementing its homeland security plan in
accordance with the prioritization of needs
under section 1803(c)(1)(D);

‘““(B) each of the States, other than the Virgin
Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and the
Northern Mariana Islands, that has an ap-
proved State homeland security plan and that
meets one or both of the additional high-risk
qualifying criteria under paragraph (6) receives
no less than 0.45 percent of the funds available
for covered grants for that fiscal year for pur-
poses of implementing its homeland security
plan in accordance with the prioritization of
needs under section 1803(c)(1)(D);

‘““(C) the Virgin Islands, American Samoa,
Guam, and the Northern Mariana Islands each
receives no less than 0.08 percent of the funds
available for covered grants for that fiscal year
for purposes of implementing its approved State
homeland security plan in accordance with the
prioritization of needs under section
1803(c)(1)(D); and

‘““(D) directly eligible tribes collectively receive
no less than 0.08 percent of the funds available
for covered grants for such fiscal year for pur-
poses of addressing the needs identified in the
applications of such tribes, consistent with the
homeland security plan of each State within the
boundaries of which any part of any such tribe
is located, except that this clause shall not
apply with respect to funds available for a fiscal
year if the Secretary receives less than 5 appli-
cations for such fiscal year from such tribes
under section 1803(e)(6)(A) or does not approve
at least one such application.

“(6) ADDITIONAL HIGH-RISK QUALIFYING CRI-
TERIA.—For purposes of paragraph (5)(B), addi-
tional high-risk qualifying criteria consist of—

“(A4) having a significant international land
border; or

‘““(B) adjoining a body of water within North
America through which an international bound-
ary line extends.

‘““(d) EFFECT OF REGIONAL AWARDS ON STATE
MINIMUM.—Any regional award, or portion
thereof, provided to a State under section
1803(e)(5)(C) shall not be considered in calcu-
lating the minimum State award under sub-
section (c)(5) of this section.
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“SEC. 1805. TASK FORCE ON TERRORISM PRE-
PAREDNESS FOR FIRST RESPOND-
ERS.

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—To assist the Secretary
in updating, revising, or replacing essential ca-
pabilities for terrorism preparedness, the Sec-
retary shall establish an advisory body pursu-
ant to section 871(a) not later than 60 days after
the date of the enactment of this section, which
shall be known as the Task Force on Terrorism
Preparedness for First Responders.

‘““(b) UPDATE, REVISE, OR REPLACE.—The Sec-
retary shall regularly update, revise, or replace
the essential capabilities for terrorism prepared-
ness as mnecessary, but not less than every 3
years.

““(c) REPORT.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Task Force shall sub-
mit to the Secretary, by mnot later than 12
months after its establishment by the Secretary
under subsection (a) and not later than every 2
years thereafter, a report on its recommenda-
tions for essential capabilities for terrorism pre-
paredness.

““(2) CONTENTS.—Each report shall—

‘““(4) include a priority ranking of essential
capabilities in order to provide guidance to the
Secretary and to the Congress on determining
the appropriate allocation of, and funding levels
for, first responder needs;

‘““(B) set forth a methodology by which any
State or local government will be able to deter-
mine the extent to which it possesses or has ac-
cess to the essential capabilities that States and
local governments having similar risks should
obtain;

““(C) describe the availability of national vol-
untary consensus standards, and whether there
is a need for new national voluntary consensus
standards, with respect to first responder train-
ing and equipment;

‘““(D) include such additional matters as the
Secretary may specify in order to further the
terrorism preparedness capabilities of first re-
sponders; and

‘“(E) include such revisions to the contents of
previous reports as are mecessary to take into
account changes in the most current risk assess-
ment available by the Directorate for Informa-
tion Analysis and Infrastructure Protection or
other relevant information as determined by the
Secretary.

““(3) CONSISTENCY WITH FEDERAL WORKING
GROUP.—The Task Force shall ensure that its
recommendations for essential capabilities for
terrorism preparedness are, to the extent fea-
sible, consistent with any preparedness goals or
recommendations of the Federal working group
established under section 319F(a) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 247d-6(a)).

‘““(4) COMPREHENSIVENESS.—The Task Force
shall ensure that its recommendations regarding
essential capabilities for terrorism preparedness
are made within the context of a comprehensive
State emergency management system.

““(5) PRIOR MEASURES.—The Task Force shall
ensure that its recommendations regarding es-
sential capabilities for terrorism preparedness
take into account any capabilities that State or
local officials have determined to be essential
and have undertaken since September 11, 2001,
to prevent, prepare for, respond to, or recover
from terrorist attacks.

“(d) MEMBERSHIP.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Task Force shall con-
sist of 25 members appointed by the Secretary,
and shall, to the extent practicable, represent a
geographic (including wurban and rural) and
substantive cross section of governmental and

nongovernmental first responder disciplines
from the State and local levels, including as ap-
propriate—

‘““(A) members selected from the emergency re-
sponse field, including fire service and law en-
forcement, hazardous materials response, emer-
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gency medical services, and emergency manage-
ment personnel (including public works per-
sonnel routinely engaged in emergency re-
sponse);

“(B) health scientists, emergency and inpa-
tient medical providers, and public health pro-
fessionals, including experts in emergency
health care response to chemical, biological, ra-
diological, and nuclear terrorism, and experts in
providing mental health care during emergency
response operations;

“(C) experts from Federal, State, and local
governments, and the private sector, rep-
resenting standards-setting organizations, in-
cluding representation from the voluntary con-
sensus codes and standards development com-
munity, particularly those with expertise in first
responder disciplines; and

“(D) State and local officials with expertise in
terrorism preparedness, subject to the condition
that if any such official is an elected official
representing one of the two major political par-
ties, an equal number of elected officials shall be
selected from each such party.

““(2) COORDINATION WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH AND HEALTH SERVICES.—In the selection
of members of the Task Force who are health
professionals, including emergency medical pro-
fessionals, the Secretary shall coordinate such
selection with the Secretary of Health and
Human Services.

“(3) EX OFFICIO MEMBERS.—The Secretary
and the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices shall each designate one or more officers of
their respective Departments to serve as ex offi-
cio members of the Task Force. One of the ex
officio members from the Department of Home-
land Security shall be the designated officer of
the Federal Government for purposes of sub-
section (e) of section 10 of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act (5 App. U.S.C.).

‘““(e) APPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE  ACT.—Notwithstanding section
871(a), the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5
App. U.S.C.), including subsections (a), (b), and
(d) of section 10 of such Act, and section 552b(c)
of title 5, United States Code, shall apply to the
Task Force.

“SEC. 1806. USE OF FUNDS AND ACCOUNTABILITY
REQUIREMENTS.

““(a) IN GENERAL.—A covered grant may be
used for—

“(1) purchasing or upgrading equipment, in-
cluding computer software, to enhance terrorism
preparedness;

““(2) exercises to strengthen terrorism pre-
paredness;

“(3) training for prevention (including detec-
tion) of, preparedness for, response to, or recov-
ery from attacks involving weapons of mass de-
struction, including training in the use of equip-
ment and computer software;

“(4) developing or updating State homeland
security plans, risk assessments, mutual aid
agreements, and emergency management plans
to enhance terrorism preparedness;

““(5) establishing or enhancing mechanisms for
sharing terrorism threat information;

“(6) systems architecture and engineering,
program planning and management, strategy
formulation and strategic planning, life-cycle
systems design, product and technology evalua-
tion, and prototype development for terrorism
preparedness purposes;

“(7) additional personnel
from—

““(A) elevations in the threat alert level of the
Homeland Security Advisory System by the Sec-
retary, or a similar elevation in threat alert level
issued by a State, region, or local government
with the approval of the Secretary;

“(B) travel to and participation in exercises
and training in the use of equipment and on
prevention activities; and

costs resulting
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‘“(C) the temporary replacement of personnel
during any period of travel to and participation
in exercises and training in the use of equipment
and on prevention activities;

‘““(8) the costs of equipment (including soft-
ware) required to receive, transmit, handle, and
store classified information;

““(9) protecting critical infrastructure against
potential attack by the addition of barriers,
fences, gates, and other such devices, except
that the cost of such measures may not exceed
the greater of—

“(A) $1,000,000 per project; or

‘““(B) such greater amount as may be approved
by the Secretary, which may not exceed 10 per-
cent of the total amount of the covered grant;

““(10) the costs of commercially available inter-
operable communications equipment (which,
where applicable, is based on national, vol-
untary consensus standards) that the Secretary,
in consultation with the Chairman of the Fed-
eral Communications Commission, deems best
suited to facilitate interoperability, coordina-
tion, and integration between and among emer-
gency communications systems, and that com-
plies with prevailing grant guidance of the De-
partment for interoperable communications;

“(11) educational curricula development for
first responders to ensure that they are prepared
for terrorist attacks;

““(12) training and exercises to assist public el-
ementary and secondary schools in developing
and implementing programs to instruct students
regarding age-appropriate skills to prevent, pre-
pare for, respond to, mitigate against, or recover
from an act of terrorism;

‘“(13) paying of administrative expenses di-
rectly related to administration of the grant, ex-
cept that such expenses may not exceed 3 per-
cent of the amount of the grant;

‘““(14) paying for the conduct of any activity
permitted under the Law Enforcement Terrorism
Prevention Program, or any Ssuch successor to
such program; and

‘““(15) other appropriate activities as deter-
mined by the Secretary.

““(b) PROHIBITED USES.—Funds provided as a
covered grant may not be used—

‘(1) to supplant State or local funds;

“(2) to conmstruct buildings or other physical
facilities;

“(3) to acquire land; or

‘“(4) for any State or local government cost
sharing contribution.

“(c) MULTIPLE-PURPOSE FUNDS.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to preclude State
and local governments from using covered grant
funds in a manner that also enhances first re-
sponder preparedness for emergencies and disas-
ters unrelated to acts of terrorism, if such use
assists such governments in achieving essential
capabilities for terrorism preparedness estab-
lished by the Secretary.

‘“‘(d) REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS.—In addition
to the activities described in subsection (a), a
covered grant may be used to provide a reason-
able stipend to paid-on-call or volunteer first re-
sponders who are not otherwise compensated for
travel to or participation in training covered by
this section. Any such reimbursement shall not
be considered compensation for purposes of ren-
dering such a first responder an employee under
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C.
201 et seq.).

“(e) ASSISTANCE REQUIREMENT.—The Sec-
retary may not require that equipment paid for,
wholly or in part, with funds provided as a cov-
ered grant be made available for responding to
emergencies in surrounding States, regions, and
localities, unless the Secretary wundertakes to
pay the costs directly attributable to trans-
porting and operating such equipment during
such response.

“(f) FLEXIBILITY IN UNSPENT HOMELAND SE-
CURITY GRANT FUNDS.—Upon request by the re-
cipient of a covered grant, the Secretary may
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authorize the grantee to transfer all or part of
funds provided as the covered grant from uses
specified in the grant agreement to other uses
authorized under this section, if the Secretary
determines that such transfer is in the interests
of homeland security.

“(9) STATE, REGIONAL, AND TRIBAL RESPON-
SIBILITIES.—

‘(1) PASS-THROUGH.—The Secretary shall re-
quire a recipient of a covered grant that is a
State to obligate or otherwise make available to
local governments, first responders, and other
local groups, to the extent required under the
State homeland security plan or plans specified
in the application for the grant, not less than 80
percent of the grant funds, resources purchased
with the grant funds having a value equal to at
least 80 percent of the amount of the grant, or
a combination thereof, by not later than the end
of the 45-day period beginning on the date the
grant recipient receives the grant funds.

““(2) COST SHARING.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Federal share of the
costs of an activity carried out with a covered
grant to a State, region, or directly eligible tribe
awarded after the 2-year period beginning on
the date of the enactment of this section shall
not exceed 75 percent.

““(B) INTERIM RULE.—The Federal share of the
costs of an activity carried out with a covered
grant awarded before the end of the 2-year pe-
riod beginning on the date of the enactment of
this section shall be 100 percent.

““(C) IN-KIND MATCHING.—Each recipient of a
covered grant may meet the matching require-
ment under subparagraph (A) by making in-
kind contributions of goods or services that are
directly linked with the purpose for which the
grant is made, including, but not limited to, any
necessary personnel overtime, contractor serv-
ices, administrative costs, equipment fuel and
maintenance, and rental space.

““(3) CERTIFICATIONS REGARDING DISTRIBUTION
OF GRANT FUNDS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.—Any
State that receives a covered grant shall certify
to the Secretary, by not later than 30 days after
the expiration of the period described in para-
graph (1) with respect to the grant, that the
State has made available for expenditure by
local governments, first responders, and other
local groups the required amount of grant funds
pursuant to paragraph (1).

““(4) QUARTERLY REPORT ON HOMELAND SECU-
RITY SPENDING.—The Federal share described in
paragraph (2)(A) may be increased by up to 2
percent for any State, region, or directly eligible
tribe that, not later than 30 days after the end
of each fiscal quarter, submits to the Secretary
a report on that fiscal quarter. Each such report
must include, for each recipient of a covered
grant or a pass-through under paragraph (1)—

‘““(A) the amount obligated to that recipient in
that quarter;

‘““(B) the amount expended by that recipient in
that quarter; and

“(C) a summary description of the items pur-
chased by such recipient with such amount.

““(5) ANNUAL REPORT ON HOMELAND SECURITY
SPENDING.—Each recipient of a covered grant
shall submit an annual report to the Secretary
not later than 60 days after the end of each
Federal fiscal year. Each recipient of a covered
grant that is a region must simultaneously sub-
mit its report to each State of which any part is
included in the region. Each recipient of a cov-
ered grant that is a directly eligible tribe must
simultaneously submit its report to each State
within the boundaries of which any part of such
tribe is located. Each report must include the
following:

‘“(A) The amount, ultimate recipients, and
dates of receipt of all funds received under the
grant during the previous fiscal year.

‘““(B) The amount and the dates of disburse-
ments of all such funds expended in compliance
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with paragraph (1) or pursuant to mutual aid
agreements or other sharing arrangements that
apply within the State, region, or directly eligi-
ble tribe, as applicable, during the previous fis-
cal year.

“(C) How the funds were utilized by each ulti-
mate recipient or beneficiary during the pre-
ceding fiscal year.

““(D) The extent to which essential capabilities
identified in the applicable State homeland se-
curity plan or plans were achieved, maintained,
or enhanced as the result of the expenditure of
grant funds during the preceding fiscal year.

“(E) The extent to which essential capabilities
identified in the applicable State homeland se-
curity plan or plans remain unmet.

““(6) INCLUSION OF RESTRICTED ANNEXES.—A
recipient of a covered grant may submit to the
Secretary an annex to the annual report under
paragraph (5) that is subject to appropriate
handling restrictions, if the recipient believes
that discussion in the report of unmet needs
would reveal sensitive but unclassified informa-
tion.

““(7) PROVISION OF REPORTS.—The Secretary
shall ensure that each annual report under
paragraph (5) is provided to the Under Sec-
retary for Emergency Preparedness and Re-
sponse and the Director of the Office for Domes-
tic Preparedness.

“(h) INCENTIVES TO EFFICIENT ADMINISTRA-
TION OF HOMELAND SECURITY GRANTS.—

‘(1) PENALTIES FOR DELAY IN PASSING
THROUGH LOCAL SHARE.—If a recipient of a cov-
ered grant that is a State fails to pass through
to local governments, first responders, and other
local groups funds or resources required by sub-
section (g)(1) within 45 days after receiving
funds under the grant, the Secretary may—

“(A) reduce grant payments to the grant re-
cipient from the portion of grant funds that is
not required to be passed through under sub-
section (g)(1);

‘“(B) terminate payment of funds under the
grant to the recipient, and transfer the appro-
priate portion of those funds directly to local
first responders that were intended to receive
funding under that grant; or

“(C) impose additional restrictions or burdens
on the recipient’s use of funds under the grant,
which may include—

‘(i) prohibiting use of such funds to pay the
grant recipient’s grant-related overtime or other
expenses;

““(ii) requiring the grant recipient to distribute
to local government beneficiaries all or a portion
of grant funds that are not required to be passed
through under subsection (g)(1); or

““(iii) for each day that the grant recipient
fails to pass through funds or resources in ac-
cordance with subsection (g)(1), reducing grant
payments to the grant recipient from the portion
of grant funds that is not required to be passed
through under subsection (g)(1), except that the
total amount of such reduction may not exceed
20 percent of the total amount of the grant.

‘“(2) EXTENSION OF PERIOD.—The Governor of
a State may request in writing that the Sec-
retary extend the 45-day period under section
1803(e)(5)(E) or paragraph (1) for an additional
15-day period. The Secretary may approve such
a request, and may extend such period for addi-
tional 15-day periods, if the Secretary deter-
mines that the resulting delay in providing
grant funding to the local government entities
that will receive funding under the grant will
not have a Ssignificant detrimental impact on
such entities’ terrorism preparedness efforts.

““(3) PROVISION OF NON-LOCAL SHARE TO LOCAL
GOVERNMENT .—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may upon
request by a local government pay to the local
government a portion of the amount of a cov-
ered grant awarded to a State in which the local
government is located, if—
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‘(i) the local government will use the amount
paid to expedite planned enhancements to its
terrorism preparedness as described in any ap-
plicable State homeland security plan or plans;

‘“‘(ii)) the State has failed to pass through
funds or resources in accordance with sub-
section (g)(1); and

““(iii) the local government complies with sub-
paragraphs (B) and (C).

““(B) SHOWING REQUIRED.—To receive a pay-
ment under this paragraph, a local government
must demonstrate that—

““(i) it is identified explicitly as an ultimate re-
cipient or intended beneficiary in the approved
grant application;

‘(i) it was intended by the grantee to receive
a severable portion of the overall grant for a
specific purpose that is identified in the grant
application;

““(iii) it petitioned the grantee for the funds or
resources after expiration of the period within
which the funds or resources were required to be
passed through under subsection (g)(1); and

“(iv) it did not receive the portion of the over-
all grant that was earmarked or designated for
its use or benefit.

“(C) EFFECT OF PAYMENT.—Payment of grant
funds to a local government under this para-
graph—

‘(i) shall not affect any payment to another
local government under this paragraph; and

“‘(ii) shall not prejudice consideration of a re-
quest for payment under this paragraph that is
submitted by another local government.

‘““(D) DEADLINE FOR ACTION BY SECRETARY.—
The Secretary shall approve or disapprove each
request for payment under this paragraph by
not later than 15 days after the date the request
is received by the Department.

““(i) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary
shall submit an annual report to the Congress
by January 31 of each year covering the pre-
ceding fiscal year—

‘(1) describing in detail the amount of Fed-
eral funds provided as covered grants that were
directed to each State, region, and directly eligi-
ble tribe in the preceding fiscal year;

“(2) containing information on the use of
such grant funds by grantees; and

““(3) describing—

““(A) the Nation’s progress in achieving, main-
taining, and enhancing the essential capabili-
ties established by the Secretary as a result of
the expenditure of covered grant funds during
the preceding fiscal year; and

‘““(B) an estimate of the amount of expendi-
tures required to attain across the United States
the essential capabilities established by the Sec-
retary.

“SEC. 1807. NATIONAL STANDARDS FOR FIRST RE-
SPONDER EQUIPMENT AND TRAIN-
ING.

“(a) EQUIPMENT STANDARDS.—

‘“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in consulta-
tion with the Under Secretaries for Emergency
Preparedness and Response and Science and
Technology and the Director of the Office for
Domestic Preparedness, shall, not later than 6
months after the date of enactment of this sec-
tion, support the development of, promulgate,
and wupdate as mecessary national voluntary
consensus standards for the performance, use,
and validation of first responder equipment for
purposes of section 1805(e)(7). Such standards—

‘““(A) shall be, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, consistent with any existing voluntary
consensus standards;

‘“(B) shall take into account, as appropriate,
new types of terrorism threats that may not
have been contemplated when such existing
standards were developed;

“(C) shall be focused on mazximizing interoper-
ability, interchangeability, durability, flexi-
bility, efficiency, efficacy, portability, sustain-
ability, and safety; and
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‘(D) shall cover all appropriate uses of the
equipment.

““(2) REQUIRED CATEGORIES.—In carrying out
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall specifically
consider the following categories of first re-
sponder equipment:

“(A) Thermal imaging equipment.

‘““(B) Radiation detection and analysis equip-
ment.

““(C) Biological detection and analysis equip-
ment.

‘(D) Chemical detection and analysis equip-
ment.

‘““(E) Decontamination and sterilization equip-
ment.

‘““(F) Personal protective equipment, including
garments, boots, gloves, and hoods and other
protective clothing.

“(G) Respiratory protection equipment.

‘““(H) Interoperable communications, including
wireless and wireline voice, video, and data net-
wWOorks.

““(I) Explosive mitigation devices and explosive
detection and analysis equipment.

“(J) Containment vessels.

‘“(K) Contaminant-resistant vehicles.

““(L) Such other equipment for which the Sec-
retary determines that national voluntary con-
sensus standards would be appropriate.

““(b) TRAINING STANDARDS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in consulta-
tion with the Under Secretaries for Emergency
Preparedness and Response and Science and
Technology and the Director of the Office for
Domestic Preparedness, shall support the devel-
opment of, promulgate, and regularly update as
necessary national voluntary consensus stand-
ards for first responder training carried out with
amounts provided under covered grant pro-
grams, that will enable State and local govern-
ment first responders to achieve optimal levels of
terrorism preparedness as quickly as practicable.
Such standards shall give priority to providing
training to—

‘““(A) enable first responders to prevent, pre-
pare for, respond to, mitigate against, and re-
cover from terrorist threats, including threats
from chemical, biological, nuclear, and radio-
logical weapons and explosive devices capable of
inflicting significant human casualties; and

‘“(B) familiarize first responders with the
proper use of equipment, including software, de-
veloped pursuant to the standards established
under subsection (a).

““(2) REQUIRED CATEGORIES.—In carrying out
paragraph (1), the Secretary specifically shall
include the following categories of first re-
sponder activities:

‘““(A) Regional planning.

‘““(B) Joint exercises.

‘“(C) Intelligence collection, analysis,
sharing.

‘(D) Emergency notification of affected popu-
lations.

‘““(E) Detection of biological, nuclear, radio-
logical, and chemical weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

‘“(F) Such other activities for which the Sec-
retary determines that national voluntary con-
sensus training standards would be appropriate.

““(3) CONSISTENCY.—In carrying out this sub-
section, the Secretary shall ensure that such
training standards are consistent with the prin-
ciples of emergency preparedness for all haz-
ards.

““(c) CONSULTATION WITH STANDARDS ORGANI-
ZATIONS.—In establishing national voluntary
consensus standards for first responder equip-
ment and training under this section, the Sec-
retary shall consult with relevant public and
private sector groups, including—

‘(1) the National Institute of Standards and
Technology;

““(2) the National Fire Protection Association;

and
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“(3) the National Association of County and
City Health Officials;

‘“(4) the Association of State and Territorial
Health Officials;

“(5) the American National Standards Insti-
tute;

“(6) the National Institute of Justice;

“(7) the Inter-Agency Board for Equipment
Standardization and Interoperability;

““(8) the National Public Health Performance
Standards Program;

“(9) the National Institute for Occupational
Safety and Health,

“(10) ASTM International;

““(11) the International Safety Equipment As-
sociation;

‘“(12) the Emergency Management Accredita-
tion Program; and

““(13) to the extent the Secretary considers ap-
propriate, other national voluntary consensus
standards development organizations, other in-
terested Federal, State, and local agencies, and
other interested persons.

“(d) COORDINATION WITH SECRETARY OF
HHS.—In establishing any national voluntary
consensus standards under this section for first
responder equipment or training that involve or
relate to health professionals, including emer-
gency medical professionals, the Secretary shall
coordinate activities under this section with the
Secretary of Health and Human Services.”’.

(b) DEFINITION OF EMERGENCY RESPONSE PRO-
VIDERS.—Paragraph (6) of section 2 of the
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-
296; 6 U.S.C. 101(6)) is amended by striking ‘‘in-
cludes’ and all that follows and inserting ‘‘in-
cludes Federal, State, and local governmental
and nongovernmental emergency public safety,
law enforcement, fire, emergency response,
emergency medical (including hospital emer-
gency facilities), and related personnel, organi-
zations, agencies, and authorities.”’.

SEC. 4. SUPERSEDED PROVISION.

This Act supersedes section 1014(c)(3) of Pub-
lic Law 107-56.

SEC. 5. OVERSIGHT.

The Secretary of Homeland Security shall es-
tablish within the Office for Domestic Prepared-
ness an Office of the Comptroller to oversee the
grants distribution process and the financial
management of the Office for Domestic Pre-
paredness.

SEC. 6. GAO REPORT ON AN INVENTORY AND STA-
TUS OF HOMELAND SECURITY FIRST
RESPONDER TRAINING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General of
the United States shall report to the Congress in
accordance with this section—

(1) on the overall inventory and status of first
responder training programs of the Department
of Homeland Security and other departments
and agencies of the Federal Government; and

(2) the extent to which such programs are co-
ordinated.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORTS.—The reports under
this section shall include—

(1) an assessment of the effectiveness of the
structure and organization of such training pro-
grams;

(2) recommendations to—

(4) improve the coordination, structure, and
organization of such training programs; and

(B) increase the availability of training to
first responders who are not able to attend cen-
tralized training programs;

(3) the structure and organizational effective-
ness of such programs for first responders in
rural communities;

(4) identification of any duplication or redun-
dancy among such programs;

(5) a description of the use of State and local
training institutions, universities, centers, and
the National Domestic Preparedness Consortium
in designing and providing training;
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(6) a cost-benefit analysis of the costs and
time required for first responders to participate
in training courses at Federal institutions;

(7) an assessment of the the approval process
for certifying non-Department of Homeland Se-
curity training courses that are useful for anti-
terrorism purposes as eligible for grants awarded
by the Department;

(8) a description of the use of Department of
Homeland Security grant funds by States and
local governments to acquire training;

9) an analysis of the feasibility of Federal,
State, and local personnel to receive the train-
ing that is necessary to adopt the National Re-
sponse Plan and the National Incident Manage-
ment System; and

(10) the role of each first responder training
institution within the Department of Homeland
Security in the design and implementation of
terrorism preparedness and related training
courses for first responders.

(c) DEADLINES.—The Comptroller
shall—

(1) submit a report under subsection (a)(1) by
not later than 60 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act; and

(2) submit a report on the remainder of the
topics required by this section by not later than
120 days after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. No amend-
ment to the committee amendment is
in order except those printed in House
Report 109-77. Each amendment may be
offered only in the order printed in the
report, by a Member designated in the
report, shall be considered read, shall
be debatable for the time specified in
the report, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in House Report
109-1717.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. BERRY

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. BERRY:

In section 3(a)(2), in the quoted section
1804(a)(1) (page 24, beginning at line 3), strike
“and”” after the semicolon at the end of sub-
paragraph (F), strike the period at the end of
subparagraph (G) and insert ‘; and’, and
after subparagraph (G) add the following:

“‘(H) the Administrator of the Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 269, the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I claim the
time in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY) is
recognized.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I first of all want to
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. Cox) and the ranking member, my

General



May 12, 2005

good friend and the distinguished gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP-
SON), and the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PASCRELL) for the wonderful
work they have done on this bill and
the very responsible way they have de-
veloped it.

It is a good thing when we come to-
gether in this House in a bipartisan
way to try to make things better for
the country. I compliment them on
having that goal and objective.

The amendment I offer would simply
add the administrator of Animal, Plant
and Health Inspection Service to the
first responders grant board.

Food safety is a very important
thing. It was acknowledged as a serious
matter by the outgoing Secretary of
DHS, Mr. Ridge. And I think what this
does is makes it possible for the people
that have the greatest expertise in this
matter to have some say in the way
that this is handled.

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

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, even though I have
claimed the time in opposition to the
amendment, I actually want to speak
in support of the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1544, the bill that
the gentleman would amend, as written
requires the Department of Homeland
Security to analyze risk in rural Amer-
ica. That is a big step forward. For ex-
ample, the disruption to the agricul-
tural and food sectors by acts of bioter-
rorism would result in considerable
economic and health consequences.

This amendment will ensure that the
grants board established by H.R. 1544
contain a member with expertise in
this very area. The designee of this
amendment, the administrator of
APHIS, the Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, is well versed in
agro-terrorism. This is a wise choice.

As a part of the USDA, APHIS is re-
sponsible for safeguarding the agri-
culture and food infrastructures not
only from pests and diseases but also
biological threats. Indeed, APHIS cur-
rently works closely with the Depart-
ment of Science and Technology direc-
torate, that is, the Department of
Homeland Security’s directorate, and
plays an important role in agro-ter-
rorism preparedness.

Specifically, APHIS is already in-
volved in the following: accelerating
the development of countermeasures to
agro-terrorism; bio-forensic capabili-
ties; deploying diagnostic technologies;
and research, development and training
activities.

For all of these reasons, Mr. Chair-
man, as chairman of the Committee on
Homeland Security, I strongly urge my
colleagues on the committee and my
colleagues in the House to vote in sup-
port of the Berry amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, it is most
appropriate that this amendment will
be accepted because it will give the De-
partment of Agriculture their rightful
place at the table in representing agri-
culture in this country in the protec-
tion of our homeland.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP-
SON).

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY) allowing
me to speak on his amendment.

My district is reliant on agriculture.
This amendment is very supportive of
the agriculture through the APHIS
program. If the administrator is al-
lowed to participate in the grants
board, it will allow us, from an agricul-
tural standpoint, to be adequately con-
sidered. I would like to compliment the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY)
for bringing this to our attention. It is
timely in terms of an amendment, and
it is something that I am happy to sup-
port.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. MIKE ROG-
ERS).

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my colleague from Cali-
fornia for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
BERRY).

This amendment would add the ad-
ministrator of the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service as a full
member of the First Responder Grants
Board.

As an integral part of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service mon-
itors our Nation’s agriculture to pro-
tect against agricultural pests and dis-
eases. It also works closely with the
Department of Homeland Security in
agro-terrorism preparedness and pre-
vention.

Under the bill debated today, the
First Responders Grants Board will be
charged with prioritizing grant appli-
cations on the basis of risk. Adding the
administrator to the board would help
ensure this panel has the necessary ex-
pertise when considering the risks to
rural America.

In my home State of Alabama, for ex-
ample, agriculture is the number one
industry, employing nearly half a mil-
lion people. An agro-terrorist attack in
Alabama could cripple our economy.

So it is essential we include these
changes today to ensure that the voice
of rural America is heard during the
process.

I would also like to note this amend-
ment has the full support of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture on which I sit. I
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. BERRY), for offering
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this commonsense amendment. I also
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. Cox) for his efforts on this subject
and urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
BERRY).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. BERRY

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. BERRY:

At the end of section 1804(c)(1) (page 25,
line 19), add the following: ‘“The Board shall
coordinate with State, local, regional, and
tribal officials in establishing criteria for
evaluating and prioritizing applications for
covered grants.”.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 269, the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 10 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY).

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I too represent a
small rural State. We always struggle
to have enough resources to deal with
some of the possible threats that we
have, and one of the important re-
sources that the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. THOMPSON) and I share is
the Mississippi River. It is an incred-
ibly important resources to this Nation
and to our national security and to our
homeland security.

It is for just that reason that I offer
this amendment, to draw attention to
the fact that sometimes as we make
public policy we tend to lose sight of
the things that may be more important
than the number of people involved.
But most of all, when we do things in
Washington, D.C., it is so very impor-
tant to be in touch with the people at
home.

What this amendment does is call for
the Department of Homeland Security
to coordinate with State, local, and
tribal governments in establishing the
criteria for prioritizing applications for
the first responders grant. This is
something that I think is critical, that
we take the information and have a co-
ordination between our local govern-
ments and the Department of Home-
land Security as they make the critical
decisions about where these resources
will be placed.

I appreciate, again, very much the
chairman and the ranking member on
the subcommittee being friendly to-
wards this amendment and receiving it
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well. Certainly it is something that
will prevent the States from devoting
significant time, resources, and fund-
ing to establish a State homeland secu-
rity plan in accordance with this bill,
only to find out after they apply for a
grant that they have completely
missed the mark on what the grant
board established as its priority.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON).

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of this
amendment.

This amendment would ensure that
the First Responder Grant Board would
coordinate with State and local gov-
ernments. Throughout this process we
have sought to ensure that State,
local, and tribal governments are con-
sulted throughout this process. This
amendment would make it crystal
clear to DHS that we expect them to
listen to State, local, and tribal gov-
ernments as they make their funding
decisions. I support this amendment.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I claim the
time in opposition to this amendment,
notwithstanding that I rise in its sup-
port.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without
objecton, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CoX) is recognized for 10
minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support
this Berry amendment. It is completely
consistent with the intent of the Fast-
er and Smarter Funding For First Re-
sponders Act. Indeed, H.R. 1544 con-
tains many other provisions with the
same purpose: to enhance Federal,
State, local, regional and tribal gov-
ernment cooperation in the process of
establishing the criteria for prioriti-
zing applications for covered grants.
For example, the bill directs the Sec-
retary to establish a first responders
task force.
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This task force, which will advise the
Secretary of Homeland Security on
preparedness benchmarks, will consist
of 25 members, representative of all of
the first-responder disciplines and a
substantive cross-section of geography
from across the Nation.

The Berry amendment, in my view,
will help ensure that the Grant Board’s
risk-based analysis adequately address-
es the concerns of State, local, regional
and tribal governments who, after all,
have direct jurisdiction and control
over the first responders who are the
focal point of this legislation. This
amendment will provide important
comfort to covered grant applicants as
the department shifts from a political,
formula-driven system to one based on
risk.
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A dramatic programmatic shift such
as the one established by this bill can-
not be made in a vacuum. It must be
made in close coordination with the
people most affected. That is the pur-
pose of the bill as it is written.

I think the Berry amendment clari-
fies that purpose in a useful way, and I
strongly support it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. PASs-
CRELL), the distinguished ranking
member of the Subcommittee on Emer-
gency Preparedness, Science, and Tech-
nology.

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, I
support the Berry amendment. The
gentleman from Arkansas has a tend-
ency and a knack to present amend-
ments on this floor that are reason-
able, precise and relevant. This is a
very relevant amendment, as our chair-
man just pointed out.

We need greater coordination be-
tween the Department of Homeland Se-
curity with State, local and tribal offi-
cers. I believe that this is wise public
policy.

Secondly, State and local officials
know better than anyone, they cer-
tainly know better than anybody in
Washington, the risks and the
vulnerabilities that they face. Wash-
ington must work outside of the Belt-
way for the greatest effectiveness.

We know in examining not only the
9/11 Commission report but every other
report since the tragedy of 9/11 that the
lack of coordination between the var-
ious levels of government is a very,
very dangerous situation. This bill, in
its totality, strikes at that very wvul-
nerability, and this amendment, I
think, precisely talks to the very im-
portant factor of coordination of those
agencies.

I want to commend the sponsor of
the amendment.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further speakers. I thank the chairman
and the ranking member of the com-
mittee for their consideration, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. TERRY).
The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. BERRY).

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in
order to consider amendment No. 3
printed in House Report 109-77.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. BASS

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. BASS:

In section 3(a)(2), in the quoted section
1806(d), re-designate existing text as para-
graph (1), and insert after paragraph (1) the
following:
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(2) An applicant for a covered grant may
petition the Secretary for the reimburse-
ment of the cost of any activity relating to
prevention (including detection) of, pre-
paredness for, response to, or recovery from
acts of terrorism that is a Federal duty and
usually performed by a Federal agency, and
that is being performed by a State or local
government (or both) under agreement with
a Federal agency.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 269, the gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr. BASS) and a
Member opposed each will control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr. BASS).

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

This is an amendment that I think
adds flexibility and workability to the
bill. What it will do is it will allow
States to petition the Secretary to use
grants that are covered for expendi-
tures that are considered anti-ter-
rorism activities and are normally du-
ties that would be exercised by the
Federal Government. What is not cur-
rently allowed in the bill are personnel
costs or agreements between State and
local entities that affect a Federal
agency.

The type of activities that this
amendment would permit include, but
are not limited to, border duties, as-
sisting with the Coast Guard and ports,
waterways, coastal security duties or
detention of illegal aliens on a tem-
porary basis until Federal authorities
can take over.

What the amendment does not do is
make any changes in the allocation of
resources from one entity to another,
and it does not allow States to petition
to recover from the Federal Govern-
ment costs for services that are per-
formed by State law enforcement agen-
cies that are not terrorism-related.

This amendment really does add
flexibility to the administration of
these grants. It would allow, for exam-
ple, in our seacoast port of Port Smith
to reimburse them for the State police
boat that currently supplants those ef-
forts being undertaken by the Coast
Guard at the behest of the Coast
Guard. It allows local police depart-
ments such as the police department in
New Ipswich, New Hampshire, that had
to detain illegals for a period of time,
had to deal with them and could not
get the immigration department in-
volved quickly enough, to apply for re-
imbursement. It also allows local po-
lice departments to enforce border
crossings, if necessary. It allows them
to apply for reimbursement. It does not
guarantee it, but it allows them to
apply.

I hope that the committee will ac-
cept this amendment. I know we have
had good discussions on both sides with
it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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The Acting CHAIRMAN. For what
purpose does the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. THOMPSON) rise?

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, in order to speak on this
amendment, I claim the time in opposi-
tion.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP-
SON) is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume. Mr. Chairman, only for
the sake of discussion and procedure do
I do that, as I am in absolute agree-
ment with the author of the amend-
ment.

This amendment adds an additional
paragraph for reimbursement of costs
that a State may incur for terrorism
preparedness. It would allow for the re-
imbursement for activities that a State
may perform which are traditionally
Federal responsibilities. It is common
sense, it is the right thing, and I sup-
port this amendment.

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

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. NORWOOD), my COSpOnNsor.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. BASS), my friend, for the
time.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment the
gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
BAss) and I are offering today is about
allowing States and localities some
flexibility with their Federal homeland
security funds. This flexibility is vital,
especially when States and localities
are doing the job of the Federal Gov-
ernment. Essentially, we believe that
when States and localities are per-
forming Federal homeland security
functions, they should be able to tap
into Federal homeland security dol-
lars.

First, let me say and make very clear
that the gentleman from California
(Chairman CoX) and his committee had
a tough assignment, and I very much
like what they have done and respect
the product that they have produced. I
strongly support getting this first-re-
sponder money out of the currently
clogged pipeline, and that is basically
what we are trying to do here today,
and my congratulations to the chair-
man for doing just that.

I have a major homeland security
concern that I really do not think is
getting nearly enough attention or
funding. Additional resources are need-
ed to help law enforcement deal with
the problem of illegal aliens, a Federal
issue and responsibility closely related
to our security and anti-terrorism con-
cerns. I believe our amendment would
help these States and localities deal
with this problem.

Last Congress, I introduced the
CLEAR Act which was designed to
clarify State and local law enforce-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

ment involvement in combating illegal
immigration. I need not remind the
body that many of the 9/11 hijackers
were here illegally, that many of the
World Trade Center bombers were here
illegally, and many of the plotters for
other terrorist acts are here illegally.
Immigration and border issues are cen-
tral to our homeland security and anti-
terrorism efforts.

In promoting that bill, two problems
were identified for law enforcement,
the lack of resources and the lack of
authority to do what needs to be done.
While this bill does not deal with the
authority part of the problem, it does
deal with the resources part of the so-
lution. Therefore, our law enforcement
folks and others who are increasingly
taking on anti-terror and homeland se-
curity operations should be able to ac-
cess Federal funds for performing these
Federal roles.

The gentleman from New Hampshire
(Mr. BAss) and I have different dis-
tricts, with different needs, but we
agree that this language provides some
flexibility to get at our individual con-
cerns. Of course, the Department of
Homeland Security has a role in over-
sight under the amendment so there
are some checks and balances, appro-
priately. We are intentionally not talk-
ing about an unfettered ability to send
the Feds a bill for services rendered.
Neither of us have interest in that.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. I urge my colleagues to
support the underlying bill, and I do
thank the committee for working with
us on this language, and I want to con-
tinue to work with the gentleman from
California (Mr. CoX) in addressing this
critical problem.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COX).

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman from = Mississippi (Mr.
THOMPSON) for the time.

I rise in support of the Bass-Norwood
amendment. I strongly support this
amendment, and I do so for several rea-
sons.

First, since the attacks of 9/11, States
and local governments are increasingly
stepping up to the plate and assuming
some of what have traditionally been
the Federal Government’s responsibil-
ities in the area of terrorism prepared-
ness. For example, many State and
local governments have entered into
agreements with the U.S. Coast Guard
or with immigration and customs en-
forcement or other elements of the De-
partment of Homeland Security to per-
form responsibilities relating to home-
land security.

Second, the Bass-Norwood amend-
ment, which would permit petitioning
the Secretary for reimbursement for
expenses in this regard, is fiscally re-
sponsible. It would not, for example,
permit grant recipients to use covered
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grant funds to supplant routine State
or local government expenses. It does
not permit, for example, reimburse-
ment for personnel costs.

The Bass-Norwood amendment is also
properly targeted in scope. States and
localities may defray the costs of their
assumed homeland security duties only
with the consent of the Secretary of
Homeland Security, and States and lo-
calities that have assumed these kinds
of duties have to have done so pursuant
to an agreement with a Federal agen-
cy.

The Federal Government, in my
view, should encourage States and lo-
calities to assist the Federal Govern-
ment in providing security where it
would otherwise be lacking, and that is
what this amendment is going to help
us do. To support this policy, it is in-
cumbent upon Congress to permit
State and local governments to peti-
tion the Secretary for reimbursement.

The Bass-Norwood amendment is
consistent with other provisions of this
bill. Specifically, H.R. 1544, the under-
lying bill, permits covered grant recipi-
ents to satisfy the matching require-
ments through in-kind contributions of
goods or services, or other equipment,
fuel, maintenance, personnel overtime
and other costs that are associated
with State and local assumption of
Federal terrorism preparedness duties.

For all of these reasons, I strongly
support the Bass-Norwood amendment.
I congratulate its authors for pre-
senting it before the House.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further speakers. I urge the support of
this amendment, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield back.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New Hampshire
(Mr. BASS).

The amendment was agreed to.
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The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. TERRY).
It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 4 printed in House Report No.
109-77.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. WEINER

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. WEINER:

In title XVIII of the Homeland Security
Act of 2002, as proposed to be added by the
bill, insert at the end the following new sec-
tion (and make such technical and con-
forming changes as may be necessary):

SEC. 18 . LIMITATION ON NUMBER OF UASI
GRANTEES.

In carrying out the Urban Area Security
Initiative, or any successor to such grant
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program, the Secretary may award not more
than 50 grants for any fiscal year.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 269, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WEINER) and a
Member opposed each will control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WEINER).

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The purpose of this amendment is
simple. First of all, let me say what
this amendment is not. This amend-
ment is not an effort to litigate again
the conflict that has arisen in this
House between urban Members and
rural Members. It is not an effort to re-
visit the formula question about the
minimums. I think that the committee
has done a fairly good job on trying to
manage that situation, although it is
not perfect. My belief is that there
should be no minimum guarantee.
Money should be allocated based on
threats. That is the way I think it
should be done, but I understand the ef-
forts of the ranking member and the
chairman to address that problem; and
they have done so, I think, better than
we have up until now.

The question still arises about
whether or not we should have a por-
tion of our homeland security funding
stream that is dedicated for what we in
Congress said we wanted in the 2003
omnibus, which is a pool of money that
is designated to go, in the language of
the legislation, to address the unique
equipment, training, planning, and ex-
ercise needs of selected large high-
threat urban areas.

We have now, through the course of
time, expanded that not just to be cit-
ies; it is literally the areas around cit-
ies, the cities and the suburbs, and in
many cases it is also the ports authori-
ties and the airports authorities of
these major cities.

What my legislation would do would
be to address a creeping problem that
was not created by this Congress but
has been created by the Department of
Homeland Security. These high-threat
urban area grants, which started out
going to six cities, have expanded over
time to the point that now they are
over 50 cities, and there are also addi-
tional areas and airports authorities
and the like that get it.

What my legislation would do would
be to say, look, there are going to be
times when we are going to want to
take a city or an area, and they may be
under less threat or we may want to
add one, but we must not continue
down the path for, I think, largely po-
litical reasons each year adding more
and more and more cities to this pot.

Here is what it is doing. We in the
Congress are expressing our views to
increase the funding for that pool of
money; but the Department of Home-
land Security, by administrative fiat,
is adding the number of cities that are
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available, therefore actually reducing
the amount and percentage that the
larger cities and areas have to contend
with.

Now, for my colleagues who rep-
resent rural areas, my colleagues who
represent suburban areas, my col-
leagues who represent areas that are
not traditionally thought of as large
urban areas, I want to assure you noth-
ing in this amendment in any way lim-
its your ability to get funds from this
pot. Because under language written by
the chairman and the ranking member,
now areas can pool together. For exam-
ple, if Kansas and Iowa and Nebraska
want to get together and say we want
to create a pool to protect against
agro-terrorism, for example, they could
be added as a group under my amend-
ment very easily.

This simply says one thing: we have
to stop adding more and more cities
when that was clearly not the inten-
tion of Congress to do. We said in our
actions that we wanted this to be a se-
lect number of areas. If the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security is going to
continue to add to that list, until we
essentially have every single eligible
city up to the limit that is laid out in
the law, what is the purpose of having
the Dbifurcated system? Maybe we
should not.

I mean, I happen to believe that we
were trying to address a legitimate
concern that many have raised, includ-
ing the 9/11 Commission, that said,
look, there are some areas and cities
that we want to have a distinct pot of
money for.

Before I reserve, let me just make an-
other point. We are talking about ap-
proximately 25 percent of the overall
funding stream for homeland security.
We are not talking about 75 or 80 per-
cent. We are talking about a discrete
amount of money, a discrete percent-
age of money which would be held for
these 50 or fewer cities. Now, I happen
to believe 50 is a very high number.
When you start thinking about the 50
largest cities, the largest metropolitan
areas, there are cities on the list pres-
ently that do not even have minor
league baseball teams, yet they are
considered major urban areas.

I am not saying that we should take
all of the funds and just dedicate them
to my hometown. I know that is not
anything that we should do. We have a
law here that is crafted to distribute
money based on different types of
threat, different types of ways. But we
in the legislature here in Congress have
said very clearly that we believe there
should be a pot of money that is pro-
tected from the traditional political
back and forth. Let us continue to pro-
tect that pot of money.

If you vote for my amendment, it
does not mean any of your constituents
are not eligible for this money. It does
not mean that. But it does mean if you
are one of these cities either now, in
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the past, or in the future, you are not
going to be on the list of 300 or 400 cit-
ies. It is going to be limited to 50 at
most.

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

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
THOMPSON).

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the chairman of the
committee for yielding me this time to
speak in opposition to the amendment.

This amendment would limit the
number of urban area security initia-
tive grants to 50. I understand what the
gentleman from New York (Mr. WEI-
NER) is trying to accomplish; and he
has to do it, he is from New York. How-
ever, it is unreasonable to set an arbi-
trary number, in this case 50, for the
number of UASI or regional grants.

In the bill, we already limit the num-
ber of regions by requiring a region to
have at least 1.65 million people. This
would adequately limit the number of
recipients in itself. So I oppose this
amendment.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume, and I
too rise in opposition to this amend-
ment.

I agree with the intention of the au-
thor of the amendment to limit the
number of grant awards under the
Urban Area Security Initiative, but I
do not agree with the thrust of the
amendment, which is to, in essence,
perpetuate a system that sends money
exclusively to cities and ignores re-
gions.

One of the important reforms made
in H.R. 1544 is that we open up the
process to regional grant applications.
I come from the most populated State
in America: California. My county, just
one of 58 counties in California, has 3
million people. Los Angeles, obviously,
is an enormous urban center. But the
important thing to note about both
Los Angeles and New York is that the
L.A. region and the New York City re-
gion are bigger and geographically
more relevant than the city qua city.
The municipal boundaries of New York
or the municipal boundaries of Lios An-
geles are not nearly so important, if
there is a radiological attack, for ex-
ample, as understanding where that
plume is going to go and what are the
evacuation corridors.

We have learned since 9/11 we have
got to have regional collaboration. In
my home county, Orange County,
which as I said has 3 million people, we
had two cities get Urban Area Security
Initiative money. This was like the
fickle finger of fate that touched those
two cities and gave them all the cash
and ignored the County of Orange, ig-
nored the municipalities situated right
next door to them. Happily, due to the
leadership of Sheriff Mike Carona and
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the chairman of the Board of Super-
visors Bill Campbell, and the mayor of
Santa Ana, Miguel Pulido, and the
mayor of Anaheim, Curt Pringle, there
has been a workout, a local arrange-
ment made to equitably distribute
these urban area security initiative
monies. But that is not the way the
program is designed.

We have made sense of it in Cali-
fornia despite the nonsense of the Fed-
eral program itself. Perpetuating this
program, trying to focus more empha-
sis on it is the wrong way to go. UASI
is broke, and it makes no sense to
place more emphasis upon it.

Finally, let me say that only re-
gional grants, not State grants, may be
able to address certain unique ter-
rorism preparedness needs, such as
risks that cross interstate or inter-
national boundaries, for example, bio-
terrorism or agro-terrorism. In this re-
spect, I agree with the comments made
by the author of the amendment. I
think that to the extent we emphasize
a regional approach, a mutual-aid ap-
proach, we will find ourselves better
prepared in the future. That is the aim,
one of the chief aims of H.R. 1544, the
Faster and Smarter Funding for First
Responders Act, and for those reasons I
counsel opposition to this amendment.

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

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

First of all, in reaction to my good
friend, the gentleman from Mississippi,
he is incorrect. The bill defines the size
of a region at 1.65 million, but it leaves
open cities of any type. We do not
know, since the bill is silent on that
distinction. You can have a city of
20,000 and be eligible for this. You can
have a city of 10,000 and be eligible.
The gentleman from Mississippi is cor-
rect that a region has to be 1.656 mil-
lion, but nowhere does it restrict the
size of the city.

As for the chairman, the chairman,
who has done an excellent job on this
bill, regrettably is incorrect as well.
There is nothing in my amendment
that restricts this from going to cities
or to regions. As I read from line 4 of
the bill: ‘“may not award any more
than 50 grants for any fiscal year.” If
the Department of Homeland Security,
which by the way this issue is some-
what vague in the bill as drafted, it is
silent on how this program is going to
be divided. If the Department of Home-
land Security says grants are available
to areas, which they have been in the
past, fine. Limit it to 50. If they say it
should be cities, limit it to 50.

If we take the chairman and the
ranking member’s argument to its log-
ical extension, you could conceivably
in this portion of the bill, which the
language says ‘‘shall be to exercise the
needs of selected large, high-threat
urban areas,” it could be any city of
any size. And I do not believe that was
the intention of our legislation.
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I think what we are doing, and with
all due deference to the gentleman
from Mississippi, I am not just offering
this because I am from New York. It
could be that we add the 200 cities to
this, 300 cities, 400, 500 cities, and we
completely undermine the intention of
this Congress when we created the pro-
gram to begin with. Maybe you are
right. In that case, do away with the
program. It is not any longer going to
be a high-threat, high-density urban
area grant program. Then let us elimi-
nate it. Put it in with the other pot of
money. But if we are going to have it,
let us preserve its integrity.

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

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

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and for his amendment,
which I rise in strong support of.

The amendment of the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WEINER) would
limit the high-threat grants to 50 total
grants. If this amendment were en-
acted, it would ensure to a greater de-
gree that high-threat funding truly
goes to what it is intended to do, go to
high-threat areas.

When Congress first created the so-
called high-threat program, it was lim-
ited to seven cities; yet last year that
number jumped to 80 grants, with 50
cities getting funding and 30 transit
agencies. This year, the Department
again funded 50 cities. The practical ef-
fect is that those cities that are the
highest threat may see the amount of
money directed towards them dimin-
ished because of the ever-increasing
pie.

For example, 2 years ago, and I give
the example of the city I represent, but
it could be other cities, New York City
received $150 million in funding. But
last year, even though we remained
high-threat number one in the Nation
by all accounts, by all of the intel-
ligence agencies, last year we saw a de-
crease of 69 percent to $47 million. This
year, again we saw a dramatic shift up-
wards to $214 million.

I think it is very easy to argue that
New York City has been under the
same consistent threat since 9/11, but
this funding certainly does not reflect
that. The example that I use of New
York City is just one example of how it
has varied widely across cities.

One of the greatest reasons for this
yo-yo funding is when you increase
who is eligible, you decrease your op-
tions on how you distribute. So we
need to make sure that this funding is
based on risk rather than political cal-
culations, and limiting the number of
grants to 50 is certainly reasonable and
a fair way.

May I speak also very briefly on how
far preferable the House version is to
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the Senate version in the underlying
bill.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

There seems to be some misunder-
standing, and I am waiting for some
clarification on our side, if the major-
ity side has clarification, because it
might lead me to withdraw my amend-
ment.

If someone will stand up and say that
a city of less than 1.65 million will be
ineligible to receive these grants in the
future, as has been articulated by the
ranking member and implied by the
chairman, then we are on to some-
thing.
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The language in the bill refers to the
area which is this new thing that we
are trying to do, I think, for good rea-
son. The question is, will a city of
50,000 or 60,000 who does not form a coa-
lition with four or five or six other cit-
ies or other regions, will they still be
eligible? That is the problem.

I think that what we have here is a
very good bill that continues a bifur-
cated system. On one hand, you have
every single corner of the country eli-
gible for money based on threat, based
on the Weiner language that was intro-
duced in committee, and I am glad you
accepted; on the other side, we have
this thing that now only limits the
area to 1.65 million. What I am trying
to do is not say a city can be on or off
but say, let us limit it to 50.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. PuT-
NAM). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WEINER).

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

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WEINER) will be postponed.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to strike the last
word to enter into a colloquy with the
gentleman from California, the chair-
man of the Committee on Homeland
Security.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from Delaware?

There was no objection.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, like
most of my colleagues here today, I
support efforts to reform our current
system to ensure that more funding for
our first responders is determined on
the basis of risk. The 9/11 Commission
noted that one of our greatest chal-
lenges would be in how to allocate
these limited resources, and I agree.
The gentleman from California’s deter-
mination for taking on this challenge
is commendable.
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As the gentleman knows, I have been
concerned about the Department’s abil-
ity to accurately determine national
threats, vulnerabilities and con-
sequences. In its report, the 9/11 Com-
mission also notes that, due to the
overwhelming focus on specific high-
risk areas, terrorists might begin turn-
ing their attention to softer, less-pro-
tected targets.

As a Member representing our Na-
tion’s sixth smallest State by popu-
lation, second smallest by size, I am
concerned that, in improving the cur-
rent system, we might inadvertently
overlook citizens in States considered
less likely to be wvulnerable. In Dela-
ware, the State Emergency Manage-
ment Agency has expressed some con-
cern that our high-risk targets may be
neglected. Such omissions force small
States like mine to dip into other im-
portant programs, such as disaster pre-
vention, in order to provide necessary
resources and personnel to handle cer-
tain attacks.

There needs to be some balance here
and recognition that real homeland se-
curity needs exist outside of metropoli-
tan areas. To the best of my knowl-
edge, the Department of Homeland Se-
curity has not completed a comprehen-
sive national risk assessment. It seems
that this type of national risk assess-
ment should serve as a basis for deter-
mining how to allocate first-responder
grants, but apparently, a thorough
study will not be available for several
years.

I would appreciate the chairman’s
thoughts on this.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CASTLE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate
the comments of the gentleman from
Delaware. I would like to assure him
that the bill before us today is designed
to prepare every State, small, medium
and large, to respond in the event of a
terrorist attack.

The Department’s current method for
allocating terrorism preparedness
grant funds has not always well served
small and medium sized States, includ-
ing Delaware. The current grant sys-
tem takes risk into account only in a
limited way by specially earmarking
funds to a handful of large urban areas
under the urban area security initia-
tive. With respect to all the rest of the
funding, the current system ignores
the threats, vulnerabilities and con-
sequences of acts of terrorism any-
where else in the United States. Yet
throughout America, there are popu-
lations and critical infrastructure that
terrorists have within their sights.

H.R. 1544 would eliminate this anom-
aly by requiring a risk-based analysis
that covers every part of America,
urban, suburban and rural, based on ob-
jective criteria. To this end, H.R. 1544
establishes a first-responder grant
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board to prioritize and evaluate all ap-
plications for covered grants on the
basis of risk and need.

During this evaluation and prioriti-
zation process, the grant board must
consider a number of factors, includ-
ing, but not limited to, various critical
infrastructure sectors in all areas of
the Nation, urban, suburban and rural.
Indeed, the 16 critical infrastructure
sectors enumerated in H.R. 15644 encom-
pass a large number of critical infra-
structure sectors, including agriculture
and food, banking and finance, energy,
public health and health care, govern-
ment facilities, transportation sys-
tems, and water.

As Delaware’s former Governor, the
gentleman knows that Delaware con-
tains a great deal of critical infrastruc-
ture, including chemical plants, bank-
ing and finance, and ports. But he and
I also know that, under current law,
the Department does not consider
these factors in awarding grant funds
to his State. Delaware has no jurisdic-
tion that receives grant funds from the
urban area security initiative. As a re-
sult, like many States under the cur-
rent system, Delaware only receives
grant moneys under the State home-
land security grant program. But fund-
ing under that program is awarded
solely on the basis of an arbitrary po-
litical formula without regard to Dela-
ware’s actual risk or need. Passage of
this legislation, the Faster and Smart-
er Funding For First Responders Act,
will remedy these problems.

Mr. CASTLE. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from California for his comments. The
gentleman is correct in that my home
State, and every other State, deserves
equitable consideration. I appreciate
his willingness to protect adequate
grant allotments for first responders in
small States. I support the gentleman’s
goal of getting these important funds
to communities where they can be used
effectively and look forward to work-
ing with him throughout this process
to ensure all States receive fair and re-
alistic homeland security funding.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in
order to consider amendment No. 5
printed in House Report 109-77.

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. CASTLE

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. CASTLE:

At the end of the bill, add the following:

SECTION 7. REMOVAL OF CIVIL LIABILITY BAR-
RIERS THAT DISCOURAGE THE DO-
NATION OF FIRE EQUIPMENT TO
VOLUNTEER FIRE COMPANIES.

(a) LIABILITY PROTECTION.—A person who
donates fire control or fire rescue equipment
to a volunteer fire company shall not be lia-
ble for civil damages under any State or Fed-
eral law for personal injuries, property dam-
age or loss, or death caused by the equip-
ment after the donation.
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(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) does not
apply to a person if—

(1) the person’s act or omission causing the
injury, damage, loss, or death constitutes
gross negligence or intentional misconduct;
or

(2) the person is the manufacturer of the
fire control or fire rescue equipment.

(c) PREEMPTION.—This Act preempts the
laws of any State to the extent that such
laws are inconsistent with this Act, except
that notwithstanding subsection (b) this Act
shall not preempt any State law that pro-
vides additional protection from liability for
a person who donates fire control or fire res-
cue equipment to a volunteer fire company.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) PERSON.—The term ‘‘person’ includes
any governmental or other entity.

(2) FIRE CONTROL OR RESCUE EQUIPMENT.—
The term ‘‘fire control or fire rescue equip-
ment’’ includes any fire vehicle, fire fighting
tool, communications equipment, protective
gear, fire hose, or breathing apparatus.

(3) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’ includes the
several States, the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,
American Samoa, Guam, the Virgin Islands,
any other territory or possession of the
United States, and any political subdivision
of any such State, territory, or possession.

(4) VOLUNTEER FIRE COMPANY.—The term
‘“‘volunteer fire company’ means an associa-
tion of individuals who provide fire protec-
tion and other emergency services, where at
least 30 percent of the individuals receive lit-
tle or no compensation compared with an
entry level full-time paid individual in that
association or in the nearest such associa-
tion with an entry level full-time paid indi-
vidual.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This Act applies only
to liability for injury, damage, loss, or death
caused by equipment that, for purposes of
subsection (a), is donated on or after the
date that is 30 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 269, the gentleman
from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE) and the
gentleman from  Mississippi (Mr.
THOMPSON) each will control 10 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE).

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of my amendment to H.R. 1544, which
is identical to legislation I introduced,
H.R. 1088, the Good Samaritan Volun-
teer Firefighter Assistance Act. This
legislation overwhelmingly passed the
U.S. House of Representatives last Con-
gress, 397-3, and was also included as an
amendment to H.R. 10, the 9/11 Rec-
ommendations Implementation Act.
Unfortunately, it was not in the final
conference report.

My amendment removes a barrier
which currently prevents some organi-
zations from donating surplus fire
fighting equipment to fire departments
in need. Under current law, the threat
of civil liability has caused some orga-
nizations to destroy fire equipment
rather than donating it to volunteer
rural and other financially strapped de-
partments. We know that, every day
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across the United States, firefighters
respond to calls for help. We are grate-
ful that these brave men and women
work to save our lives and protect our
homes and businesses. We may presume
that our firefighters work in depart-
ments with the latest and best fire
fighting and protective equipment
when in reality there are an estimated
30,000 firefighters who risk their lives
daily due to a lack of basic personal
protective equipment, PPE. In both
rural and urban fire departments, lim-
ited budgets make it difficult to pur-
chase more than fuel and minimum
maintenance. At the same time, cer-
tain industries are constantly improv-
ing and updating the fire protection
equipment to take advantage of new,
state-of-the-art innovation. Sometimes
the surplus equipment has never been
used to put out a single fire. Sadly, the
threat of civil liability causes many or-
ganizations to destroy rather than do-
nate millions of dollars of quality fire
equipment.

Not only do volunteer fire depart-
ments provide an indispensable service,
some estimates indicate that the near-
1y 800,000 volunteer firefighters nation-
wide save State and local governments
$36.8 billion a year. Of the 26,000 fire de-
partments in the United States, more
than 19,000 are all volunteers and an-
other 3,800 are mostly volunteer. Thir-
teen States, Alabama, Arizona, Arkan-
sas, California, Florida, Illinois, Indi-
ana, Missouri, Nevada, New York,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina and
Texas, have passed similar legislation.
In the 7 years of the Texas program,
more than $12 million worth of fire-
fighter equipment has been donated
and given to needy departments. This
includes nearly 70 emergency vehicles
and more than 1,500 pieces of commu-
nications equipment as well. In total,
more than 33,000 items have been do-
nated.

Congress can respond to the needs of
fire companies by removing civil liabil-
ity barriers. Equipping our Nation’s
first responders is essential as we fight
the war on terror. I want to thank the
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER), for his past sup-
port of this measure, and I am hopeful
the esteemed chairman of the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and my
colleagues will again join me in sup-
porting this measure.

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT).

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I oppose this amendment to the
legislation. While I salute the hard
work of our volunteer firefighters, it
appears to me that we have a very ex-
treme solution to a problem that does
not exist. Although the amendment
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purports to encourage donation of fire
fighting equipment by eliminating
civil liability barriers, there are no re-
ported cases of businesses refusing to
donate their equipment nor cases of
volunteer fire fighting companies suing
their donors. Whatever the so-called
problem is could be solved or addressed
without congressional action.

For example, in the 108th Congress
when the similar legislation was before
the Committee on the Judiciary, we
heard during our committee delibera-
tions that a volunteer fire department
could simply sign a contract waiving
liability of the donors from negligence
resulting from the donated fire equip-
ment. This tactic would ensure that
fire companies are informed and have
consented to the immunity of the
donor. Congress does not have to man-
date the immunity. The groups can
agree to it if they want or if the donor
insists.

Mr. Chairman, this is not a Federal
issue. It is a matter that can be dealt
with by the States. There is nothing
Federal about local volunteer fire de-
partments. This liability is a State
issue, and many States have already
dealt with it. For example, some States
provide immunity but only after re-
quiring certification that the equip-
ment is safe. This amendment provides
no such immunity. For the safety of
our volunteers, companies should not
be given blanket immunity for donat-
ing fire equipment. While it may be
true that most of the equipment is per-
fectly usable, companies should be pre-
vented from donating obsolete equip-
ment known to be of dubious safety.
Certain equipment, like protective
gear and breathing apparatus, can de-
teriorate over time and may not be
suitable for use. So the threat of civil
liability causes some to think twice
about donating dangerous equipment,
equipment which may place our fire-
fighters in danger. If this amendment
passes, they will not have to be con-
cerned about donating that dangerous
equipment.

I would hope that we would defeat
the amendment, allow the volunteer
firefighters to waive the liability if
they want, but not impose a federally
mandated waiver on everybody wheth-
er they want to use it or not. I urge my
colleagues to reject the amendment
which may, in fact, endanger our fire-
fighters.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Cox).

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
distinguished gentleman from Dela-
ware for yielding the time but more
importantly for offering this important
amendment. The House has voted in
support of this amendment before. Dur-
ing the 108th Congress, twice it passed
the House. As a stand-alone measure,
all by itself, on September 14, 2004, and
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when it was up on its own merits, the
recorded vote was 397-3.

This is a commonsense amendment
that is vitally important. It would pro-
vide protection to people who donate
fire control or fire rescue equipment,
but more importantly, it would better
equip and protect our Nation’s fire-
fighters, and that is what this bill is all
about. This bill is for our first respond-
ers. So is the Castle amendment. It will
encourage fire departments, the pri-
vate sector and other people to donate
equipment that the firefighters des-
perately need so that they can better
protect every American.

Many people incorrectly assume that
all firefighters work in departments
that have the latest and the best equip-
ment. The reality, unfortunately, is far
different. It is estimated that 30,000
firefighters every day risk their lives
unnecessarily due to inadequate per-
sonal protective equipment, just to cite
one example.

This is a fiscally prudent amend-
ment. It is going to stretch our dollars.
It serves the interests of taxpayers by
extending the life of equipment they
have already paid for. This is expensive
equipment, and it ought to be used.
And it provides poorer jurisdictions
with capabilities they might not other-
wise have and might not have the abil-
ity to attain.

I congratulate the gentleman for of-
fering the amendment, I strongly sup-
port it, and I urge my colleagues to
vote in support as well.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

This amendment would remove civil
liability barriers from the donation of
fire equipment for volunteer fire com-
panies. As a former volunteer fire-
fighter from a small community, I un-
derstand how important it is to have
the equipment you need to protect fel-
low citizens. Although I am going to
support this amendment, the issue
needs to be studied further once we get
into conference. I am concerned that
there are no assurances that the equip-
ment would perform as expected, and
therefore, many of the firefighters who
would use this equipment potentially
could be harmed.
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We must ensure that our firefighters
are adequately protected.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I will close briefly. Let me just reit-
erate, this has been actually before us
before. It is actually a popular amend-
ment. People want it on their legisla-
tion for the most part. So we have had
a little trouble getting it signed into
law because it keeps passing and then
getting dropped off for various things.
But we voted on it back in September,
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and I do not know what has changed
since then. The vote was 397 to 3. To
the gentleman from Virginia’s (Mr.
ScoTT) credit, he did vote ‘“‘no’ then. I
do not know if a single thing has
changed in that interim time.

It is pretty simple. We have large
corporations, for the most part, that
have their own fire equipment. It is
very modern. It is generally unused.
They donate it. They are not going to
donate it unless this liability provision
is removed. Most big States, or at least
a lot of big States, have looked at this
and have made the decision to go ahead
and do that. And it just seems to make
sense all over this country, as we try to
support our volunteer fire services,
that we would give them the best
equipment possible. And this simply
would allow that to happen.

I would hope that every single Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives
this time would look carefully, if it
comes to a roll call, at what is a rather
simple amendment and would be in full
support of it. And I hope that, as much
as I enjoy presenting this amendment,
that this is the last time we have to
present and it becomes law sooner
rather than later so that we can pro-
ceed, because even in the last year, we
have, unfortunately, lost some oppor-
tunities for donation of equipment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | strongly op-
pose this amendment. While | salute the hard
work of our volunteer firefighters, it appears to
me that this amendment we have before us a
very stringent solution in search of an actual
problem. Although the amendment is sup-
posed to encourage the donation of firefighter
equipment by eliminating civil liability barriers,
there have been no reported cases of busi-
nesses refusing to donate equipment nor
cases of volunteer firefighter companies suing
donators. At a minimum, this bill should be re-
viewed in accordance with regular House
order. There have been no hearings or mark-
ups in the Judiciary Committee, no opportunity
for the members to debate this issue to date.

Companies should not be given blanket im-
munity to companies for donating fire fighting
equipment. While it may be true that most of
the equipment is perfectly usable, companies
should be prevented from donating obsolete
equipment. Certain equipment like protective
gear and breathing apparatuses can deterio-
rate over time and may not be suitable for
reuse. If firefighters work to protect and keep
citizens safe, should not they have the best
protective equipment possible?

This “so-called” problem can clearly be
solved without congressional action. First, vol-
unteer fire companies could simply sign a con-
tract waiving the liability of the donors for neg-
ligence resulting from donating firefighting
equipment. This tactic would ensure that the
fire companies are informed and have con-
sented to the immunity of the donor. Second,
this issue is a matter that can be dealt with by
the States. There is nothing Federal about
local volunteer fire departments; it is purely a
State issue.

With all of the other pertinent issues that are
before Congress, | find it problematic that we

are entertaining this non-problem. | urge my
colleagues to reject this truly anti-firefighter
protection amendment.

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. PUT-
NAM). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. WEINER

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The pending
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. WEI-
NER) on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded
vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 88, noes 331,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 169]

AYES—88

Abercrombie Gutierrez Owens
Ackerman Higgins Pallone
Andrews Hinchey Payne
Barrow Holt Pelosi
Bean Hoyer Rangel
Bishop (NY) Israel Rothman
Blumenauer Jackson (IL) Ruppersberger
Brady (PA) Kilpatrick (MI) Rush
Capps Lantos S

abo
Capuano Lee Schakowsky
Cardin Lewis (GA) Schiff
Clay Lipinski col
Cleaver Lowey Schwartz (PA)
Conyers Lynch Scott (GA)
Costello Maloney Serrano
Crowley Markey Sherman
Davis (CA) McDermott Skelton
Davis (IL) McGovern Slaughter
Delahunt McNulty Smith (WA)
Doyle Meehan Stark
Emanuel Meeks (NY) Tierney
Engel Melancon Towns
Eshoo Menendez Udall (CO)
Farr Miller, George Van Hollen
Fattah Moore (KS) Velazquez
Filner Moran (VA) Waters
Frank (MA) Nadler Weiner
Gonzalez Napolitano Woolsey
Green, Al Neal (MA) Wu
Green, Gene Olver

NOES—331

Aderholt Boehner Camp
AKkin Bonilla Cannon
Alexander Bonner Cantor
Allen Bono Capito
Baca Boozman Cardoza
Bachus Boren Carnahan
Baird Boswell Carson
Baker Boucher Carter
Baldwin Boustany Case
Barrett (SC) Boyd Castle
Bartlett (MD) Bradley (NH) Chabot,
Barton (TX) Brady (TX) Chandler
Bass Brown (OH) Chocola
Beauprez Brown (SC) Clyburn
Berry Brown, Corrine Coble
Biggert Brown-Waite, Cole (OK)
Bilirakis Ginny Conaway
Bishop (GA) Burgess Cooper
Bishop (UT) Burton (IN) Costa
Blackburn Butterfield Cox
Blunt Buyer Cramer
Boehlert Calvert Crenshaw

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Cubin
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (AL)
Davis (FL)
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Feeney
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Grijalva
Gutknecht
Hall
Harman
Harris
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis (SC)
Inslee
Issa
Istook
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Jindal

Becerra
Berkley
Berman
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Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kirk
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren, Zoe
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McMorris
Meek (FL)
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Murphy
Murtha
Myrick
Neugebauer
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nunes
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Osborne
Otter
Oxley
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pearce
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts

Poe
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Royce
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanders
Saxton
Schwarz (MI)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Sodrel
Souder
Spratt
Stearns
Strickland
Stupak
Sullivan
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Udall (NM)
Upton
Visclosky
Walden (OR)
Walsh
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Watt
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Westmoreland
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—14

Hastings (FL)
Honda
Kingston

Larson (CT)
Millender-
McDonald
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Musgrave
Roybal-Allard

Sanchez, Loretta Watson
Solis Waxman

O 1356

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. McCARTHY, Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Ms. HOO-
LEY, and Messrs GILCHREST, SALA-
ZAR and ROSS changed their vote
from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

Mr. HIGGINS and Mr. HOLT changed
their vote from ‘‘no”’ to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Chairman, during rollcall
vote No. 169 on the Weiner amendment to
H.R. 1544, | was unavoidably detained.

Had | been present, | would have voted
“aye.”

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. PUT-
NAM). There being no other amend-
ments, the question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Under the
rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr.
PUTNAM, Acting Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 1544) to provide faster and
smarter funding for first responders,
and other purposes, pursuant to House
Resolution 269, reported the bill back
to the House with an amendment
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on 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.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I demand a re-
corded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 409, noes 10,
not voting 14, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Andrews
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldwin
Barrett (SC)
Barrow
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Bass
Bean
Beauprez
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd
Bradley (NH)
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carson
Carter
Case
Castle
Chabot
Chandler
Chocola
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Dayvis (TN)
Dayvis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeFazio

[Roll No. 170]
AYES—409

DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Emanuel
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Feeney
Ferguson
Filner
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall
Harman
Harris
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Higgins
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis (SC)
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson

Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kirk
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McCrery
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McMorris
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Menendez
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nunes
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Nussle Ros-Lehtinen Sweeney
Oberstar Rothman Tancredo
Obey Royce Tanner
Olver Ruppersberger Tauscher
Ortiz Rush Taylor (MS)
Osborne Ryan (OH) Taylor (NC)
Otter Ryan (WI) Terry
Owens Ryun (KS) Thomas
Oxley Salazar Thompson (CA)
Pallone Sanchez, Linda Thompson (MS)
Pascrell T. Thornberry
Pastor Sanders Tiahrt
Paul Saxton Tiberi
Payne Schakowsky Tierney
Pearce Schiff Towns
Pelosi Schwartz (PA) Turner
Pence Schwarz (MI) Udall (CO)
Peterson (MN) Scott (GA) Udall (NM)
Peterson (PA) Scott (VA) Upton
Petri Sensenbrenner Van Hollen
Pickering Serrano Velazquez
Pitts Sessions Visclosky
Platts Shadegg Walden (OR)
Poe Shaw Walsh
Pombo Shays Wamp
Pomeroy Sherman Wasserman
Porter Sherwood Schultz
Price (GA) Shimkus Waters
Price (NC) Shuster Watt
Pryce (OH) Simmons Weiner
Putnam Simpson Weldon (FL)
Radanovich Skelton Weldon (PA)
Rahall Slaughter Weller
Ramstad Smith (NJ) Westmoreland
Rangel Smith (TX) Wexler
Regula Smith (WA) Whitfield
Rehberg Snyder Wicker
Reichert Sodrel Wilson (NM)
Renzi Souder Wilson (SC)
Reyes Spratt Wolf
Reynolds Stark Woolsey
Rogers (AL) Stearns Wu
Rogers (KY) Strickland Wynn
Rogers (MI) Stupak Young (AK)
Rohrabacher Sullivan Young (FL)
NOES—10
Allen Herseth Ross
Berry McDermott Sabo
Cubin Michaud
Davis (AL) Moore (WI)
NOT VOTING—14
Becerra Kingston Roybal-Allard
Berkley Larson (CT) Sanchez, Loretta
Berman Millender- Solis
Hastings (FL) McDonald Watson
Honda Musgrave Waxman
0O 1414

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

Stated for:

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall vote
No. 170 on final passage of H.R. 1544, | was
unavoidably detained. Had | been present, |
would have voted “aye.”

——
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California. Mr.
Speaker, on Thursday, May 12, 2005, | was
unavoidably absent due to a personal emer-
gency. | request that the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD reflect that had | been present and
voting, | would have voted as follows:

Rollcall No. 169: “No.” On Agreeing to the
Weiner Amendment to H.R. 1544.

Rollcall No. 170: “Yes.” On Passage of H.R.
1544.

———
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, |
would like to submit this statement for the
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RECORD and regret that | could not be present
today, Thursday, May 12, 2005, to vote on
rolicall vote Nos. 169 and 170 due to a family
medical emergency.

Had | been present, | would have voted:
“No” on rollcall vote No. 169 on an amend-
ment to H.R. 1544 to limit the number of
Urban Area Security Initiative grants during
any given fiscal year to 50; and “aye” on roll-
call vote No. 170 on passage of H.R. 1544—
Faster & Smarter Funding for First Respond-
ers Act of 2005.

——
O 1415

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO HAVE
UNTIL MIDNIGHT, MAY 13, 2005,
TO FILE PRIVILEGED REPORT
ON DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2006

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Appropriations have
until midnight May 13, 2005, to file a
privileged report making appropria-
tions for the Department of Homeland
Security for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2006, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1 of rule XXI all points of
order are reserved.

—————

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO HAVE
UNTIL MIDNIGHT, MAY 13, 2005
TO FILE A PRIVILEGED REPORT
ON DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2006

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Appropriations have
until midnight, May 13, 2005 to file a
privileged report, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Interior
and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2006, and for
other purposes.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1 of rule XXI, all points of
order are reserved.

—————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1650

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to have my name re-
moved as a cosponsor of H.R. 1650.

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

There was no objection.
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(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time for the purpose of inquiring of the
Majority Leader the schedule for the
week to come. At this time, I yield to
the distinguished Majority Leader, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY).

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, the House will convene
on Monday at 12:30 p.m. for morning
hour and 2 p.m. for legislative business.
We will consider several measures
under suspension of the rules. A final
list of those bills will be sent to the
Members’ offices by the end of the
week. Any votes called on these meas-
ures will be rolled until 6:30 p.m.

On Tuesday and the balance of the
week, the House will convene at 10 a.m.
for legislative business. We may con-
sider additional legislation under sus-
pension of the rules, as well as several
bills under a rule: The Department of
Homeland Security Appropriations Act
for Fiscal Year 2006; the Department of
the Interior Appropriations Act for
Fiscal Year 2006; and H.R. 1817, the
Homeland Security Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2006.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back to the dis-
tinguished Minority Whip.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the Majority Leader for that informa-
tion. With respect, Mr. Leader, to the
Homeland Security Authorization bill,
can you presently tell us which day of
the week will that be considered?

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY).

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding. While
things could certainly change as we
work through what will be a very busy
week, we will likely have the two ap-
propriations bills sort of bookending
the week, with the Homeland Security
authorization bill coming in the middle
of those two bookends. So I would ex-
pect that the Homeland Security Ap-
propriations bill would start as early
as Tuesday morning. Then we would go
to the Homeland Security authoriza-
tion bill, and when it is finished, we
would go to the Department of the In-
terior appropriations bill.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the Majority Leader. Does the gen-
tleman know at this point in time
what type of rule, I notice that the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS)
is on the floor, what type of rule the
Homeland Security authorization bill
might be considered under?

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY).

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. HOYER) yielding. I have not been
advised as to what kind of rule. I think
the gentleman that is sitting here is
about to make an announcement in
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that regard. I would assume that it
would be handled like most major bills.

As the gentleman knows, the Home-
land Security authorization bill is the
first Homeland Security authorization
bill that this House has considered, and
so there is a lot of room for negotia-
tion.

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Leader, I appreciate that observa-
tion. I agree with the gentleman from
Texas. In light of the fact it is the first
time that we will have considered an
authorization bill from this committee
and for this department since its for-
mation as a separate piece of legisla-
tion, it would, hopefully, be one that
would be open to perfection and amend-
ment, if possible. So we will hear from
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS) shortly on that.

Prior to Memorial Day, can you tell
us, Mr. Leader, what appropriation
bills you anticipate coming to the floor
prior to that Memorial Day break?

We are going to have, obviously,
Homeland Security and Interior next
week. Do you know which bills you
might be considering?

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY).

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, 1 appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding.

As the gentleman knows, serving on
committee, the committee has a very
ambitious schedule, and it hopes to
complete all 11 bills coming out of its
committee by the Fourth of July re-
cess, meaning all 11 bills out of the
House by the Fourth of July recess. So,
in addition to managing the two bills
on the floor next week, the committee
intends to mark up both the Military
Quality of Life and the Energy and
Water bills. So we would anticipate, if
things go well, those two bills being on
the floor the following week.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the Leader.

Reclaiming my time. Lastly, Mr.
Leader, there has been some discussion
about having bipartisan support for the
legislation, some of the legislation
that is going through this body. We
have had bipartisan support for some of
those pieces of legislation.

There is a bipartisan bill, the Castle-
DeGette bill, on stem cell research. I
know it is a controversial piece of leg-
islation, but it does have bipartisan
support and broad support I might say.

Can the Leader tell us when the gen-
tleman might contemplate that bill
coming to the floor?

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY).

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

There is a good chance that the
House will consider changes in the
President’s research policies between
now and the August recess. The form
and timing of this debate has yet to be
determined. There is still a lot of dis-
cussion going on.
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I could inform the gentleman that
probably the timing for the floor, the
best I could tell you is that timing for
the floor would be sooner than later.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate not necessarily the specifics, but
at least the assertion that it will be
sooner. We believe this is a very impor-
tant piece of legislation. It is. Obvi-
ously, strong views are held on this
issue on both sides of the issue. But it
is important to an overwhelming ma-
jority of Americans, one way or the
other, and I would certainly hope, I
know both the gentleman from Dela-
ware (Mr. CASTLE) on your side of the
aisle, the gentlewoman from Colorado
(Ms. DEGETTE) on our side of the aisle,
have both been working very hard on
this piece of legislation. We would look
forward to it coming to the floor as
soon as practical, given the discussions
that are ongoing. And I appreciate the
Leader’s observations. I thank the
leader for his information.

———

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, MAY
16, 2006

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at
12:30 p.m. on Monday next for morning
hour debate.

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

There was no objection.

————
DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON

WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous 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 Texas?

There was no objection.

———

HOUR OF MEETING ON THURSDAY,
MAY 19, 2005

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs on Wednesday, May 18, 2005, it
adjourn to meet at 9 a.m. on Thursday,
May 19, for the purpose of receiving in
this Chamber former Members of Con-
gress.

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

There was no objection.

————

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO
DECLARE A RECESS ON THURS-
DAY, MAY 19, 2005, FOR THE PUR-
POSE OF RECEIVING FORMER
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that it may be in order
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on Thursday, May 19, for the Speaker
to declare a recess subject to the call of
the chair for the purpose of receiving
in this Chamber former Members of
Congress.

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

There was no objection.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY COMMITTEE
ON RULES REGARDING AMEND-
MENTS TO H.R. 1817, DEPART-
MENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2006

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, the
Rules Committee may meet next week
to grant a rule which would limit the
amendment process for floor consider-
ation of H.R. 1817, the Department of
Homeland Security Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2006. The bill was re-
ported by the Committee on Homeland
Security on May 3, 2005, and it received
sequential referrals to the committees
on Energy and Commerce, Government
Reform, Judiciary, Science, Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, Ways and
Means and Intelligence.

Members should draft their amend-
ments to the text of an amendment in
the nature of a substitute that is in-
tended to reflect the work of all the
committees of jurisdiction. This
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute will be posted on the Web sites
of the Rules and Homeland Security
Committees on Friday, May 13, 2005.

Any Member wishing to offer an
amendment should submit 55 copies of
the amendment and one copy of a brief
explanation of the amendment to the
Committee on Rules in Room H-312 in
the Capitol by 10 a.m. on Tuesday, May
17, 2005.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure that
their amendments are drafted in the
most appropriate format and should
check with the Office of the Parliamen-
tarian to be certain their amendments
comply with the Rules of the House.

———

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
BOARD OF VISITORS TO THE
UNITED STATES NAVAL ACAD-
EMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to 10 U.S.C 6968(a), and the order of
the House of January 4, 2005, the Chair
announces the Speaker’s appointment
of the following Members of the House
to the Board of Visitors to the United
States Naval Academy:

Mr. CUNNINGHAM of California;

Mr. WICKER of Mississippi.
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APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE
HARRY S TRUMAN SCHOLARSHIP
FOUNDATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to 20 U.S.C. 2004(b), and the order of
the House of January 4, 2005, the Chair
announces the Speaker’s appointment
of the following Members of the House
to the Board of Trustees of the Harry S
Truman Scholarship Foundation:

Mr. AKIN of Missouri;

Mr. SKELTON of Missouri.

HONORING KELSEY RYAN

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

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor Kelsey Ryan, a 9-year
old little girl from Celebration, Flor-
ida, my home district. Kelsey is a true
hero to her community and her coun-
try. We are honored that she is here
with us today.

Kelsey possesses a life-threatening
allergy to peanuts. She is not alone; 4
percent of our population has some
form of life threatening allergy, either
to peanuts, shellfish, insects or other
items.

Kelsey decided to do something about
it and took action. She traveled to Tal-
lahassee, Florida, where she testified
before six separate committees of the
Florida legislature. She explained that
by allowing her and other school chil-
dren to use this Epipen it would help
save the lives of 100,000 different school
children in Florida who also suffer
from life-threatening allergies.

She was so effective that the Florida
House and Florida Senate unanimously
passed the Kelsey Ryan Act, and it will
be signed into law by the Governor of
Florida, Jeb Bush, in a matter of days.

On behalf of the United States Con-
gress, I was pleased today to present
Ms. Kelsey Ryan with a Certificate of
Special Congressional Recognition, an
award we humbly give to true Amer-
ican heroes.

Mr. Speaker, we are proud of Kelsey
in Florida. And today we honor the
achievements of an amazing 9-year-old
lady who has selflessly helped save the
lives of up to 100,000 different school
children in my home State of Florida.
We are proud of her in Congress. We are
proud of her in Florida. We are proud of
her back in Celebration.

————

ABUSE OF CONGRESSIONAL
POWER

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, it bog-
gles my mind that Republicans con-
tinue to criticize Democrats for block-
ing judicial nominations. Their facts
are deceiving. Their facts are inac-
curate, and their actions to force
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through extremist judges are just one
example of their abuse of power in the
Congressional Chamber.
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The fact is that 208 judges have been
confirmed and 10 have been turned
down because of extremist positions.
That represents a 95 percent approval
rating. These same Members, by the
way, blocked 65 of President Bill Clin-
ton’s nominees. These same Senators
would like you to believe that the only
way to get the judicial process moving
is to eliminate the 200-year-old fili-
buster rule that grants Senators the
ability to speak their minds if they feel
an action is not right for the country.

The Republican greed for power is
eroding our political system. They
should remember that a democracy is
not a one-sided body of government. It
is time for my Republican colleagues
to respect that basic notion and end
their abuse and their bullying in the
Congress.

———
SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JINDAL). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

———

SMART SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, the ink
has hardly dried on the latest supple-
mental spending bill for military oper-
ations in Iraq, but that has not stopped
top officials in the Pentagon from
starting preparations for the next sup-
plemental bill.

It was reported yesterday that the
Pentagon has begun laying the ground-
work for the next supplemental re-
quests which may come as early as this
August. The Pentagon will likely re-
quest more than $25 billion more, but
some in Congress have indicated that
they will ask for as much as $50 billion
more.

The Pentagon which receives over
$400 billion annually from the United
States Treasury acts like 25 or 50 bil-
lion is a mere drop in the bucket. Like-
wise, when supplemental requests are
doled out in these smaller, ha-ha small-
er, $50 billion increments, many Mem-
bers of Congress and much of the Na-
tion have absolutely no concept of the
true cost of the war in Iraq, which at
the moment adds up to over $200 bil-
lion. But when you think about the fi-
nancial strain being felt at home like
the fact that we are not fully funding
the No Child Left Behind Act or that
we are not paying for adequate health
care for our returning veterans, it does
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not take long to realize that $50 billion
more for Iraq takes a toll on the Amer-
ican people here at home.

Mr. Speaker, why are we funding a
war, especially one that was entered
into on false pretenses, through re-
peated supplemental spending bills?
This method of funding underscores
both a fundamental lack of planning
for the war in Iraq, as well as a hostile
contempt for the financial strain on
the citizens of the United States.

If the President and his administra-
tion had a strategy to peacefully re-
solve this war in Iraq, they would sub-
mit to Congress a plan, a plan detailing
the further U.S. military operations
there. This plan would indicate how
long they expect troops to remain in
Iraq and at what levels and in what ca-
pacity, how much the war will cost,
and exactly how they plan to finance
this burdensome cost. This plan would
define when and how we are planning
to bring our troops home.

Anything less than a comprehensive
strategy is a slap in the face to all the
hard-working American people in this
country whose tax dollars are financ-
ing this misguided mission. Sadly, I
think the real reason the administra-
tion has failed to provide such a strat-
egy is because they apparently have no
plan to end the war in Iraq. Americans
have a right to know where their
money is being spent. For instance,
why did the Army recently award Kel-
logg, Brown & Root, a subsidiary of
Halliburton, with $72 million in bo-
nuses for ‘‘the company’s excellent per-
formance’’?

Perhaps the definition of excellence
has changed since I attended school,
because in my day excellence meant
working hard and achieving positive
results, not conning the American peo-
ple out of millions, even billions, of
dollars while failing to secure Iraq.

And why have $9 billion in supple-
mental funds gone unaccounted for?
How does $9 billion just vanish? Given
the administration’s poor track record
for spending American taxpayers’
money, why does our Congress contin-
ually fail to demand accountability for
how the supplemental funds are being
spent?

Mr. Speaker, there must be a better
way than this, because the current sys-
tem is broken. That is why I have de-
veloped a SMART Security platform
for the 21st century. SMART is a Sen-
sible Multi-lateral American Response
to Terrorism. SMART will help rein-
vigorate America’s foreign policy by
focusing our spending priorities on con-
flict prevention, international diplo-
macy, and multi-lateralism.

Instead of Congress’s current open
check book policy we have for Iraq,
SMART Security wisely invests U.S.
dollars in development funding. It in-
vests in peacekeeping and reconstruc-
tion, adequately funding these impor-
tant programs because then that will
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go a long way towards ensuring long-
term peace and stability in troubled
countries and troubled regions.

If we had invested in SMART Secu-
rity in the first place, we would not
have become embroiled in a war that
has cost the lives of more than 1,600
American soldiers and at least 24,000
Iraqi civilians. This shameful war has
also permanently injured over 25,000
American soldiers whose lives will be
changed forever. We must focus Amer-
ica’s efforts on a smarter strategy for
our national security instead of con-
tinuing our shameful policy of preemp-
tive military combat.

——————

VETOING AMERICA’S
TRANSPORTATION FUTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, finally, blatantly, 18% months
after the expiration of the Surface
Transportation Act which provides cru-
cial funding for all of the road, bridge,
highway mass transit and related work
of the Federal Government, spending
our gas taxes which are collected day
in and day out and being underspent by
this administration, the Senate acted
to increase funding.

Strangely, this is the one bill, the
only place that George Bush in over 5
years in office has said he is going to
veto a bill if it spends more money.
Now, he will not do that for agriculture
subsidies to pay big corporate farms
not to pay things. He wanted to cut
their subsidies, but the Republicans
have refused to do it, and he is not
threatening to veto that bill.

He is not threatening to veto bills
that are doing wasteful things like the
Star Wars Project in Alaska that does
not work, has not met a single param-
eter of its goal. He cannot threaten ve-
toes there. But when it is spending our
gas tax money, this is the only bill
where we are in the borrowing money.
We are borrowing $1.3 million a minute
to run the Federal Government under
the Bush budget, but we do not have to
borrow money to have a robust high-
way bill. We just need to spend the
taxes we are all paying every time we
tank up our car or truck.

This is money that will put people to
work. This is money that will maintain
and improve our crumbling infrastruc-
ture. It will help mitigate congestion,
people sitting in traffic, idling, wasting
gas, wasting their time. It could better
fund mass transit, alternate transpor-
tation, all these things; but somehow
the President has drawn the line in the
sand.

He said last year, not a penny over
$256 billion. He wants to underspend
the trust fund so he can borrow that
money to pay for tax cuts for rich peo-
ple. Plain and simple. That is what he
wants to do with our gas tax money.
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We pay money at the pump to im-
prove our roads, bridges, and highways.
We have to pay it right there at the
pump. He wants to underspend that
trust fund, and then he wants to take
and divert that money over here to
give rich people tax cuts. Now, is that
a better way to stimulate the economy
of the United States, to improve the
business climate, to help the traveling
public?

I do not think so. It might help them
pay for their corporate jets, but it is
not going to help the rest of us who are
down there mired in traffic.

So the Senate voted yesterday 76 to
22 to increase funding substantially
above the levels the President says he
will veto. Well, an override of a veto is
66 votes in the United States Senate.
Maybe this will send a message that we
have been trying to send to the White
House for 2 years.

There is a huge bipartisan coalition,
Republican and Democrat in the House
and the Senate, who want to invest in
our roads, bridges, highways, mass
transit, alternative transportation, put
Americans to work, help Americans get
to work, and help improve the effi-
ciency of our business. Hopefully, they
will change their tone down at the
White House and stop threatening to
veto needed investment.

The President’s own Department of
Transportation, the people he politi-
cally appointed and controls, says this
bill should be $376 billion. And the
President says not a penny over 256.
Now he has come up a little bit to the
House level of 284, but that is not ade-
quate to meet the needs of the system.
And the Senate wants to spend more of
our gas tax dollars on what they were
collected for, projects to rebuild and
improve the efficiency of the Nation’s
infrastructure.

So I take this as a very positive
move. Hopefully, the Republican lead-
ership can move with dispatch to have
a conference committee and get a bill
done by May 31. That is when the fifth
extension of the long-expired highway
bill expires. Because if we do not, hun-
dreds of projects across America will
not get built this summer, those jobs
will not be created, those bottlenecks
will not be solved, those bridges will
not be repaired, the traveling public
will be impaired.

The White House will be happy with
that because then they get to take
more money, divert it from the gas tax,
and spend it on more tax cuts for rich
people. But I do not think the rest of
America will be amused by that. So I
am hoping the American public will de-
mand that Congress act quickly to re-
solve the differences between the House
and the Senate and get a bill now 18
months overdue to the President’s
desk. And if he chooses to veto it, then
pressure the Congress to override that
ill-intentioned veto.

Let him veto something wasteful.
Let him veto something that we are
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borrowing money to pay for, but do not
veto a paid-for highway bill with vital
investment in America’s transpor-
tation future.

CONGRATULATING THE MATH AND

SCIENCE ACADEMY OF SOUTH
TEXAS INDEPENDENT SCHOOL
DISTRICT

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

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to urge my colleagues to join me today
in congratulating the staff, the admin-
istration, students and families of the
Math and Science Academy of South
Texas Independent School District in
my hometown of Mercedes, Texas, on
being named one of Newsweek maga-
zine’s Best High Schools in America for
2005.

Our academy ranked 40th out of 100
U.S. high schools. A quality, com-
prehensive and challenging education
is the most valuable gift we can give to
our children. For the second time in 2
years, the Math and Science Academy
of South Texas has received this pres-
tigious recognition, and it solidifies
the school’s standing as a model of ex-
cellence and as an exemplary institu-
tion. The teachers and administrators
are truly committed to educating and
encouraging our future leaders.

As the country continues to move
forward into the 21st century, the need
for mathematicians, scientists, engi-
neers, and the leaders of tomorrow con-
tinues to be of the utmost importance.
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A high school diploma is the first
step to becoming a successful contrib-
utor to our society.

The program of study at the academy
ensures that students succeed and,
more importantly, lays the foundation
for students to learn the fundamentals
that will lead to successful lives and
careers. It is truly an exceptional insti-
tution.

Last fall, I joined the South Texas
ISD community to celebrate the dis-
trict’s 40th anniversary. I would like to
congratulate superintendent Marla
Guerra, as well as the members of the
school board of trustees, the faculty,
the students, parents and alumni on 40
yvears of achievement. This school dis-
trict demonstrates a regional commit-
ment to excellence. The recognition
that the Math and Science Academy
has received is just one of many acco-
lades earned by the South Texas ISD
school district.

My involvement in establishing the
magnet high school system for the
South Texas ISD is one of my proudest
achievements. Over 20 years ago, as a
member of the Texas State Board of
Education, I led a delegation from
south Texas to Houston to visit that
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city’s highly regarded magnet schools.
We knew that we wanted that caliber
of opportunity for our students. How-
ever, we were told that such a program
could not work in south Texas. We
were told that we did not have the fi-
nancial resources and that we could
not find the students, but we did not
believe the nay-sayers. We Kknew it
could be done.

Today, the Math and Science Acad-
emy, with a student population that is
almost 80 percent Hispanic and over 50
percent eligible for free or reduced
price lunch, is among the most elite
high schools in the Nation. Every day
it brings us closer to realizing the vast
potential of our community. It shows
us what is possible when we invest in
our children and demand the very best.

I ask all my colleagues to join me in
congratulating the Math and Science
Academy of south Texas on a job well
done.

————
THE SOCIAL INSECURITY SYSTEM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday in the interest of protecting
Members of Congress, journalists and
the general public, officers of the Cap-
itol Police advised everyone to run for
their lives, and we did.

Today, I wish that a Capitol Police
officer would have been on hand at the
Committee on Ways and Means hearing
to shout the same warning.

Run for your lives is the very best
nonpartisan advice that anyone can
give the American people over the
President’s plan to create a private in-
security social system.

The President wants the American
people to cut Social Security benefits.
His proposal would devastate the pro-
gram, break the promise and destroy
the trust made between the govern-
ment and the American people.

The President wants the American
people to accept his word that
privatizing Social Security is in the
best interests of Main Street and not
Wall Street.

The President, amid much bravado,
said his plan is on the table and his
plan stays on the table, take it or take
it. Since the President will not take
private insecurity off the table, let us
look at what else the President put on
the table with his plan.

It is the only guaranteed outcome of
the President’s plan: senior citizens re-
tiring into poverty. We need only look
back in history and revisit the dark
and stark reality of our own past.

Americans by the thousands retired
into poverty before Social Security was
created by President Franklin Roo-
sevelt. They retired into poverty be-
cause there was no way to protect
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them. There was no security, and that
is exactly what the President wants
again.

The President says he does not read
newspapers. How about American his-
tory? Can someone in the White House
please get him an American history
book?

It did not work. He ought to know
that. Americans who have worked a
lifetime were forced to live in poverty
because there was no Social Security.
Millions of seniors did not have the
money for food, clothing or shelter.

You want to revisit America in 1932?
My mother still is alive, thank God,
and she would be the first to tell you
that 1932 was not good. It was economi-
cally and humanitarianly a disaster for
America. Millions could not afford to
eat. Millions had no home to call their
own. Americans did not have a lifeline,
much less a safety net. It was a dark
and horrifying period of American his-
tory.

Why in the world does the President
continue ignoring history? He proposes
a plan; no, the President demands a
private insecurity social system. He
says he will listen to any idea as long
as it is his.

So, today, the President’s water is
carried by the distinguished but mis-
informed chairman of the Committee
on Ways and Means. I said it before and
I say it again: The President’s plan for
a private insecurity social system is
dead as disco. Nobody goes to discos
anymore. It does not work. It does not
even have those fancy twirling disco
lights on the dance floor. The Presi-
dent’s plan does not offer real benefits.
It offers real cuts.

The President’s plan reflects America
in 1932, a place with little security and
a lot of greed, a place at a time when
Americans suffered and lost hope until
a great leader renewed a trust with the
American people.

A President, in the worst of times,
created Social Security to provide
every retired American with economic
security, guaranteed, something this
President wants to destroy.

President Roosevelt created a pro-
gram that is not Republican or Demo-
crat. It is not east or west. It is not
north or south. He envisioned the Na-
tion strong because it defended the
weak, stalwart because it valued its
people, mighty because it was humble
enough to care for the sick and the
aged. No one was left behind by Presi-
dent Roosevelt.

This President will leave tens of mil-
lions behind in a risky scheme that re-
wards the greed of Wall Street while it
destroys the values of Main Street.

Americans will not be better off with
the President’s private insecurity so-
cial system. Americans will be as vul-
nerable again as they were at the dark-
est economic moment in our history. It
will be back in the arms of Wall Street.

The President offers no plan and no
choice. The President offers only a
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stark reality: Slash the benefits right
now, and he put it right out there a
couple of days ago in his news con-
ference; and also cut your bond with
the American people; cut the ties that
bind us together; destroy the trust and
certainty that senior citizens will not
retire into poverty because we will not
let them. They cannot, if Mr. Bush has
his way.

There is only one course open to the
Congress and the American people. If
the President will not remove the pri-
vate insecurity social system from the
table, then the American people should
remove the table. Throw it away before
somebody gets hurt. Remove it from
America’s house because it does not be-
long there.

We are a Nation of people who want
our children and grandchildren to have
an opportunity for more than we had.
We will be the first generation to ex-
pect our children to have less because
we planned it that way.

The President wants to create a Na-
tion of people wanting for the basics of
food, clothing and shelter. We lived
through that once. We do not need to
live through it again.

FDR was right in 1935, and he is right
in 2005.

———

HONORING THE LIFE AND ACCOM-
PLISHMENTS OF THE LATE
PETER RODINO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time to honor and commemorate
the life and the accomplishments of
our former colleague Congressman
Peter Rodino, elected to the House of
Representatives in 1949, who served his
district in New Jersey for 40 years with
great integrity, humility, fairness, dig-
nity and honor.

Originally known for making Colum-
bus Day a national holiday, Chairman
Peter Rodino spent his whole life fight-
ing for people’s rights, and I recall per-
sonally his strong commitment to
human rights, his unwavering support
for the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the
Voting Rights Act of 1965, and the Vot-
ing Rights Extension Act of 1982. He in-
troduced many of these bills and shep-
herded them through Congress as
chairman of the Judiciary Committee
of the House of Representatives.

He was also responsible for the
enaction of the Hart-Scott-Rodino Act
which reviewed determinations of
mergers of huge corporations in Amer-
ica, and he was instrumental in reform-
ing immigration laws in both the
Simpson-Rodino legislation and the
Kennedy-Rodino legislation, both of
which improved mechanisms for people
in the country illegally to legalize
their immigration status.

In 1973, Mr. Rodino replaced the leg-
endary Emanuel Celler as the chairman
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of the Committee on the Judiciary. I
was then a member of the committee,
and he impressed all of us with his de-
termination to do the right thing and
his considerate treatment of all com-
mittee members. He displayed this
common touch in his ability to relate
to citizens of every background and
from all walks of life.

Of course, Peter Rodino has earned
his record in history for his role as
chairman of the House Committee on
the Judiciary, presiding over the Wa-
tergate hearings which led to the im-
peachment of then President Richard
Millhouse Nixon. History has recorded
the debt all Americans owe him for
presiding firmly, responsibly and fairly
over these hearings and subsequent
proceedings.

Many people were very alarmed at
what the impeachment of a President
would mean, and they wondered aloud
in our public media whether this coun-
try could survive an impeachment. He
handled this very sensitive matter, and
it turned Chairman Peter Rodino into
a national hero. It was his calm steer-
ing of the committee to a final conclu-
sion that ultimately preserved, with-
out any disruption, the constitutional
system of the United States, which has
been emulated throughout the world.

After he retired from Congress in
1990, he returned to New Jersey as a
professor of law at Seton Hall Law
School in Newark, New Jersey, and he
was active up until even last year.
When I visited him there, he was still
going strong.

I would like to close by announcing
that his memorial service will be held
in Newark on this coming Monday, and
we want to invite as many of his
friends in and out of the Congress who
remember his great work to join us at
11 a.m. at the Catholic church of which
he was closely connected for his memo-
rial service.

————
[ 1500

VOLUNTARY OSHA EFFORTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JINDAL). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. NORWOOD) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, it is in-
teresting that today we heard some
very important testimony on work-
place safety during a hearing we had in
the Subcommittee on Workplace Pro-
tections. We wanted to hear from safe-
ty advocates in the small business
community on how well voluntary em-
ployer compliance programs are work-
ing to improve workplace safety while
at the same time protecting jobs and
small businesses from unnecessary red
tape and lawsuits.

I have heard employers say many
times, and know from my own first-
hand knowledge, that OSHA regula-
tions are simply too complex and too
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difficult to understand. It is a red-tape
nightmare, Mr. Speaker. That is a good
description for the piles of OSHA rules,
regulations, guidance documents, and
interpretive letters that employers
must dig through to try to determine
the right thing to do in the business
place to come into compliance. Mr.
Speaker, I do not think they ought to
be spending their time bringing their
workplace into compliance with OSHA
red tape. They ought to, instead, be
spending their time making their
workplace safer.

Small businesses want to comply
with our Nation’s health and safety
laws for many reasons, one of which is
it simply pays for them to do so. From
the testimony we heard today, it is evi-
dent that OSHA’s past ‘‘gotcha’ en-
forcement scheme of fines and lawsuits
is actually leading to a less safe work-
place, as small business owners are
forced to hunker down to protect them-
selves instead of seeking out help to
improving their workplace safety.

Fortunately, OSHA has already rec-
ognized the need for compliance assist-
ance, and Secretary Chao is to be com-
mended for her vision and leadership in
this regard. Now we are actually start-
ing to see the results of her efforts over
the last 5 years, and those results are
positive and encouraging.

The Government Accountability Of-
fice, fondly known as GAO, has found
that the companies involved in vol-
untary OSHA compliance programs
have contributed to the safest work-
force in our Nation’s modern history.
GAO asked for more data from Con-
gress on how well these programs are
working, and we need to provide that
just as soon as possible.

But one overall fact we already know
is that encouraging OSHA to help busi-
nesses instead of prosecuting them is
having far better results in creating
safer workplaces, and this is especially
true with small businesses. We can con-
tinue this process with some powerful
force multipliers with OSHA, through
voluntary employer efforts to work
with private consultants and industrial
safety specialists to foster a safer
workplace.

OSHA will never have the resources
to visit every American work site to
ensure compliance, but this exciting
new compliance tool can ensure that
workplaces that would never see a visit
from an OSHA inspector will have ac-
cess to world-class safety specialists.
At the same time, our business owners
should be encouraged to invite OSHA
to their work site and engage the agen-
cy in compliance assistance without
fear of reprisal from Federal bureau-
crats. In the process, we can continue
to maintain the safest workplace in the
world where our businesses can con-
tinue to compete in a global economy.

There are still the last holdouts from
the failed ways of the past who would
like to see Federal bureaucrats spread
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out across the country to harass and
punish people who are trying to make
a living. In order to do that, we would
have to have 108,000 new inspectors at
OSHA, and even then they could only
visit our businesses every 2 years. That
will never happen, and it is not going
to work.

Mr. Speaker, we are on the verge of
winning a great victory for workplace
safety by expanding voluntary compli-
ance programs. Let us resolve to defeat
the naysayers. If we succeed, we can
create a 2lst-century OSHA that will
be far more effective in creating a safe
workplace for every American worker,
no matter how small or remote their
place of business. We can continue
teaching Federal bureaucrats a lesson
in manners when dealing with their fel-
low citizens, and, in fact, their employ-
ers.

————
BOLTON FOR U.N. AMBASSADOR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of John Bolton’s nomination
as our ambassador to the United Na-
tions.

Although I am not able to vote on his
nomination, since I am not a Member
of the United States Senate, I encour-
age my colleagues in the Senate to sup-
port his nomination. I am pleased that
the Senate Committee on Foreign Re-
lations has agreed today to put his
nomination before the full Senate for
an up-or-down vote.

Mr. Speaker, the United Nations is in
serious need of reform. From enforcing
the resolutions the United Nations and
its member countries have adopted
over the years, to its misuse of funds
for many programs across the world,
the U.N. is in serious need of reform.
Mr. Speaker, the United Nations is rife
with fraud, mismanagement, and abuse
in many areas of its operations. From
the U.N. Oil-for-Food program, to its
lack of action with respect to the geno-
cide in Darfur, Sudan, to the horren-
dous human rights abuses during the
U.N. mission in the Congo, the U.N. is
in serious need of reform.

I think we can all agree that the
most urgent threat to international
peace and security today is terrorism,
yvet the U.N. cannot even agree upon a
definition for terrorism. Perhaps this is
because its membership consists of sev-
eral terror-sponsoring states. The U.N.
counts the world’s leading human
rights violators and repressive govern-
ments among its membership, and even
taps many of them to be in leadership
positions on its subcommittees. I find
this completely outrageous and dan-
gerously ironic.

Last time I checked, the U.N. charter
states that it is supposed to ‘“‘maintain
international peace and security; to
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promote equal rights and self-deter-
mination of peoples without distinc-
tion as to race, sex, language, or reli-
gion; to help solve problems of an eco-
nomic, social, cultural, or humani-
tarian character; to encourage social
progress and better standards of life in
larger freedom.”

The U.N. needs reform and Mr.
Bolton is the right man to voice our
encouragement for these reforms. Mr.
Bolton has a proven track record in
working with the United Nations in the
past. In conjunction with efforts by
Secretary James Baker to resolve con-
flict in the Western Sahara, he actu-
ally worked for the U.N. pro bono be-
tween 1997 and 2000. While serving as
Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
national Organizations from 1989 to
1993, he worked on other key diplo-
matic initiatives and U.N. reforms, in-
cluding the repayment of arrearages in
U.N. assessments that had been created
during the 1980s. He has worked tire-
lessly in various capacities to help
combat the spread of dangerous weap-
ons of mass destruction through his
lengthy and distinguished career.

Mr. Bolton has served this Nation
well. There is no doubt in my mind
that he will serve our great Nation
with distinction and will be a strong
voice for reform at a time when the
United Nations desperately needs it. I
applaud his nomination and encourage
his approval by the Senate to serve our
great Nation. Let Mr. Bolton be our
voice to the U.N. that these reforms
must be made.

———
THE VOICE OF GEORGIA’S FOURTH
CONGRESSIONAL  DISTRICT IS

BACK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentlewoman from
Georgia (Ms. MCKINNEY) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
minority leader.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, it has
been a long time since I have taken the
well of the House of Representatives.
Today, the people of Georgia’s 4th Con-
gressional District are happy that I am
back. I have received notes, calls, let-
ters and visits from people all over
America who are glad to see me back
in Congress. They are glad to have a
voice.

That voice. The voice. The voice
back. The voice who spoke out and
asked the questions about waste and
abuse at the Pentagon. The fact that
our Secretary of Defense would come
to the House Committee on Armed
Services, on which I served, and admit
the loss of $2.3 trillion and say in the
same breath that our country can af-
ford it; and the massive amounts of
money that we send to the Pentagon
today without even questioning how it
has been spent; that we can afford it;
or that we are getting the appropriate
bang for our taxpayer bucks.
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I questioned the no-bid sweetheart
deals with favored insider corporations,
like the Carlisle Group and Halli-
burton. I did not understand how our
sitting Vice President could still be
drawing a paycheck from the Halli-
burton Company and, at the same
time, serve the interests of the Amer-
ican people.

I asked why weapon systems, un-
wanted by the Pentagon, still found
their way into the President’s defense
request. I wondered why our soldiers
were being required to take anthrax
and smallpox vaccines that had not
even been cleared by the FDA. I was
amazed to learn that the administrator
of the vaccines program was DynePort,
a subsidiary of a company whose em-
ployees had been found guilty of traf-
ficking in young women, raping young
girls, and holding women of all ages as
sex slaves.

I asked questions about how the
United States could entirely change its
military doctrine to one of preemption
and there not be a discussion about the
ramifications of that with the Amer-
ican people.

All that happened was that the Sec-
retary of Defense came before the Com-
mittee on Armed Services and said
that the new U.S. posture was going to
be to seize foreign capitals and occupy
them. Of course, this was long before
anyone in the public was aware that we
would soon be sending our young men
and women off to a war to do just that.
I was appalled at the acceptance with-
out question of what was clearly a de-
viation from then current policy, but
what was seemingly also more than
just a theoretical forward projection of
our military might. What Rumsfeld
enunciated back then was exactly what
we are doing now.
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I publicly questioned how such a fun-
damental shift could be sanctioned
without the least bit of controversy. I
questioned why private militaries,
some would say mercenary outfits
while others would say U.S. intel-
ligence front companies, like DynCorp
were being given contracts that seems
to me to allow escape of congressional
oversight. DynCorp was spraying
chemicals on plants and people in Co-
lombia and had a presence in Peru,
Qatar, Haiti, Afghanistan and now
Iraq. I wondered what would happen
when Americans employed by these
companies are hurt or Kkilled or are
caught carrying out a mission not ap-
proved by the Congress or was un-
known by the Congress. I guess you
could say I just had too many ques-
tions. And, sadly, I did not like the an-
swers I was finding as I did my re-
search.

Over 3 years ago, I asked questions
about the appearance of war profit-
eering just after our President declared
the war on terror, and I called for an
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investigation into the tragic events of
September 11. Now, I am pleased that
important legislation to look into war
profiteering has been introduced and
voted on in this House. And today, we
voted on legislation suggested by the
9/11 Commission which was convened to
investigate the tragic events of Sep-
tember 11 just as I had called for. Ev-
eryone in this body and most who are
watching know what happened to me
for asking these questions and demand-
ing accountability. I was kicked out of
Congress, and for 2 years, I had the op-
portunity to travel around our country
and to other countries and tell my
story to people who were hungry to
know more about America’s war on
terror and about September 11. During
those 2 years, I met some wonderful pa-
triots who want only the best for our
country and its people and who wish
for peace with justice for other people
around the world. And that is why we
have been inundated with letters and
calls and e-mails and faxes and visits
from people all over the country wel-
coming me back to Congress. And so I
am glad to be here and rejoin my col-
leagues in the competition of ideas on
how we can make our country even
better.

This afternoon I would like to start
by recounting an experience that hap-
pened to me this morning. This morn-
ing, I was doing my customary walk to
work to enjoy these wonderful Wash-
ington, D.C., mornings. And about mid-
way through my walk, I heard a little
boy yelling at me. He was asking me to
stop the bus for him as he was running
to catch the bus for school. Usually I
am loaded down with lots of bags, but
this morning, thank goodness, I did not
have a heavy load. And so I kicked into
high gear, and I ran so I could catch
that bus for that little boy. I caught
the tail end of the bus, and I banged on
the back of the bus to get it to stop and
let the little boy on, but the bus pulled
off without acknowledging any of my
bangs. I turned to the little boy, and I
told him, ‘“‘Don’t give up. Let’s run,
we’ll catch that bus together.” So we
both got into high gear, and we ran and
we ran and we ran and we ran. And
soon I saw that the bus had stopped. So
I told the little boy, ‘“‘Don’t give up, we
can make it. We’ve just got to keep on
running.” The little boy did not give
up. He kept running. The little boy’s
determination to make it to that bus
was evident. The little boy wanted to
get to school. While the bus was
stopped at the red light, we managed to
catch up. The fact that we did not give
up gave us the opportunity to catch the
bus. I thought there was a good lesson
in that for the little boy.

And then I started to bang on the
bus. I banged on the bus from the rear
all the way up to the front passenger
door. I pointed to the little boy who
was just a few steps behind me, and I
yelled, ‘‘Please open the door. Let this
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little boy onto the bus.” The driver
looked at me. She looked at the little
boy. She shook her head, and she drove
off.

The little boy was crushed. Tears
welled in his eyes. He wanted to get to
school. That bus represented the door
of opportunity. He had done all he
could to reach that door. He ran. He
told himself he could make it. He made
it. That, in and of itself, was a victory,
but it still was not enough to get the
little boy on the bus and on his way to
school. The door of opportunity for
that little boy was closed when the bus
pulled off. It left that little boy behind.

And so what I would like to address
today are the closed doors of oppor-
tunity that leave too many Americans
behind. That little boy’s name was
Martin. That is important, because be-
hind the statistics that we tout on this
floor every day over and over again are
real people whose lives are affected by
what we do and the decisions we make.

Mr. Speaker, the policies of this Con-
gress and this administration and the
decisions of the court are leaving too
many Americans behind. Our goal
ought to be to open the doors of oppor-
tunity for all Americans, so that no
one is left behind. But, sadly, the sta-
tistics tell us conclusively that the
doors of opportunity are as closed for
certain Americans as they were for lit-
tle Martin this morning.

Today, I would like to explore some
of those statistics and suggest that we
fail to do our jobs if we do not enact
policies that turn these numbers
around. I will be quoting from Hull
House, the New York Times, United for
a Fair Economy, and the National
Urban League. Hull House is an organi-
zation in Chicago. They did a study on
the disparities between blacks and
whites living in Chicago, and what
they found was that in economic and
social indices, it would take 200 years
for those gaps in the quality of life en-
joyed by black Chicagoans and white
Chicagoans to close. Here is what they
said: Fourteen years ago, a report was
released examining human relations in
Chicago that told us that racism was
alive and well. Over the years, we have
seen racial disparity impacted by a
growing economic gap that has left
many behind. The information in this
report will help us create more effec-
tive, sustainable solutions by allowing
us to deal with systemic barriers. It is
critical that we establish a floor under
which no Chicagoan will fall.

Where are these gaps in Chicago?
They are in income, wealth and em-
ployment, education, health, housing,
welfare and health of children, crime,
law enforcement and justice and trans-
portation. The gap between high- and
low-income households in the region
increased 11 percent between 1999 and
2000, the first rise in 7 years.

Under health, in Illinois, Latinos had
the highest rate of non-elderly unin-
sured, 29 percent; followed by blacks at
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24 percent; Asian, Pacific Islander/Na-
tive Americans at 17 percent. For the
white population, the rate is 10 per-
cent. For crime, law enforcement and
justice, African-Americans are less
likely to use drugs than whites or
Latinos. Let me repeat that: African-
Americans are less likely to use drugs
than whites or Latinos. There is, how-
ever, a gap between the number of Afri-
can-Americans who are convicted of
drug possession or drug delivery and
sentenced to prison and the number of
whites and Latinos who are convicted
of the same crime who get probation.

Another study was conducted by the
New York Times. In that survey, they
found that nearly 50 percent of all Afri-
can-American men living in New York
City were unemployed. Nearly 50 per-
cent of African-American men between
the ages of 16 and 64 were unemployed,
a crisis, an emergency. African-Amer-
ican unemployment remains high. It is
significantly higher than the national
average. The nonpartisan Congres-
sional Budget Office recently reported
African-Americans have lost up to 88
percent of their earning potential since
President Bush assumed office in Janu-
ary 2001. I think I need to repeat that
one: The nonpartisan Congressional
Budget Office recently reported Afri-
can-Americans have lost up to 88 per-
cent of their earning potential since
President Bush assumed office in Janu-
ary 2001.

Another study: Blacks lose better
jobs faster as middle-class work drops.
Unemployment among blacks is rising
at a faster pace than at any time since
the mid-1970s, and jobs lost are mostly
in manufacturing where pay for blacks
has historically been higher than in
any other fields. Nearly 2.6 million jobs
have disappeared in the past 28 months,
nearly 90 percent in manufacturing.
Jobless blacks are continuing to look
for work, but the types of jobs lost
have diminished their standing in the
middle class.

I have a report which is the status of
health in DeKalb County, which is in
my district of the Fourth Congres-
sional District. Now, folks in the
Fourth Congressional District like to
tout that our district of African-Amer-
ican communities is the first or second
most affluent African-American com-
munity in the entire United States.
Yet that affluent African-American
community, first or second in the
United States, has a result thus in in-
fant mortality: In 2001, Georgia had the
ninth highest infant mortality rate in
the United States with a rate of 8.6
deaths per 1,000 live births. Infant mor-
tality rates in DeKalb County have
been increasing slightly from 9.9 deaths
per 1,000 live births in 1994 to 10.5 in
2002. From 1994 to 2002, there was an av-
erage of 12 black infant deaths per 1,000
live births and 4.7 white infant deaths
per 1,000 live births. That is the sta-
tistic for the first or second most afflu-
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ent African-American community in
the country.

Let us look at some information that
has been provided to us by United for a
Fair Economy.
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United for a Fair Economy produces
a report every year called the ‘‘State of
the Dream Report.” In their 2004
‘“State of the Dream Report,” they dis-
cuss racial disparities in poverty. The
black poverty rate was three times
greater than the white poverty rate in
2002. At the slow rate that the black/
white poverty gap has been narrowing
since 1968, it will take 150 years to
close the gap.

Let us look at imprisonment. They
start out with a quote from Dr. King.
He says: “So I must return to the val-
ley, a valley filled with millions of peo-
ple who, because of economic depriva-
tion and social isolation, have lost
hope and seen life as a long and deso-
late corridor with no exit sign. I must
return to the valley all over the South
and in the big cities of the North, a
valley filled with millions of our white
and Negro brothers who are smoldering
in an airtight cage of poverty in the
midst of an affluent society.”

African Americans on imprisonment
are about six times as likely as whites
to have been imprisoned at some point
in their lives. This gap between black
and white men is growing. One out of
three black males born in 2001 will be
imprisoned at some point in their life-
time if current trends continue. That is
up from one out of 11 in 1974.

By comparison, 5.9 percent of white
males born in 2001, 5.6 percent of black
females, and nine-tenths of 1 percent of
white females have a lifetime chance of
imprisonment.

What about child poverty? Almost a
third of black children live in poverty,
32.1 percent in 2002. The child poverty
gap would take 210 years to disappear,
not reaching parity until 2212.

Income, for every dollar of white in-
come, African Americans had 55 cents
in 1968. That is the year Dr. King was
murdered. In 2001 African Americans
had 57 cents for every dollar of white
income. It has taken more than 3 dec-
ades for blacks to close the gap by two
cents. At this pace it would take 581
years for blacks to gain the other 43
cents, which would bring them to par-
ity with white per-capita income.

And let us look at housing. The
homeownership gap has barely budged
since 1970. In 2002 almost three quar-
ters of white Americans owned their
own home, compared with fewer than
half of African Americans. If the home-
ownership gap continues to close at
this rate, it would take 1,664 years, or
approximately 55 generations, before
the gap is completely closed.

I know that I am not willing to wait
581 years. I am not willing to wait 1,664
years, and I think the American people
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ought not be willing to tolerate these
kinds of inequalities.

The National Urban League produces
an annual report called the ‘‘State of
Black America,” and they have just re-
cently produced the 2005 edition of the
‘“‘State of Black America.”” Their head-
line: “Even as U.S. Economy Gets Bet-
ter, Jobs and Wealth Gap Gets Larger
on the ‘Equality Index.’”” They say to
us: ‘“‘Equality between blacks and
whites in urban America is not improv-
ing, and changes in national policies
and priorities must be made to help,
according to a report released by the
National Urban League, entitled ‘The
State of Black America, 2005, Prescrip-
tions for Change.’”’

The overall equality index shows
that black status remains at 73 per-
cent, but the numbers inside the index
tell a troubling story in terms of unem-
ployment, income, and wealth. Marc
Morial, the President and CEO of the
National Urban League, says: ‘“‘Our Na-
tion must wake up. The growing
wealth gap in this country is not just
leaving behind Black America. It’s
leaving behind the middle class, urban
America, rural America, and Hispanic
America too. When one community in
America suffers, our entire economy
suffers. That is why we are recom-
mending specific changes in our na-
tional priorities and policies.”

In economics the National Urban
League finds that this is still the larg-
est divide. Black economic status
measures 57 percent of white counter-
parts, an equality gap 20 percent wider
than any other category. Black unem-
ployment remains stagnant at 10.8 per-
cent while white unemployment
dropped to 4.7 percent, making black
unemployment more than twice that of
whites.

Under health, black health status is
76 percent of whites. Under education
black education status is 77 percent of
whites. Under social justice, when
measuring sentence enforcement and
victimization, black versus white
equality under law is 68 percent of
whites, 5 percent less than 2004, the
worst decline overall. We went back-
wards on the measure for social justice.
Blacks are three times more likely to
become prisoners once arrested and a
black person’s average jail sentence is
6 months longer than a white’s for the
same crime.

What can be done? The National
Urban League offers us some specific
recommendations, some of which I will
read here. First on their list of rec-
ommendations is the extension of the
Voting Rights Act, which expires in
2007. Now, a whole lot of American peo-
ple do not know, even our President did
not know, that the important enforce-
ment provisions of the Voting Rights
Act expire in 2007.

How can it be, how can it be, that the
Voting Rights Act enforcement provi-
sions would ever expire after the pain
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and the suffering that brought the Vot-
ing Rights Act to signature in 1965,
after the American people had the op-
portunity to see Bloody Sunday when
African Americans in Alabama were
trying to cross the Edmund Pettus
Bridge just so that they could get the
right to vote? How could any provision
of the Voting Rights Act ever expire?

The National Urban League also rec-
ommends that we raise the minimum
wage, and they suggest that we close
the homeownership gap; 1,664 years is
intolerable. And as the President touts
homeownership and how homeowner-
ship is an integral part of his owner-
ship society that he wants to create,
1,664 years to close that gap is intoler-
able. Expanding job training, strength-
ening the Community Development
Block Grant program, and to double
the size of the New Markets Tax Credit
program, these are just some of the
recommendations that are put forward
by the National Urban League.

In the United Kingdom, it is inter-
esting to note that a psychiatrist was
able to publish in the ‘“‘British Medical
Journal’” that racism is harmful to
one’s health, is harmful to one’s men-
tal health; racism is harmful to health.
He notes that a group of Harvard Uni-
versity researchers documented that a
mere 1 percent increase in incidences
of racial disrespect, the kind of stuff
like following black people in a store,
for which there have been many law-
suits in stores; or having African
Americans go to restaurants and not
being served, for which there have been
many lawsuits; or for discrimination at
the workplace in big corporations that
get tax breaks here, for which many
lawsuits have been filed, the result of a
mere 1 percent increase of racial dis-
respect translates to an increase in 350
deaths per 100,000 African Americans.
So not only is racism harmful to one’s
mental health; it is harmful to the fab-
ric of our country. It is harmful to the
very lives of the people who are im-
pacted by it.

This is now the budget season in the
United States Congress. We are delib-
erating on the budget, which are the
priorities of our country; and pretty
soon we will be receiving reports from
the Committee on Appropriations on
how those priorities are going to be
translated into real dollars for the
American people. One could say that
the budget is the most important piece
of legislation passed by any legislative
body and certainly is very important
because it sets the policies and prior-
ities for our country.

The very definition of politics is who
gets what. The authoritative allocation
of values in a society, the definition of
politics: that is the budget process, the
appropriations process. Who gets what,
whose problems get solved. We have
the opportunity in this Congress to
solve these problems. We have a re-
sponsibility in this Congress to solve
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these problems, to make this country
better for all of our people so that the
bus of opportunity does not pull off
when we are standing there trying to
get on, so that the doors of opportunity
are open for all Americans.

And I am proud to say that under the
leadership of the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. WATT) that the
members of the Congressional Black
Caucus have decided to tackle these
disparities, these intolerable dispari-
ties.

One of the things, however, that we
have a responsibility to do is to make
sure that the American people under-
stand that these inequalities, these in-
equities, these gaps, these disparities,
that they exist.

I would like to add a few comments
before I begin to wrap up. These com-
ments are about the United for a Fair
Economy 2005 report that takes into
consideration the President’s proposals
in the budget.
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United for a Fair Economy says that
while, at first, President Bush’s owner-
ship society goals may appear to be
consistent with Dr. Martin Luther
King’s dream of economic opportunity
for all races, during the first Bush ad-
ministration, the United States actu-
ally moved farther away from Dr.
King’s vision. The employment and in-
come picture has gotten worse for peo-
ple of color since 2000, eroding the
progress that was made during the
1990s.

We all know that not only did the
Clinton years provide prosperity for all
Americans, all boats were lifted up, but
those boats within the African-Amer-
ican community and other commu-
nities of color were lifted up.

In 2000, the African-American unem-
ployment rate reached an historic low:
an historic low. Latino and Hispanic
unemployment rates also dropped, but
have risen again in the last 4 years.
About half of the progress in the me-
dian income of people of color from
1996 to 2000 was wiped out in the first 3
years of the Bush administration. After
slowly increasing from 55 percent of
white income to 65 percent in 2000,
black median income fell to 62 percent.
For the first time in 15 years, the aver-
age Latino household now has an in-
come that is less than two-thirds that
of the average white household. So not
only are blacks falling back, Latinos
are falling back as well.

Throughout the 1990s, poverty rates
fell across-the-board. All boats were
being lifted up in the 1990s. But since
2000, more than one-third of that
progress in reducing poverty among Af-
rican-American families has been
erased; 300,000 African-American fami-
lies fell below the poverty line from
2000 to 2003.

What about private retirement in-
come and inheritances? Well, they re-
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main scarce among people of color. We
have heard a lot of talk about Social
Security and privatizing Social Secu-
rity, and the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT) was here ear-
lier, and he talked about insecurity, so-
cial insecurity.

African-Americans have less in pri-
vate pensions and retirement accounts,
if you are unemployed you have got to
have less, and so depend more heavily
on Social Security. They would be
more affected than whites by any pri-
vatization plan that made benefits un-
certain.

And, of course, we talked about home
ownership; United for a Fair Economy
revisits the issue of home ownership in
their 2005 report. Then they add that
business owners of color, who are large-
ly small business owners, received only
minor tax breaks from the four Bush
tax cuts. Most tax breaks for busi-
nesses and investors have landed with
those who are wealthy and white.

Now, we understand what the Presi-
dent told us in the movie Fahrenheit
911. He told us that his base were the
haves and the have-mores. So, accord-
ingly, the tax cuts have provided
money for the haves and the have-
mores, and that is borne out in these
statistics.

Now, what do we do about this? We
have to address these issues in public
policy. It is public policy that can turn
these numbers around and make better
the lives of all of the little Martins out
there who did their best and still found
that the door of opportunity was closed
for them, to turn that around and
make opportunity available for all of
them.

Public policy requires, though, a con-
sensus. It requires an American con-
sensus. So we fought the Civil War, and
after the Civil War, the Congress
passed a Civil Rights Act. So 1964 was
not the first time that we had a Civil
Rights Act passed, because there was a
consensus that something needed to be
done to help all Americans.

But how can we arrive at a consensus
when the American people are not in-
formed of the facts? Well, you certainly
cannot get it on the WB or UPN. You
cannot even get it on BET or CNN a lot
of the time. But we are told by a Har-
vard University-Kaiser Family Founda-
tion study that misperceptions cloud
whites’ views of blacks. You cannot ar-
rive at an answer if you do not know
the facts.

Misperceptions cloud whites’ views of
blacks: Whether out of hostility, indif-
ference or simple lack of knowledge,
large numbers of white Americans in-
correctly believe that blacks are as
well off as whites in terms of their
jobs, incomes, schooling and health
care, according to a national survey by
the Washington Post, the Henry J. Kai-
ser Family Foundation and Harvard
University.

Depending on the question, the poll
found that 40 percent to 60 percent of
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all whites say that the average black
American is faring about as well and
perhaps even better than the average
white in these areas. These mispercep-
tions have consequences, the survey
suggests. Among whites, the pervasive-
ness of incorrect views seems to ex-
plain at least in part white resistance
to even the least intrusive types of af-
firmative action, and more broadly,
these mistaken beliefs represent formi-
dable obstacles to any government ef-
forts to equalize the social and eco-
nomic standing of the races.

This is the State of the Dream 2005
report, issued by United for a Fair
Economy, and in its introduction, it
quotes President Bush: ‘“The genera-
tion of wealth should not be limited to
a few in our society. It ought to be an
opportunity for everybody. There is
nothing better than providing the in-
centive to say this is my asset base, I
own it, I will live on it in retirement,
and I will pass it on to somebody in my
own family.”

Dr. Martin Luther King had a re-
sponse for that, even though dead. Dr.
King said, ‘“The majority of white
Americans consider themselves sin-
cerely committed to justice for the
Negro. They believe that American so-
ciety is essentially hospitable to fair
play and to steady growth toward a
middle-class utopia embodying racial
harmony. But unfortunately, this is a
fantasy of self-deception and com-
fortable vanity.”

I would hope that all of the reams of
paper that have been produced record-
ing these studies that I have recounted
here this afternoon, from Hull House
reporting on Chicago to the New York
Times reporting on African-American
male unemployment at 50 percent be-
tween the ages of 16 and 64, which is
veritably the entire population, to
United for a Fair Economy to the Na-
tional Urban League to Harvard Uni-
versity to the Kaiser Family Founda-
tion, the reams and reams and reams
and reams of  paper produced
chronicaling the pitiful state that
some Americans continue to have to
endure.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that we are
leaving too many Americans behind.
Our policies are creating two Americas,
and, instead of growing together, we
are clearly growing apart.

I hope to return to this place, to this
well, and do more special orders about
this subject and other subjects of inter-
est to my constituents in my district
and the people who have voiced their
support around the country. We have
such serious issues, and the people need
our help and our attention.

Mr. Speaker, I am hopeful that this
Congress will provide some relief to all
of the people who fall into the numbers
that I have accounted tonight.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

MAKING HEALTH CARE
ACCESSIBLE AND AFFORDABLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JINDAL). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, it is in-
deed a coincidence today that Demo-
crats in their one hour special order
would be led by a Georgian, my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Georgia
(Ms. MCKINNEY), and the Republican
hour today would be led by myself, an-
other Georgian. I am really, of course,
pleased to have this opportunity.

I am going to talk on an entirely dif-
ferent subject to my colleagues, Mr.
Speaker, than what we just heard for
the previous hour. This time is dedi-
cated really to the Republican Con-
ference Health Care Access and Afford-
ability Public Affairs Team. We put to-
gether this team for the purpose of let-
ting our colleagues know, letting the
American people know, that the Re-
publicans care deeply about the health
of this Nation, particularly in regard
to those who are the neediest, whether
they are white, black or Latino. It does
not matter. People in this country who
need health care that really cannot af-
ford it, who are struggling through no
fault of their own, we are deeply com-
mitted to solving these problems,
whether we are talking about Medi-
care, Medicaid or Social Security for
that matter.

These are the so-called entitlement
programs, the mandatory spending.
When we talk about a budget for fiscal
year 2006 of $2.6 trillion, two-thirds of
that budget goes to mandatory spend-
ing. That means those who meet eligi-
bility requirements, obviously Social
Security retirees and disabled and wid-
ows and dependent children; the Medi-
care program, you are 65; or you are
younger than 65 and you are disabled,
the Medicaid program; or you are poor.
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And you do not have the means or
the wherewithal to purchase private
health insurance or maybe you do not
have a job, you do not have an em-
ployer that provides health insurance
for you. These are the people who meet
those eligibility standards, and that is
called mandatory spending; and it in-
cludes two-thirds of our Federal budg-
et. We have a huge problem with the
growth in those numbers because, as
our population grows, there are more
and more people who are struggling
who become eligible for one of these
three mandatory benefits. It is becom-
ing a tremendous strain on this coun-
try.

Tonight I will focus primarily on the
Medicaid program, because our States
are in such dire economic stress be-
cause of Medicaid, which is a joint Fed-
eral-State program, a shared program,
if you will.
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The President, during the last couple
of months, has spent a lot of time talk-
ing about the Social Security program.
My colleagues know that he has been
going all over this country trying to
explain to the American people that we
are in a real crisis; and certainly, at
least I think everybody would agree,
there is a serious problem with Social
Security because of demographics, be-
cause of the fact that thankfully,
thankfully, people today are living
longer and they are healthier.

As the baby boomers fully mature
and that starts the first wave, the lead-
ing edge of that wave is upon us in 2008,
and as they fully mature, we go from 45
million Social Security beneficiaries
today to within 10 or 15 years to having
77 million. And trying to fund that pro-
gram with a payroll tax that has not
increased in a number of years, it is a
tremendously difficult problem; and it
needs to be solved. It is not something
we can put off for other Congresses.

I hear from some of my colleagues,
particularly on the other side of the
aisle, well, it is not that bad of a prob-
lem; why do we not just kind of wait
awhile and let somebody else deal with
it. I mean after all, 2006 will be upon us
pretty soon, and it is the next election
that is most important, not the next
generation.

I certainly do not agree with that,
and I know this President and this Re-
publican leadership does not agree with
that at all.

But what we are hearing a lot of
times is, well, why are you focusing on
Social Security when we have these
huge problems with Medicare and Med-
icaid? I know my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle have heard that argu-
ment. The point, of course, is that we
have focused on Medicare, and I am
very surprised at how quickly they for-
get. It was, after all, just December of
2003 when this body, this Congress, in a
bipartisan fashion, passed the Medicare
Modernization and Prescription Drug
Act. That prescription drug part of
Medicare, of course, does not become
operational until January of next year,
2006. So we have not had an oppor-
tunity to see what benefits that will
bring to the program.

We have had an interim program, I
think, that has worked very, very well.
It is called the Transitional Medicare
Prescription Drug Discount Card pro-
gram. All of my colleagues, Mr. Speak-
er, remember that, the 1% to 2-year
program, before we get started in the
part D prescription drug premium-
based, voluntary part of Medicare next
year, to give immediate relief, as we
did in December of 2003, to let our sen-
iors obtain, for no more than $30 a year
and, in most instances, a free Medicare
prescription drug discount card, which
would allow them to go to the drug-
store with those four or five prescrip-
tions that their doctor had written for
high blood pressure or control of their
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blood sugar so their diabetes did not
get worse, or something to prevent
osteoporosis, or to, as I say, lower
blood pressure and cholesterol.

So when they went to the drugstore,
they were not paying sticker price.
They were getting the same Kkinds of
discounts, competitive discounts that
people who were working and had em-
ployer-sponsored health care, maybe
under an HMO, and they got deep dis-
counts on their drug prices.

This is what the discount program,
the transitional program brought to
our neediest seniors; and, in fact, those
living at or below the Federal poverty
level were credited on that card. It be-
came not a credit card, but a debit
card; and they got $600 a year for those
two years, 2004 and 2005, a total of
$1,200 that they could apply to the cost
of their prescription medication.

There were other things, Mr. Speak-
er, and I know my colleagues remem-
ber that. If not, hopefully, this will be
a reminder. For the first time ever
under the Medicare program, new bene-
ficiaries, those just turning 65, were
having the opportunity to go to their
doctor, to their general doctor, their
internist, their family practitioner and
having a complete, thorough, head-to-
toe physical examination. In the past,
Medicare did not pay for that. You
could only get reimbursed for a doctor
visit if you were sick, if your nose was
bleeding, if you had pain in your chest
from a coronary and you were stag-
gering because you were about to have
a stroke, or you showed up in the emer-
gency room. But just to have a routine
physical to find out, hey, is everything
okay, to get your blood pressure
checked and have that cholesterol level
determined, and the screening proce-
dures, or maybe if you had a mammo-
gram to rule out a very early breast
cancer; these things were not covered
under Medicare.

But under this leadership, this
Speaker, this Republican-led Congress,
this President brought, in December of
2003, the Medicare Modernization and
Prescription Drug Act.

So for everybody to suggest that this
Congress is not focused on health care
and has done nothing and is wasting
our time trying to solve the Social Se-
curity problem is just absolutely un-
true; and I think fair-minded Members
of this body, whether Republicans or
Democrats, know that. They know
that. They know that we have devoted
a lot of attention to Medicare. It re-
mains to be seen, really, how that pro-
gram is going to work.

All we hear from the opposition is,
oh, well, you know, it is going to cost
a lot. They misled us, they lied to us,
they said it was only going to cost $395
billion, and now it is going to cost $750
billion. I do not know what the true
cost is, but I do know this: when, Mr.
Speaker, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice is calculating the expense of the
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program, they are talking about what
it is going to cost to provide a prescrip-
tion drug benefit, even though it is pre-
mium-based. Like part B, sure, there
will be a cost to the taxpayer. The part
B Medicare program, Mr. Speaker, a lot
of people probably do not realize this,
but the premiums, even though they
have gone up every year since 1965, and
now are approaching $80 a month, they
only cover 25 percent. The general fund
taxpayers are supporting 75 percent of
that cost.

So the prescription drug program
will be very similar to that. There will,
indeed, be a cost. But what is so mis-
leading is no credit whatsoever is given
to the fact that if a person is taking a
blood pressure medication to keep
them from having a stroke, if a person
can now afford to go to the drugstore
and get Lipitor or Pravachol or one of
these statin drugs to lower their cho-
lesterol and avert the need for open
heart surgery, or someone is able to
take Glucophage or insulin so that
that diabetic condition does not get so
bad that it destroys their kidneys or
causes blindness or causes peripheral
vascular disease to the point that they
need an amputation of a limb or renal
dialysis or maybe even a kidney trans-
plant; all of those things, by the way,
are currently today covered under
Medicare, but extremely expensive.

If we can prevent that by allowing
our seniors, our neediest seniors to af-
ford the medication and treat these
diseases in a timely fashion, then we
save money on part A, being the hos-
pital, the nursing home care, for those
who have had a stroke and maybe have
to spend the rest of their lives in a
nursing home; part B would be the fee
that the cardiothoracic surgeons
charge to do open heart surgery. We
save that money, yet you get no credit,
you get no score for that. But, Mr.
Speaker, surely, if this program is
going to work and if it makes sense,
and it certainly makes sense for this
physician Member of this body and,
furthermore, it is the compassionate
thing to do.

So, indeed, to suggest that the Re-
publican majority in this body, led by
our Speaker, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HASTERT), and that President
Bush and his administration do not
care about health care and have ig-
nored and narrowly focused on Social
Security and forgotten about the needy
in this society regarding health care, it
is just absolutely, Mr. Speaker, abso-
lutely untrue. I think, again, fair-
minded Members of this body on both
sides of the aisle would readily admit
that.

Now, I spoke at the outset of this
hour of the Republican Conference on
Health Care, Access, and Affordability
Public Affairs Team. That is us; that is
me. I am taking all of the time this
evening, but we have a strong team. We
are not just health care providers, al-
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though many of us are physicians and
dentists and other people involved in
health care. I wanted to take this time
to share with our colleagues our vision
and our focus and what we are doing to
try to make sure that we have a good
policy that is fair and balanced and
that we are taking care of those who
are in most need in regard to health
care.

Mr. Speaker, one of the huge prob-
lems right now, of course, is the Med-
icaid program. Again, this is part of
our entitlement spending, the manda-
tory spending, as I outlined at the be-
ginning of the hour, the two-thirds of
the Federal budget. Medicaid is a Fed-
eral-State program, with the Federal
Government actually paying, in most
cases, more than the State does, to
provide health care for the neediest in
our society, especially for children and
single mothers. It is a great program.
It has served us very, very well. In fact,
I have a slide, Mr. Speaker, that I will
get up in just a few minutes and I
would like to point out how that Fed-
eral-State match works.

It is based, really, on average income
in a State. A State with a lower aver-
age income, a poor State, there is
going to be a higher Federal percent-
age; and the parameters range from a
50-50 participation to 80-20. And if we
can focus on this chart to my left, this
is not all of the States; I think I was
informed that the machine broke and
they were not able to get but about
half of the States on the chart. But it
does include my State of Georgia; and
last year in Georgia, the Federal match
was 60, almost 60.5 percent, and the an-
ticipated match for the fiscal year 2006
is 60.6. So in Georgia it is about a 60-40
split.

I was looking for Mississippi, which I
think is probably one of the States
that has the lowest per capita income
where the Federal match actually ap-
proaches the maximum 80 percent.

0 1615

It is not on this board. But I think
the Federal match in the State of Mis-
sissippi is about 78 percent. But it var-
ies. Alabama is here, 70.1 percent Fed-
eral participation in 2005. And in 2006,
that dropped down to 69.5 percent.
There are other States, like I say, that
are 50/50. Illinois, as an example, is 50/
50. The State of Massachusetts is about
50/50.

Mr. Speaker, this is the way it should
be. We should indeed participate more
for those States who have the greatest
need. One thing, though, that really
concerns us, and I think one of the
main problems with the Medicaid sys-
tem, is that there is a significant
amount of waste and abuse of the sys-
tem. And yes, in fact, Mr. Speaker, in
some instances, downright fraud. And
if a State is a 50/50 state, there may not
be much advantage to take an advan-
tage of the system. But if the State has
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a higher Federal match than the State
match, you can see that if you are
abusing the system, gaming the sys-
tem, if you will, then there is an ad-
vantage because you are pulling down
more Federal dollars than you are
spending at the State level.

And so these are some of our prob-
lems, of course, that we are facing now
with the Medicaid program. The spend-
ing is growing more, of course, in times
of economic stress and distress. And we
have gone through a lot of that in the
last several years, particularly since 9/
11. And of course the population
growth, you are going to have more
people who are legitimately eligible for
this care. So the spending is going to
g0 up. But we want to make sure that
we get dollars to those who are in need
and not to those who are in greed, if
you will. And that is very important.

And there will be a very strong focus
on Medicaid reform, led, quite hon-
estly, by the governors, by the Gov-
ernors Association, both Democratic
and Republican governors. They have
been here. They have talked to the
President. They have talked to Con-
gress. They have some very good ideas
of how to make this system work bet-
ter and make sure that those who have
the greatest need have access to those
Medicaid dollars.

I wanted, Mr. Speaker, to share with
my colleagues just a few numbers
about the magnitude of really what I
am talking about. In the year 2002, the
total Federal dollars spent on the Med-
icaid program, now this is just the Fed-
eral dollars, $140 billion. That is in the
year 2002. In the year 2004, that number
has gone up to $184 billion. You know,
we are talking about significant in-
creases. From 2001 to 2002, the Federal
spending Medicare increased 8 percent.
From 2002 to 2003, it was about 9 per-
cent. From 2003 to 2004, in the same
range. And on and on and on.

So when people say to me from back
home, Congressman, do not cut Med-
icaid spending because, you know, you
are affecting my program. And that
could be a physician talking about, you
know, his or her reimbursement. It
could be a hospital. It certainly is like-
ly to be one of these rural hospitals
that is called a disproportionate share,
which means their clientele is dis-
proportionately weighted toward the
Medicaid program because they are a
poor community. And they are con-
cerned, and I understand that.

But what the President did in the
2006 budget that he submitted to us was
to cut a certain number of Medicaid
dollars over a b-year period of time.
What we have done here in the Con-
gress, the President recommends, and
then we legislate. We make the final
decision. And it looks like we are going
to have a Medicaid funding cut over
the next 5 years of $10 billion. That is
$2 billion a year but that, we hope and
I feel very confident, we can find those
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savings by eliminating this situation
that I described, waste, fraud and
abuse.

Now, let me just give you one exam-
ple, Mr. Speaker, and I want to share
that with my colleagues, the nursing
home situation, long-term care in a
skilled facility. Medicare, under Part A
only covers a certain number of days. I
think it is something like 100. And
after that, the patient is pretty much
on their own, and that has to come out
of their pocket. If they do not have
long-term care insurance, and most
people do not, we are trying to address
that. This Congress is trying to address
that, the Republican leadership, and
that is why we put health savings ac-
counts in the Medicare modernization
bill of December 2003, so that that
money in those accounts can be used
without any tax penalty whatsoever to
purchase long-term health care insur-
ance. But most people do not have that
today. And if a loved one ends up in a
nursing home, then once those Medi-
care dollars, those days of eligibility
are utilized, and the person has no
other resources, they become what is
known as dual eligible because they
have no wealth and no source of in-
come, then all of a sudden they are eli-
gible for Medicaid.

So, the reality today, my colleagues,
is that probably 70 percent of nursing
home reimbursement is from the Med-
icaid program. Now, some of that is ap-
propriate. But some of it is inappro-
priate.

And indeed, there is actually a cot-
tage industry out there where our good
attorneys advise people how to hide
their income, how to shift their posses-
sions and their net worth to maybe an-
other family member, and all of a sud-
den they have got nothing. They do not
have any wealth. They do not have any
income, and they are dual eligible for
Medicaid. That, my colleagues, is what
I call gaming the system. And when
you do that, you take money away
from the program, desperately needed
money for single moms, for the poor
who need prenatal care, for little in-
fants that are born prematurely that
need a good start in life, and they can-
not get it because there is no money
there.

This is something that we, the Re-
publican majority, and hopefully in a
bipartisan fashion with our colleagues
on the other side of the aisle, we are
giving very serious attention to it. And
yes, we can walk and chew gum at the
same time. We can work on the Social
Security problem and fix that, get out
of that crisis situation and work on
solving the Medicaid problem at the
same time. Absolutely, we can. We
will. We are doing that, and we will get
to the finish line on both of these pro-
grams, and we will do it sooner rather
than later.

We will not be irresponsible on these
issues and put this off and say, Hey,
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you know, we do not want to touch
that third rail because we are worried
about our re-election in 2006 and keep-
ing our majority. We are going to keep
our majority by doing the right thing.
And we will let the elections take care
of themselves.

But we have to make sure that we
understand, the American people un-
derstand, and that we do not let the
nay-sayers poison the well like they
tried to do on that Medicare discount
card.

I was at a little town hall meeting in
one of my poorest counties recently in
Southwest Georgia, Talbot County, a
great community, wonderful people,
but poor, very low tax base. And we
were talking about Social Security.
Miss Menafee came up to me after the
hour and a half town hall meeting, and
she said, Congressman, thank you for
that information on Social Security. I
think I really understand it better
now. I have been getting those auto-
mated phone calls and those slick
glossy mailers. I do not know whether
they were from AFL-CIO or George
Soros and some 527, but thank you,
Congressman for helping me under-
stand it better, to see how an indi-
vidual personal account can grow and
have the miracle of compound interest.
But I just want to say to you, also,
thank you for Medicare modernization.
And thank you from the bottom of my
heart for that prescription drug dis-
count card, that transitional program.

Miss Menafee told me that she had
been spending something like $400 a
month for five or six drugs that she
desperately needed, and because she
was eligible for that $1,200 credit and
the lowest pricing, in fact, I think
maybe a dollar, $3 copay, she said she
had reduced over $400 a month worth of
medical expenses to $9 a month.

Miss Menafee, God bless you. And she
is 80 years old and looks healthy, and I
think she is going to outlive us all be-
cause of what we did. So that is the
compassion. That is the thoughtfulness
that this Republican leadership, this
majority has in regard to the health
care program.

Mr. Speaker, I guess I could go on
probably long beyond my allotted hour.
But I am going to try to go ahead and
bring this to a close because I think,
hopefully, my colleagues have heard
me loud and clear and understand that
we care about health care. We care
about the uninsured.

We have passed association health
plans in this body at least twice, and
we will continue to pass it. We have
passed tort reform so that doctors and
hospitals are not ordering all these un-
necessary tests. And every individual
that walks into an emergency room
with a headache does not need a CAT
scan, but they are getting it because
the doctors are afraid they are going to
be sued, or the hospital, and that is
why people cannot afford health insur-
ance.
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All that defensive medicine, these ad-
ditional lab tests, it drives the price of
health insurance up so high that it is
out of reach for far too many people.
And we end up with 43 million in this
country who have no health insurance,
and most of them are working. But we
are going to help them. Again, we are
going to help them by what we have
done in Medicare modernization, give
them an opportunity to set up through
their employer a health savings ac-
count where they can get catastrophic
insurance for a very low premium, Mr.
Speaker, a very low monthly premium,
and then the employer or a relative or
a friend can help them fund an account
that can grow, that can enjoy the mir-
acle of compound interest, that they
can use that money for a lot of types of
things that traditional health insur-
ance does not even cover, eye care, den-
tal care, mental health services, just so
many things.

So it is a pleasure to be part of this
team, to be here tonight, to be talking
about what we, the Republican health
care access team, is doing.

But, you know, again, I want to
make sure my colleagues understand
that I am not an overly partisan per-
son. It is not all about left versus right
or Republican versus Democrat. It is
right versus wrong, and I think we need
to focus on doing the right thing, and
we ought to try to do it as much as we
can in a bipartisan fashion.

And to that point, Mr. Speaker, 1
want to let my colleagues know that
we have recently formed a medical/den-
tal doctors in Congress caucus in this
House. There are 13 of us. There are
three dentists. There are ten MDs.
Three of those MDs are on the demo-
cratic side; seven on the Republican
side. And we are going to work on
these issues in a bipartisan fashion.

You know, I thought yesterday, as we
had that plane, that little Cessna that
inadvertently got in the airspace over
the Capitol, and we all went just, I
mean, pouring out of here in semi
panic, although the Capitol police did
an excellent job of keeping people
calm, but, you know, making sure that
we got out of harm’s way as quickly as
possible.
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You have to take every one of these
threats seriously, and I could not help
but thinking as I was running down the
street, where are the other 12 members
of our physician and dental doctor cau-
cus?

We probably were all going in a dif-
ferent direction. My co-chairman of
that caucus is the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. SNYDER), Mr. Speaker, a
great Member of this body. The gen-
tleman has been here a good bit longer
than I have been, a fine doctor from
Arkansas.

The gentleman and I have been work-
ing together. That was one of the
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things we were talking about last
week. The next meeting we have, we
are going to make sure that we work
with the House physician so that this
team would know what we would do in
a situation like that so we were not all
going in different directions. Maybe all
13 of us, hopefully the caucus will
grow, I like doctors and dentists in
Congress, but we could go to a des-
ignated spot so if this really truly
turned out to be a terrorist attack, we
would be part of the solution and not
part of the problem.

Again, as I speak to my colleagues
this afternoon and I am deeply appre-
ciative, Mr. Speaker, of the oppor-
tunity to talk about what the Repub-
lican majority is doing on health care,
I do not want to forget that the Amer-
ican people do not like a lot of par-
tisanship and animosity and, indeed,
hatred. We do not accomplish anything
in that fashion. I am very proud to be
part of that new bipartisan caucus as
we work towards solving these prob-
lems.

————————

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
CONGRESSIONAL-EXECUTIVE
COMMISSION ON THE PEOPLE’S
REPUBLIC OF CHINA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to 22 U.S.C. 6913, and the order of
the House on January 4, 2005, the Chair
announces the Speaker’s appointment
of the following Members of the House
to the Congressional-Executive Com-
mission on the People’s Republic of
China:

Mr. LEACH, Iowa, co-chairman;

Mr. DREIER, California;

Mr. WOLF, Virginia;

Mr. PITTS, Pennsylvania;

Mr. ADERHOLT, Alabama.

———

THE DANGERS OF CAFTA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DENT). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 4, 2005, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
enjoyed hearing my friend, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY),
and his comments about Medicare.

I know that my Republican friends
care about health care. But unfortu-
nately, they care more about the drug
companies and the insurance compa-
nies than they do in providing low-cost
prescription drugs and health insur-
ance to the 50 million Americans who
do not have health insurance.

I did not come forward today to talk
about Medicare, particularly, except to
note that when Congress passed the
Medicare bill last year, a bill that a
couple of years ago was not received by
the public very well in part because
they did not tell us the truth about the
cost of the bill, it ended up costing al-
most $1 trillion when they told Con-
gress it would only cost $400 billion.
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But more than that, this bill pro-
vided literally 180 additional billion
dollars to the drug industry profits and
had direct subsidies of about $60 billion
to the insurance industry.

So I wish, while my Republican
friends, I do believe they care about
the poor, they care about working peo-
ple, they care about health insurance,
unfortunately their caring so much
more about the drug industry, the in-
surance industry, it sort of gets in the
way of too often doing the right thing.

I come forward this afternoon, Mr.
Speaker, to talk a little bit about the
Central American Free Trade Agree-
ment which, frankly, will likely be de-
feated in this Congress bipartisanly.
This is not a partisan issue. It is an
issue of justice, an issue of jobs, and an
issue of where our country and our
economy goes.

Two weeks ago, more than 150 Repub-
licans and Democrats, Senate and
House Members, pro-business, pro-labor
groups gathered on Capitol Hill to
speak out against the Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement. Repub-
lican House and Senate Members and
Democratic House and Senate Members
joined with these outside groups, this
group of unlikely bed fellows perhaps,
to speak with one voice of the unified
message to vote against the Central
American Free Trade Agreement.

CAFTA expands on the failed trade
policies of the North American Free
Trade Agreement and expands on those
policies by enlarging NAFTA, the
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, to six Central American coun-
tries, including the Dominican Repub-
lic.

When I ran for Congress in 1992, I do
not want to bore my colleagues with
numbers, when I ran for Congress in
1992, the United States had a trade def-
icit of $38 billion. We thought that was
way too big. That meant we were buy-
ing, importing $38 billion more worth
of goods than we were exporting; $38
billion trade deficit we had in 1992.

Last year after NAFTA, after PNTR
with China, after several other trade
agreements over the last decade-plus,
our trade deficit is $618 billion, from 38
to 618 billion.

Now, you can see the trade deficit
with Mexico as an example, prior to
NAFTA, the year I came to Congress,
in 1992, we actually had a trade surplus
with the Republic of Mexico. We actu-
ally sold them more than we bought
from them. Look what happened after
NAFTA. Look at these numbers. This
is zero right here. We had a trade sur-
plus in those 4 years prior to NAFTA.
Then all of the sudden 10 billion, al-
most 20 billion, 25 billion, over 30 bil-
lion, almost 40, over 40, approaching a
$50 billion trade deficit with Mexico.

Now, George Bush, Sr., who origi-
nally negotiated the North American
Free Trade Agreement, he said that $1
billion in imports or exports rep-
resented about 12,000 jobs. That meant
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if you have a $3 billion trade surplus
then that is three times 12,000. You
would have 36,000 more jobs in your
country. If you have a $3 billion trade
deficit, you would have 36,000 fewer
jobs in your country.

Look at this. We went from a $38 bil-
lion trade deficit overall to $618 billion.
You do not need to do the math except
you just sort of estimate and you see
what these trade agreements have
meant to the American people, to our
economy, to our manufacturing base.

In my State of Ohio we have lost
200,000 manufacturing jobs. One out of 5
manufacturing jobs in my State has
disappeared in the last 4%2 years since
President Bush took office. Those man-
ufacturing jobs have been lost for a lot
of reasons. The most important reason
is NAFTA and PNTR and these trade
agreements.

Unfortunately, these trade pacts like
NAFTA and like CAFTA enable compa-
nies to exploit cheap labor in other
countries and then import back to the
United States under favorable terms.
The Central American Free Trade
Agreement should probably be named
the Central American Free Labor
Agreement because that is really what
it is all about.

About 5 or 6 years after NAFTA
passed, in the mid-to late 1990s, at my
own expense I flew to McAllen, Texas,
rented a car and went across the border
to Reynosa, Mexico because I wanted
to see what NAFTA looked like, what
these free trade agreements looked
like. I wanted to put a face on these
numbers. These numbers are persua-
sive. They certainly convinced me and
I think convinced many that these
trade agreements are bad ideas. But I
wanted to see real faces and real people
and put real names next to those faces
and people so I really could understand
what this global economy looked like.

I went to the home of two people who
worked for General Electric Mexico.
They lived in an area about 30 feet by
30 feet, maybe smaller than that, prob-
ably more like 20 feet by 20 feet. No
running water. No electricity. Dirt
floor. When it rained hard, their floor
turned to mud. Both of these people
worked at General Electric Mexico.
They lived 3 miles from the United
States of America.

Now, if you walk outside their little
shack into their colonia, their neigh-
borhood, 3 miles from the TUnited
States, you will notice as you look
around a couple of things. The first
thing you will notice is there is a ditch
nearby with who-knows-what human
and industrial waste running through
this ditch, maybe 4 feet wide. Children
playing in this ditch because children
will play wherever children play.

The American Medical Association
said this area along the Mexican-U.S.
border was the most toxic area in the
Western Hemisphere. So no telling
what kinds of diseases these children
could get from playing in this ditch.
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If you walk through the neighbor-
hood more, you will notice that all of
these shacks were built out of packing
materials, boxes and wooden crates and
wooden platforms, coming from the
companies from where they worked. So
you could tell where these workers
worked just by walking through the
neighborhoods and looking at the
shacks, shacks literally constructed
out of packing materials for these com-
panies they worked for.

The point of the story is when I went
to a General Motors plant nearby and
what I noticed was this General Motors
plant looked just like a General Motors
plant in Lawrencetown, Ohio, and just
like a Ford plant in Avon Lake, Ohio,
or just like a Chrysler plant in
Twinsburg, Ohio. It was modern. It was
new, newer than the plants in my
State. The floors were clean. The work-
ers were working hard. The latest tech-
nology.

There was one difference between the
General Motors plant in Mexico and
the auto plant in Ohio. And the dif-
ferent was the auto plant in Mexico did
not have a parking lot because the
workers were not paid enough to buy
the cars which they make.

You can go half way around the
world to Malaysia to a Motorola plant.
The workers do not make enough to
buy the cells phones which they manu-
facture. You can go back halfway
around the world to Costa Rica, one of
the countries in the Central American
Free Labor Agreement, and the work-
ers at a Disney plant do not make
enough to buy the toys that they man-
ufacture.

You can go back halfway around the
world to China and go to a Nike plant
and the workers do not make enough
to buy the shoes that they manufac-
ture.

That is what is great about our coun-
try. In our country because of labor
unions, because of labor laws, because
of our democracy workers share in the
wealth that they are creating. If you
work at General Motors or you work at
a hardware store or wherever you
work, if you help your employer make
a profit and create wealth at that com-
pany or create value as a nurse at a
hospital or a teacher in a high school,
you share in the wealth or share in the
good that you do. You get a share of
those profits, a share of that wealth.
That is how our country works.

Unfortunately, it does not work that
way in Mexico. And as you will see,
frankly, it does not work that way in
the other countries that are part of the
Central American Free Trade Agree-
ment.

The average worker in the United
States makes $38,000. That is enough to
buy shoes, maybe to send your kids to
college. It is enough to live in a decent
place. It is enough to own a car. It is
enough to go to the grocery store. It is
enough to buy some things. But if you
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look at the rest of the countries in the
Central American Free Trade Agree-
ment, Costa Rica, the average income
is $9,100. In the Dominican Republic it
is $6,000; El1 Salvador, $4,800; Guate-
mala, $4,100; and in Honduras and Nica-
ragua it is less than 10 percent of the
income that Americans make: $2,600 in
Honduras; $2,300 in Nicaragua.

The combined purchasing power of
these six countries, the combined pur-
chasing power of the Central American
countries is equal to that of Columbus,
Ohio, or Orlando, Florida.

When you think about the combined
purchasing power and you look what
these people in those countries earn,
you know they do not make enough to
buy a car manufactured in Ohio. They
do not make enough to buy prime rib
coming from cattle in Nebraska or Col-
orado. They do not make enough to
buy software from the State of Wash-
ington. They do not make enough to
buy steel from West Virginia. They do
not make enough to buy clothes from
North Carolina or South Carolina or
Georgia.

The fact is this Central American
Free Labor Agreement is not about
U.S. companies and U.S. farmers ex-
porting their products to Central
America. That will not happen because
the Central American people are not
paid enough to buy American products.

What this agreement is all about is
simply outsourcing of jobs; is Amer-
ican manufacturers moving production
to Central America and setting up
plants and paying workers wages that
barely keep them alive and then selling
those products back to the United
States at tremendous profits.

I have visited a factory in Nicaragua
where the workers are making 23 cents
per pair of jeans that they sew. They
get 23 cents for a pair of jeans they
sew, and that pair of jeans is sold at
Wal-Mart in the United States for $25
or $30. So the company is getting rich.
The workers stay poor. And unfortu-
nately, that is what is going to happen
and get worse if CAFTA passes.

If you want more proof already than
this, the trade deficit, the amount of
money that people are making, the fact
that they simply cannot buy American
products, let us look at the politics of
it for a moment.

The President of the United States
has sent five trade agreements to Con-
gress. The first four trade agreements,
the trade agreement with Morocco, one
with Chile, one with Singapore, and
one with Australia, all passed the Con-
gress overwhelmingly in fewer than 60
days, in less than 2 months. This time
the President sent this trade agree-
ment to us is almost a year ago, 348
days ago to be exact.

Now, the reason the President sent
this a year ago and Congress has not
moved on it is simply because the
American people understand what
these trade agreements do to our coun-
try. Not just what they do to a family
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that loses a job. But what that means
to that family, what that means to
that school district, what that means
to police and fire protection is that
they do not have the kind of tax reve-
nues when a plant closes down in a
community and moves to China or
moves out of town. All of that the
American people understand it.

It is finally after all of these trade
agreements, the Congress of the United
States has finally figured it out. That
is why we have not voted on the Cen-
tral American Free Labor Agreement
yet, simply because the American peo-
ple understand this trade agreement is
not working. It has not worked in the
past. These trade agreements will not
work in the future.

The President has tried to get it to
pass in Congress, and Congress simply
does not have the votes to pass it.
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Earlier this spring, the majority
leader, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), the most powerful Republican
in the Congress, has announced that we
would vote on Central American Free
Trade Agreement by the end of the
month, by May 27 before Congress
leaves for Memorial Day weekend.

That will mark literally the 1 year
deadline, the 1 year anniversary, since
CAFTA was signed by the President.
That means with CAFTA, if CAFTA’s
not voted on by then, it is dead in the
water. The issue is dead on arrival. It
is clear the American people have said
no and the U.S. Congress has said no.

Once this 1-year anniversary passes,
a lot of us who are opposed to this
agreement say the President, I think
the 1 year really means, okay, it has
failed, it is time to go back to the
drawing board and write a Central
American Free Trade Agreement that
we can pass.

Clearly, there is a desperation among
those people who have pushed Central
American Free Trade Agreement in
this Congress, that they have not been
able to convince the American people
that it is a good idea. So they are try-
ing one last-ditch effort and that hap-
pened this week.

This week the Presidents of the Cen-
tral American countries and the Do-
minican Republic and six countries
under CAFTA are touring the United
States. The six Presidents of these
countries are on a United States Cham-
ber of Commerce junket pushing
CAFTA. They went to Miami, Los An-
geles, Albuquerque, to my State to Cin-
cinnati, and they are attempting to
convince the American people and the
press that CAFTA is good for their
country, good for their people and good
for our country and good for our peo-
ple.

Like our own President, like in this
country, these six Presidents have
tried to convince everybody that
CAFTA will lift up low income workers
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and that CAFTA will create jobs here
in the United States. What they do not
say is they do not talk about the com-
bined purchasing power of CAFTA Na-
tions equal to that of Columbus, Ohio,
or Orlando, Florida, or Memphis, Ten-
nessee. They do not mention that.

They do not mention the fact, as I
said earlier, that the workers in Cen-
tral America cannot buy cars in Ohio
or software from Washington State or
steel made in Pennsylvania.

What we do not hear from them is
that CAFTA does nothing to ensure the
enforcement of internationally recog-
nized labor standards in their coun-
tries, and with all due respect to the
Central American leaders, what they
are not saying and what millions of us
know already is that millions of their
workers, like 10s of millions of Amer-
ican workers, do not support this
agreement. The Presidents may sup-
port them, but the workers in their
countries and our country do not sup-
port this agreement.

What they will not tell reporters,
what they did not tell reporters in
their Chamber of Commerce junket
around the United States is that 8,000
Guatemalan workers protested against
CAFTA 2 months ago. Two of them
were Killed by government security
forces.

They do not tell us that 10s of thou-
sands of Kl Salvadorans protested
CAFTA two-and-a-half year ago.

They do not tell us about the 18,000
letters sent by Honduran workers to
the Honduran legislature, decrying the
dysfunctional cousin of CAFTA,
NAFTA.

They do not tell us about the 10,000
people who protested CAFTA in Mana-
gua, Nicaragua, in 2003.

They do not tell us about the 30,000
CAFTA protesters in Costa Rica this
past fall.

They do not tell us that hundreds of
thousands of workers have protested in
Central America in 45 different dem-
onstrations in the last 3 years.

Opposition to CAFTA is as strong in
Central America as it is in the United
States. I ask my colleagues in this
Congress, when the Presidents of Cen-
tral American countries come around
to our offices, as they have, and ask us
to vote for the Central American Free
Trade Agreement, understand, they
may support it for whatever reasons,
but the people of their countries, in
large numbers, do not.

A couple of nights ago, after the
Chamber of Commerce tour of America
that the six Presidents took, the
Chamber of Commerce hosted a recep-
tion for the visiting dignitaries, re-
warding them, thanking them for their
lobbying efforts this week. You can
imagine this very plush room at the
Chamber of Commerce, in its beautiful
structure in downtown Washington,
where the chamber has its very nice of-
fices.
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You can imagine the leaders, the
CEOs, of the most powerful and largest
corporations in our country were rais-
ing toasts, thanking the six Central
American and Dominican Republic
Presidents for their campaigning for
this issue. Then you can see the six
Presidents raising a toast to the Presi-
dents and CEOs of the largest compa-
nies in America, thanking them for
their support.

It just made you wonder were the
CEOs or were these Presidents think-
ing of the millions of workers and hun-
dreds of thousands of workers in each
of these countries, millions of workers
in the United States, who are opposed
to this agreement and who knew that
this agreement would bring more prob-
lems for America.

Did they think about the small busi-
nesses in Ohio and Michigan that do
not want another failed trade agree-
ment? Did they think about the small
stores in Managua and Santo Domingo
and in San Juan that would go out of
business and that would be pushed out
of business because of these trade
agreements? Did they think about the
family farms in North Carolina or the
coffee farmers in Costa Rica or the
highlands of Nicaragua? Did they think
about the sugar farmers in Minnesota,
in eastern Oregon and in Idaho and in
Minnesota and Louisiana? Or did they
think about the sugar cane workers in
Central American? My guess is they
did not.

When I think about these trade
issues, and I again go back to this
chart as I am about to close, I go back
to this chart which shows the relative
income of each of these Central Amer-
ican countries, and when you think
about where we want to go with our
trade agreements and what has hap-
pened to our trade agreements, we have
seen so much pain on each side.

We have seen pain in O’Leary, Ohio,
near where I live, a town of about
50,000, industrial town which has had
certainly its tough times. When York
Manufacturing shut down its plant and
moved much of its production to Mex-
ico, think about those families; the un-
employment in that community; peo-
ple losing their jobs; kids not able to
g0 to college; people, their homes are
foreclosed on; what happened to the
school district, which lost a big chunk
of money; what happened to police and
fire protection in that city because
they lost so much tax revenue. Then
you think about what happens to work-
ers in the developing world in these
countries when these trade agreements
inflict the damage that they do on
them, these workers, the family I met
in Mexico that worked at General Elec-
tric, that could barely make a living
and what happened in their lives and
the pain they felt.

You think about the damage, both in
the rich world, our world, the United
States, the rich countries, and you
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think of the poor countries and the
damage there. Instead, we could pass
not this Central American Free Trade
Agreement. When the time runs out,
when this clock is down, when the
deadline passes and CAFTA is dead, it
is time to pass a new Central American
Free Trade Agreement, negotiate a new
one that will really lift workers up, be-
cause trade agreements work when the
world’s poorest workers, the workers
for Nike in China, the workers for Mo-
torola in Malaysia, the workers for
Disney in Costa Rica, the workers at
the auto plants in Mexico, when the
world’s poorest workers can buy Amer-
ican products, rather than just make
them, then we will know, Mr. Speaker,
that our trade policies are finally suc-
ceeding.

———

ENERGY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DENT). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 4, 2005, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, we are here this afternoon to
build on a discussion that was started
last evening when five of us were here
on the floor to talk about the problem
of energy in general and about oil and
peak oil in particular.

I would like to start with a chart
that shows some curves that will lead
us to this one. Here, we have a 2 per-
cent growth curve, and what this is is
the rate at which we are increasing our
demand for oil. You will see that it is
exponential. It is not a straight line. It
goes out and up, and the further you
go, the steeper it gets. I wanted to talk
for just a moment about these expo-
nential curves because I think a lot of
people do not understand the expo-
nential function.

There is a very interesting story
about the person who a very long time
ago invented the game of chess, and
the monarch of the kingdom was so im-
pressed with that contribution that he
told the inventor that any reasonable
thing that you ask, I will give you. The
inventor said, I am a simple man, with
simple needs, and if you will simply
take my chess board and put a grain of
wheat on the first square and 2 grains
of wheat on the second square and 4
grains of wheat on the third square and
8 grains of wheat on the fourth square
and just continue, continue doubling
the number of grains you put on each
square until you have gone through all
the squares of the chess board, that
will be reward enough for what I have
done. The king thought he had gotten
off lightly; geez, that is easy.

He could not do that, of course, be-
cause if you do that, go to the 64th
power, that would represent all the
wheat that is grown in all the world in
4 years of harvest, I understand, and
you notice that is the exponential
function.
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We see here just a 2 percent growth
curve, and many people think of 2 per-
cent growth as a straight line. That is
only 2 percent for the first year, but
then if it is going to 2 percent for the
second year, it is not going to be 2 per-
cent of what existed at the end of that
year. So you are kind of getting inter-
est on interest which is what com-
pound interest is, and I think many
people have a little appreciation of
compound interest.

This is a 4 percent growth curve. It
quadruples in 35 years. This is a 5 per-
cent growth curve, and China now is on
a 10 percent growth curve. That is this
curve. In 7 years, if they continue on
this curve, their economy will double,
and their use of oil will double if it fol-
lows the economy. There is not much
way to keep it from following the econ-
omy. In 14 years, they will be using
four times as much oil, and in just 21
years, they will be using eight times as
much oil.

The next chart kind of puts the thing
in perspective as far as our country is
concerned. We have 2 percent of the
world’s oil reserves, and we use 25 per-
cent of the world’s oil, and we import
about two-thirds of what we use. That
is up, by the way, from the Arab oil
embargo where we imported just about
a third of what we use.

Two other figures are of interest. One
is that we represent less than 5 percent
of the world’s population. We are about
one person in 22 in the world, and this
one person is so fortunate that we get
to have 25 percent of all the good
things in the world, a subject for an-
other discussion, but I wonder, Mr.
Speaker, if you have asked yourself the
question, how come that is true; what
is so unique about this country and our
culture that this one person in 22 has a
fourth of all the good things in the
world? Perhaps we will come here to
the floor another day to talk about
that because I think there are some
real lessons to learn. If you understood
how we got here, then we might under-
stand what we need to do to stay here,
but that is not the subject of tonight’s
discussion.

With only 2 percent of the world’s oil
reserves, we produce 8 percent of the
world’s oil. What that means, of
course, is that we are really good at
pumping oil. We know how to get oil
out of the ground better than almost
anybody in the world. As a matter of
fact, we are so good at that, that the
Chinese have come here. They may
still be here. They were here a few days
ago, and they were coming to try and
see how we do it, because we are really
good at getting oil out of the ground.

What that means, of course, is for the
moment we are better off because with
2 percent of the world’s oil reserves, we
are getting 8 percent of the world’s oil.
So we are really maximizing the oppor-
tunities we have from the oil that is
available to us.
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The next chart will show us one of
the consequences of this, and I have to
go back now about 6 decades to put
what we are talking about in perspec-
tive.

There was apparently lots of oil
available in the world at that time. We
were awash in oil, and gasoline was
very cheap. I remember buying it at 6
gallons for a dollar. You could not do
that today, no matter what the price of
crude oil was, because I think there is
$0.48 tax per gallon.
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And then, obviously, there was a
much lesser tax per gallon, because I
remember buying gas, 6 gallons for a
dollar.

There was during the 1940s and 1950s,
a scientist working for Shell Oil Com-
pany named M. King Hubbert. He be-
came quite an icon in that world be-
cause he made a prediction in 1956 that
the United States would peak in its oil
production; that we would reach a
maximum capacity for pumping oil in
this country in about 1970. He made
that prediction 14 years before the date
at which he said it would happen.

He made that prediction because, as
a student of this technology, he had
watched the exploitation and the deple-
tion of individual oil fields. He noticed
that for every oil field the rate of pro-
duction increased and increased until
after it reached a peak, and then after
it reached a peak it was more difficult
to get, and so it fell down the other
side of the slope, and it always followed
a bell curve.

Here we have a bell curve. As a mat-
ter of fact, that is the bell curve, the
green there. That smooth green line is
a bell curve that was predicted by M.
King Hubbert. The more ragged green
line are the actual data points where
they fell on that curve, remarkably
close to his predicted curve.

If we look at the next graph, and by
the way, before we look at that one,
the red one here shows Russia. There
are charts for a lot of countries, be-
cause a number of countries have now
peaked in their oil production.

In this next one, the red one here
shows Russia, really the Soviet Union,
and they kind of fell apart. And notice
that the actual production did not fol-
low the predicted curve. They now are
capitalizing on that and they are hav-
ing a second little peak here, but it is
still falling off.

Notice the blue lines here. We will
talk about that in just a moment with
the next chart here, because what the
next chart does is to show where we got
our oil from and where we were getting
it from when M. King Hubbert made his
prediction. When he made that pre-
diction back here in 1956, we were get-
ting a tiny bit of natural gas liquids,
and we were getting about half of our
oil from Texas and the other half from
the rest of the United States.
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He predicted that by 1970 that we
would peak. And he did that because he
rationalized that if you took each one
of these little oil fields that was going
to follow a bell curve, and if you added
up all the little bell curves, you would
get one big bell curve for the whole
country. And so with some confidence
he predicted, by estimating the addi-
tional oil that we would find, he pre-
dicted when we ought to peak. As a
matter of fact, we did peak in 1970.

When we were falling down the other
side of Hubbert’s Peak, we discovered
oil in Prudhoe Bay in Alaska; and
there was a lot of oil there. There was
hopes that this would solve our oil
problem. You see what it did? There is
just a little blip in the slope down the
other side of Hubbert’s Peak. That, by
the way, represents about 25 percent of
our present production of oil. That is
tailing off, as you see, because we are
now down pumping relatively the last
oil out of Prudhoe Bay.

I am sure, Mr. Speaker, that you can
remember all of the hullabaloo, I guess
is the best way to say it, about the
enormous o0il finds in the Gulf of Mex-
ico. We were going to be home free. It
was energy and oil for the foreseeable
future. That is the little yellow seg-
ment here. That is how much it
amounted to.

The next chart shows the discovery
of oil. We have been talking so far
about the production of oil, and the re-
ality is that the world found its oil
many years before it produced oil. I
hope there is a whole lot of oil out
there that we have not found; but by
the time we finish this evening, I think
you will agree that for our present sit-
uation and for the next few years, it
really is not going to be of much mo-
ment whether we find a whole lot more
or not. I hope we do. I do not think the
industry expects that we will, because
they are now awash in cash. And you
may or may not know, they are not
spending a lot of that money on
prospecting. They believe that they
have found much of the oil that is out
there to find.

This chart reflects worldwide. Our
peak occurred well before this, but
worldwide the peak discoveries oc-
curred back here in the mid-1960s, and
now we are reaching the peak produc-
tion about 40 years later. That is
roughly what it was in our country,
about 30 or 40 years later after we had
the maximum discoveries, then you
have the maximum exploitation and
the highest pumping of that oil.

We were already 10 years down the
slope of the other side of Hubbert’s
Peak when Ronald Reagan came to of-
fice. And he and his administration un-
derstood that we were becoming every
day more dependent on foreign oil, and
so they had a solution to the problem.
It turned out to be not the right solu-
tion, but at least they tried to do
something. You may remember those
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days, and the philosophy was that the
marketplace solves problems. And with
unlimited resources, the marketplace
is great at solving problems. So they
theorized if we just gave our oil indus-
try an excuse, an incentive to drill
more wells, that they would go out and
drill more wells and they would find
more oil. So we put in place a number
of incentives to go out and drill more
wells and, boy, it worked.

This was the rate at which we were
drilling wells. And then after Reagan
came in, notice how it shot up. Now,
the green here represents the excess we
had compared to what we were pump-
ing. The red represents a deficit that
we are now using more than we pump.
And notice that the increased drilling
coincided with the beginning of a surge
in red, which continued more and
more. And notice how drilling has fall-
en off.

With us having only 2 percent of the
reserves and using 25 percent of the
world’s oil and importing two-thirds of
what we use, and with oil at $560 a bar-
rel, you would think that with the big
profits the o0il companies have that
they would now be drilling a lot of
wells. They are not drilling a lot of
wells. Could that be because they have
some reasonable confidence that they
have probably found most of the oil
that is out there to find?

The next chart shows us something
very interesting. We are not the only
country in the world that uses oil.
China, of course, is a big user of oil. As
a matter of fact, they are now the
number two importer of oil in the
world. I think they are the number two
user of oil in the world. They just sur-
passed Japan, with 1.3 billion people
that have some qualities that you can
admire, because they are the qualities,
at least some of the reason, that Amer-
ica is the great country that it is. We
had a great work ethic. We had a great
respect for education. And we have
been the most innovative society in the
world.

But now the Chinese are rivaling us
and maybe surpassing us in the work
ethic. And if you look at our schools,
particularly our technical schools in
science math and engineering, you
might conclude they had a little more
respect for technical education than we
have, because not only have they filled
the schools up in their country, and
they have some pretty good schools
there now, but they are also about half
the students in our country. Their
economy has been growing at 10 per-
cent a year. Last year, they increased
their demands for imported oil by
about 25 percent. I hope that does not
continue, because if it does, the world
is going to have an oil crunch or crisis
a little sooner than it might otherwise.

This map of the world, and by the
way there is an interesting depiction
here, and that is the green, which is
Russia. By the way, this should be col-
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ored green over here too, right next to
Alaska. Russia spans 11 time zones.
They go almost halfway around the
world. And they have got a lot of oil
over in what is called the Far East of
Russia, over here near the Sakhalin Is-
lands. And China, this symbol here rep-
resents China’s negotiating with Rus-
sia, and they may very well build a
pipeline from Russia’s Far East down
to China, maybe on down to the Korean
Peninsula, because the Russians have
the oil and the Chinese need the oil.

Not only are they working there to
get oil, but they are certainly several
places in the Middle East. They are in
Africa. They have contracts in these
areas. And in many areas they are buy-
ing access to facilities to make sure
that they will have more reasonable
access to oil in the future. They are in
our back yard. They are in Colombia;
they are in Venezuela.

By the way, they are talking about
building a canal across the Isthmus of
Panama so they can move o0il from one
side to the other to more quickly get it
to China.

They are in Brazil. They are in Ar-
gentina. They are scouring the world
for oil. As a matter of fact, they have
locked up the oil from the oil sands in
Alaska, oil sands that I suspect we are
counting on, because Canada is a big
exporter to the United States. But they
now have, I understand, a 40-year con-
tract, locking up at least some of the
production of the tar sands. And that
production may well drop off so that
the oil available to them through this
contract may be a major part of the oil
produced in Canada.

This is a reality that we must deal
with. Although we are now big, using a
fourth of the oil in the world, China,
with 1.3 billion people, with an econ-
omy growing at 10 percent a year, will
double in 7 years. Our economy has
been growing more or less 2 percent a
year. We are pretty good at efficiency,
so our use of oil has only been growing
at 2 percent. Even if our economy
grows a bit more than that, this 2 per-
cent growth means it will take 35 years
before we double our use of oil. But
China, at their 10 percent, will only go
7 years before they double the use of
their oil.

So when we look to the future, we
will have to recognize that there will
be a lot more people out there needing
oil and looking for oil than just the
United States.

The next graph shows us something
pretty interesting. It goes back
through history, and we go way back.
Here we go back to the 1600s and the
1700s, and what this chart shows is the
development of the Industrial Age. The
first energy source that we really
learned how to use was fire and wood,
and that is the brown here. You see
that we developed an economy with
wood. This shows how many quadril-
lion Btus were produced by wood.
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By the way, the Industrial Revolu-
tion almost floundered because we were
stuck on wood for too long. England
was largely denuded of trees to fuel
their furnaces for making steel, and we
largely denuded New England. I under-
stand there are more forests in the New
England States, New Hampshire today,
than there was at the Revolutionary
War, because those trees had been cut
and hauled to England for charcoal to
make steel.

But then we found coal, and look
what happened to the economy, be-
cause coal has a higher energy density
than wood. So the economy grew to
five times the size in terms of quadril-
lion Btus.

Then we discovered a fuel source, an
energy source even more convenient
than coal, and that was oil, and that is
the red line here. That is oil and gas,
because they frequently occur to-
gether. Sometimes it is only gas if you
are very deep, and the heat of the
Earth and time so that most of the oil
has now kind of been converted into
gas. But many of the other reservoirs
have oil and the gas trapped above it,
with a dome of rock over it so it holds
it. Otherwise, the gas would have
leaked out and the oil would have been
of poorer quality as a result of that.
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You may have seen pictures of many
oil wells in the past that had a big
flame burning there at the well. That
is because of the natural gas that oc-
curred with the oil, and it was just a
product that they did not have any use
for because you cannot put gas in a
truck and haul it and so they just
burned it off at the wellhead. Now, of
course, we do not do that and gas is be-
coming a very precious commodity.

Notice that when we were using a lot
of wood, we were using very little coal.
When you looked at the energy use
across our country in those days, very
little coal used and a lot of wood, but
soon there was a lot of coal and less
wood because coal was more efficient.
And look how small oil was here when
coal was a big, big factor. But then
when we started using oil and found
out how superior it was for many uses
as compared to coal; why, the use real-
ly shot up.

What is there on the horizon today
that could take the place of oil when
we have run down the other side and as
we are running down the other side of
Hubbert’s peak? The lower curve here,
and we have here separated out the pe-
troleum and the natural gas so you do
not have the big peak here. If you
added these two together, it would be
the red line there. We have many fewer
years, just this little segment in here.
But notice at the bottom those things
that we might look to for the future.
Nuclear, getting 20 percent of our elec-
tricity now, it is not a big percentage
of our total energy, but it is meaning-
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ful. And solar and wind, they are very
little down here but these are the kinds
of things that we need to look to for
the future.

I would like to go back to the first
chart that is on the board here now and
just spend a couple of minutes looking
at this because this kind of tells us
where we are or where we are shortly
going to be in the future. This is
Hubbert’s Peak. By the way, we can
make this peak very steep. By com-
pressing the abscissa and expanding
the ordinate, you will make it a very
steep peak. So whether it is steep or
spread out just depends upon the scale
you use. Two percent growth. Notice
that, at some point, as we near the
peak that the 2 percent growth, and
that is the oil you would like to use.
The blue down here is the oil that is
available. Up until this time, all the oil
we needed to use has been there. That
is pretty much where we are today; al-
though there may be a bit less than we
would like to use because oil is not $20
a barrel, it is $50 a barrel. That may re-
flect an already recognized shortage or
potential shortage.

As time goes on, you see the enor-
mous variance between the oil that we
would like to use and the oil that is
available to use. I would like to make
a point that, if we use all the oil for
our ordinary economic functions that
is available to wuse, that we are
dooming ourselves to a very rough ride
in the future, because we will need a
bunch of energy, much of it from oil, to
develop the alternatives that will be
essential as we slide down the other
side of Hubbert’'s Peak. So, at this
point in time, we cannot use that much
oil when we would like to be using that
much. We can only maybe use that
much oil, so we are going to be in a po-
sition, unless we can reduce our use of
oil to about half of what it is now, we
are not going to have the energy avail-
able to invest in the alternatives so
that will ultimately free ourselves
from this dependence on a diminishing
resource.

From our perspective in this country,
our dependence on a resource that is
largely in foreign lands and much of
that, a great deal of that, as the Presi-
dent himself said, is in countries that
do not even like us and that may be
pretty terrible in expressing their atti-
tude toward us.

There are many observers of this phe-
nomenon of peak oil that do not be-
lieve that we as a country and we as a
society have either the wit or the will
to do the things that we really need to
do to avoid a train wreck in the future.
I would just like to read from a few of
those. Some of these names you will
recognize because some of them are
very prominent names. The first is
from a Matt Savinar who wrote a trea-
tise, which I have here and you can
find it, Life After the Oil Crash. Just
do a Google search and go to Peak Oil
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and you will find Matt Savinar and
Life After the Oil Crash. I would en-
courage you, Mr. Speaker, to read that
if you have not. This is the way he be-
gins his treatise. I almost put it down.
I said, This guy has to be a nut to say
this. This is what he said. I did not put
it down. I am glad I did not put it
down. I read it through. When I fin-
ished reading it through, I found it
very difficult to argue with his prem-
ises unless we make a big, big effort in
this country and worldwide to avoid
what he says will happen. This is how
he begins this article:

“Dear Reader,

‘“‘Civilization as we know it is coming
to an end soon.”

That is enough to grab your atten-
tion or to convince you that, gee, this
guy is a nut, I don’t need to read that.

““This is not the wacky proclamation
of a doomsday cult, apocalypse Bible
prophecy sect, or conspiracy theory so-
ciety. Rather, it is the scientific con-
clusion of the best-paid, most widely
respected geologists, physicists and in-
vestment bankers in the world. These
are rational, professional, conservative
individuals who are absolutely terrified
by a phenomenon known as global peak
oil.”

If this is true, Mr. Speaker, why have
you not been hearing about this? That
is a very reasonable question to ask.
There is an aversion to bringing bad
news. As a matter of fact, in ancient
Greece, the bearer of bad news fre-
quently paid with his life for the fact
that he brought bad news, and politi-
cians frequently pay with their seat for
the bad news they bring the people.
And since this was a problem where the
sky probably was not going to fall on
my term, let’s let the next guy deal
with it.

We have in our country the tyranny
of the urgent. In the business world,
they always deal with what is urgent.
In dealing with the urgent, you may
put off the important. The urgent
thing for a business is to have a good
quarterly report. If you do not have a
good quarterly report, your stock is
going to drop, the board of directors
may meet, and you may not have your
job. So you need to have a good quar-
terly report. Looking down the road to
make the kind of investments that you
need to make in the event that
Hubbert and, by the way, I really need
to emphasize something. M. King
Hubbert was dead right, right on, for
the United States. He predicted it pre-
cisely. Why should he not be right for
the world? In 1973, he predicted that
the world would peak in oil production
about the turn of the millennium. It
occurred a little bit later because he
could not have anticipated the Arab oil
embargo and its consequences or the
oil price spike hikes or the worldwide
recession that occurred most largely
because of the price of energy. So now
we got about another 5 years. Some-
body should have noticed that M. King
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Hubbert was right about the United
States, and if he was right about the
United States, maybe he could be right
about the world. And if he could be
right about the world, then should we
not be doing something about the situ-
ation in the world?

I was privileged to have lunch today
with, I think, the largest energy in-
vestment banker in the world, Mat-
thew Simmons, adviser of the Presi-
dent, widely known by many people in
both the economic area and in the oil
area.

“Simmons is a self-described lifelong
Republican. His investment bank, Sim-
mons & Company International, is con-
sidered the most reputable and reliable
energy investment bank in the world.

“Given Simmons’ background, what
he has to say about the situation is
truly terrifying. For instance, in an
August 2003 interview with From the
Wilderness publisher Michael Ruppert,
Simmons was asked if it was time for
peak oil to become part of the public
policy debate and this was his answer:

‘It is past time. As I have said, the
experts and politicians have no plan B
to fall back on. If energy peaks,”’” and
I think, and he believes, that energy
has peaked or will imminently peak.
As a matter of fact, he has a book com-
ing out on the 15th. I hope it will be a
best seller. It is called Twilight in the
Desert. It is a book about Saudi Ara-
bia. He believes, and there is pretty
good evidence, that Saudi Arabia has
now peaked in its oil production. The
oil prince from Saudi Arabia was a
week or two here visiting the Presi-
dent, you may remember. The Presi-
dent was very anxious to extract the
promise that Saudi Arabia would pump
more oil because $50 a barrel oil and
$2.25 for a gallon of gasoline is not good
for our economy. So it would be nice to
have more oil which would bring the
price down and would help our econ-
omy. You may have noted that the oil
prince did not, I think he could not,
promise the President that he would
increase oil production.

‘“‘It is past time. As I have said, the
experts and politicians have no plan B
to fall back on. If energy peaks, par-
ticularly while 5 of the world’s 6.5 bil-
lion people have little or no use of
modern energy, it will be a tremendous
jolt to our economic well-being and to
our health, greater than anyone could
ever imagine.’

“When asked if there is a solution to
the impending crisis, Simmons re-
sponded:

‘I don’t think there is one. The so-
lution is to pray. Under the best of cir-
cumstances, if all prayers are an-
swered, there will be no crisis for
maybe 2 years. After that, it’s a cer-
tainty.’”

I hope he is wrong. I hope that we in
the United States and we in the world
recognize the impending crisis as our
demand for oil goes ever up and as the
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oil available to us peaks. Are we here?
Are we here? Where are we? We are
somewhere near there. There are a lot
of experts who agree that we are some-
where near that. And then it starts
down the other side. There is this big
difference between what we would like
to use and what is available to use, and
I have already made the point that if
we use all the oil for our routine eco-
nomic functions that is available to us,
there will be no energy to invest in the
alternatives that we are going to have
to have if we are going to transition
from the age of oil to the age of renew-
ables. Ultimately, we are going to have
to make that transition.

Another expert, Lundberg. You have
all heard of the Lundberg report on the
price of gas. This is Jan Lundberg:

“The scenario I foresee is that mar-
ket-based panic will, within a few days,
drive prices up skyward.”

That has not happened. But who
knows when it may happen, when there
is suddenly a realization that we are
not going to be able to increase the
production rate of oil.

“And as supplies can no longer slake
daily world demand of over 80 million
barrels a day,” it is now 84, ‘‘the mar-
ket will become paralyzed at prices too
high for the wheels of commerce and
even daily living in advanced societies.
There may be an event that appears to
trigger this final energy crash, but the
overall cause will be the huge con-
sumption on a finite planet.

“The trucks will no longer pull into
Wal-Mart or Safeway or other food
stores. The freighters bringing pack-
aged techno-toys and whatnot from
China will have no fuel. There will be
fuel in many places, but hoarding and
uncertainty will trigger outages, vio-
lence and chaos. For only a short time
will the police and military be able to
maintain order, if at all.”

I think we all know how thin the ve-
neer of civilization is. Just let the
lights go out in any of our major cities
for a relatively short period of time
and you get some idea of how thin the
skin, the veneer of civilization is. I
hope he is wrong. But after you read
Matt Savinar’s, and this is in Matt
Savinar’s article, after you read that
whole article, you will find it difficult
as I did, Mr. Speaker, to dismiss that
with a wave of a hand, because if it is
true that this is the reality, and it was
for the United States, why should it
not be true for the world? It was true
for England. They peaked. Several
countries have now peaked. It will be
true for the world one day. Everybody
admits that. The only difference of
opinion is when it will occur. Many be-
lieve that we are now at peak or very
close to peak oil. These predictions, I
think, are made on the assumption
that there will not be an adequate re-
sponse.

One of the reasons I am here today,
Mr. Speaker, is hoping that we can
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educate the American people, the peo-
ple of the world, to this pending prob-
lem. By the way, another example of
this tyranny of the urgent; in politics,
it is very difficult to see beyond the
next election. What political people
tend to do are the things that will
maximize their vote total at the next
election, and talking about peak oil is
probably not one of those things to
make people feel good about their fu-
ture. But I think that leadership has a
responsibility. I want future genera-
tions when they look back on my gen-
eration to say, Gee, they did the right
thing.

Another observer, Dr. Ted Trainer.
By the way, we cannot see beyond the
next election very far. Somebody in
America, do you not think, Mr. Speak-
er, needs to be looking down the road?
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Who is that going to be if not the
elected representatives of the people?
And I think the people out there across
this great country, Mr. Speaker, are
wise enough that they will accept the
truth. We are an enormously innova-
tive and creative country. I think that
we can get by this. I think that we can
have very high-quality lives using
much less energy, and I think that we
can create a brand-new economy
around all of the entrepreneurship, the
creativity, the inventions that are
going to have to be there when we go
from these fossil fuels to renewables.

Dr. Ted Trainer explains in a recent
article on the thermodynamic limita-
tions of biomass fuels: ““This is why I
do not believe consumer-capitalist so-
ciety can save itself. Not even its ‘in-
tellectual’ classes or green leadership
give any sign that this society has the
wit or the will to even think about the
basic situation we are in.”

I hope, Mr. Speaker, as a result of
this evening and several prior times I
have been here, and I will be here
again. I am an old teacher, Mr. Speak-
er. I taught for 24 years, and I had an
adage that I believed in in teaching,
and that is that reputation is the soul
of learning. And for 12 years I taught
nursing students, and not one them
failed the board. And I think that is be-
cause I had this philosophy that one
never can spend too much time making
sure that they understand something.
So we are going to spend some time at
this podium with the American people
until we understand this.

“This is why I do not believe con-
sumer-capitalist society can save
itself. Not even its ‘intellectual’ class-
es or green leadership give any sign
that this society has the wit or the will
to even think about the basic situation
we are in. As the above figures make
clear, the situation cannot be solved
without huge reduction in the volume
of consumption.”

And that is what we have been talk-
ing about. If we are here, we would like
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to use oil at this level. We are going to
have to use it at this level so that
something remains, so that we can
make the investments that we have got
to make in renewables, or we are not
going to get there.

In the February, 2005, issue of ‘“‘Dis-
cover’” magazine, Dr. Smalley gave the
following diagnosis: ‘“There will be in-
flation as billions of people compete for
insufficient resources. There will be
famine. There will be terrorism and
war.”

I hope not. But if we really permit
ourselves to get to this point where we
would like to have that much oil and
there is only that much remaining and
we recognize that if we somehow de-
nied oil to some other parts of the
world there would be more oil for us,
who knows, who knows what we might
do?

Mr. Speaker, I have been very fortu-
nate. I have never been placed in a sit-
uation where I had to do this, but I am
not sure what I would do if the life or
the health of my wife and children
were at risk. And I think we need to be
very careful that we do the things we
need to do to create a future environ-
ment in which we will not be tempted
to do things that under other cir-
cumstances we would be embarrassed
to even think about.

The chief economist at Morgan Stan-
ley recently predicted that we have a
90 percent chance of facing ‘‘economic
Armageddon,” while stating, ‘I fear
modern-day central banking is on the
brink of systematic failure.”” When
somebody like the chief economist at
one of the world’s biggest banks makes
a statement like that, it is not a sur-
prise. Somebody like investment bank-
er and Bush consultant Matt Simmons
has stated ‘‘the only solution is to
pray.”’

There was a recent article in “Time”’
magazine. It was pretty near the cen-
ter, kind of a center spread. It said:
“Why Gas Won’t Get Cheaper,” and
they asked several questions, and then
they answered the questions. And in
broad terms, they were realistic in
their answers. Let me go through some
of these because I think it is very in-
structive. This is a major news medium
which has now recognized that we may
be getting near this point.

“Is the world running out of 0il?”’
And the answer is: ‘“No.” We have got
half of all the oil that was ever there.
That is not what is running out.
World’s oil is not what is running out.
What is running out is cheap oil, read-
ily available, and high-quality oil.
That is running out. We are not going
to run out of oil for a long time, but we
have run out or are about to run out of
cheap oil, and we are about to run out
of our ability to increase oil produc-
tion.

So their next question is: ““So cheap
oil is now just part of history?” And
their answer is: ‘““Correct.” Then they
go on to explain why.
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I was talking to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) the other day,
the longest-serving Member of the
House here on this floor, who has
served here, I think, over 52 years, and
what he told me was we will never see
$60-a-barrel oil again. Now, it may dip.
Today I think it may be a bit below
$50. But what he meant was that oil is
really not going down to $25, $30, $40 a
barrel again; that it is going to go up
from here. That is a recognition that
we are probably at this point where de-
mand is going to exceed supply, and
when that happens, a little bit of dif-
ference, just a dip in supply, and we
have seen what happens to prices.

“Will other sources of energy, like
wind power or nuclear power, save the
day?” And then they make a very cor-
rect statement: ‘““‘Only if they replace
o0il consumption. Building nuclear
plants or wind farms to produce elec-
tricity, for example, won’t add a barrel
of oil to the world’s supply because we
generally don’t use oil for electricity.”

In a few moments, we are going to be
talking about the real challenges we
have in developing these alternatives.
It is not impossible, but it is going to
challenge the best of us. There is noth-
ing like a challenge to sharpen the in-
tellect or give one the satisfaction of
achievement. And, boy, we had better
sharpen a lot of intellects, and there is
going to be a lot of satisfaction of
achievement if we get by this without
the rough ride that these authors in
this report were making reference to.

“Why is demand for oil rising?’’ And
then they talk about China and India.
We would like our economy to grow. As
a matter of fact, if our economy does
not grow at least 2 percent a year, we
cannot service our debt. And the inter-
est on our debt at today’s low interest
rates, pray they stay low, is almost as
large as all of the money that we spend
on the ordinary military. That does
not include fighting the war: about $400
billion on the military, about $300 bil-
lion interest on the debt. So the inter-
est only has to go up about 30 percent
and we are spending as much interest
on the debt as we are for our military.
These are the big-ticket items.

Demand is rising. It will continue to
rise. And if we have reached the peak,
then there is going to be a big dif-
ference between what we would like to
use and what there is available to use
and who knows the geopolitical con-
sequences of that? Who knows the
stresses and strains in the world that
will occur as a result of that and what
this or that nation, including our own,
by the way, might do?

Next question: ‘““Will technologies
like hybrid cars, which run on a com-
bination of gasoline and electricity,
lower the price of 0il?”’ And they incor-
rectly answer: ‘“‘Eventually, yes.” I do
not think that the author of this un-
derstood that we are close to peak oil.
No, it is not going to decrease the price

9435

of gas. If we have a massive effort at
conservation and efficiency, what it is
going to do is to permit us to continue
to live well while we reduce our oil
consumption below this level so we
have something to invest in the alter-
natives.

‘““Will higher oil prices cripple the
U.S. economy?” And then he makes
reference to another article written by
Howard Kuntsler, and it is in a book.
“The Long Emergency,” he calls it.
And it goes something like this: ‘‘Gaso-
line will soon get so expensive that
most Americans simply won’t be able
to afford it. Suburbs, strip malls, inter-
state highways, the infrastructure of
the modern U.S. economy just won’t
work anymore without cheap oil, and
the U.S. will have to reinvent itself or
risk falling into decay.”” That is a pret-
ty dire prophecy.

What does ‘“‘Time” magazine say
about that? This is what they say. It is
very interesting what they say. That
dire prophecy, though, is really all
about timing. What they are really
saying is if we do not take the right ac-
tions at the right time, that could very
well happen. That is what they mean.
This is all about timing. If we now ag-
gressively pursue a program of con-
servation and efficiency and developing
renewables, we will have a less rough
ride through this crisis.

It is really quite lamentable that we
have now blown 25 years. We very well
knew we were on the downside of
Hubbert’s Peak in 1980. We should have
then begun to make the investments in
the alternatives that would make their
use a realistic replacement for oil
today. Today we have a very steep hill
to climb.

I would like to put the next chart up
which shows energy density. This gives
us some idea of the challenges that we
face here as we look to what is going to
take the place of gas and oil. And this
lists a number of things that we can
burn and get energy from and how
much energy there is. Domestic refuse,
it does not have much. It is wet, and it
has got a bunch of stuff in it that will
not burn. But many places are burning
it to get electricity, and the excess
heat can now provide what is called
“district heating.” By the way, we do
not need to be getting rid of this heat
in these big cooling towers and
evaporating precious water. This heat
ought to be used for heating buildings
and so forth. They do that all over the
rest of the world. We need to do more
of that in this country.

Here is brown coal. That is a cheap
coal that has a very low energy den-
sity. Straw, we are talking about burn-
ing biomass, pretty low energy density.
If we burn enough straw and soybean
stubble and so forth, we can get some
energy from it, enough sawdust. Dung,
in some countries they are burning
dried dung to heat themselves. We used
to do that out in the West. Cow chips,
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I think they called them. Buffalo chips.
They picked them up and burned them
there.

Wood, 16.2 gigajoules per ton. Black
coal, better than wood, 50 percent bet-
ter than wood. Coke, even better. Eth-
anol, notice that the ethanol that we
would like to have more of because it
replaces gasoline has nowhere near the
energy density of gasoline because here
is petrol down here at 46 and ethanol
has less. But, nevertheless, we will talk
in a few minutes about ethanol. It is
still a really good idea.

Crude oil; diesel; petrol, automotive
petrol; naptha; aviation fuel, higher oc-
tane, more energy; and natural gas,
more hydrogen and still more energy.

I would like to give just a little anec-
dotal illustration of how important en-
ergy density is. One barrel, which is 42
gallons, of crude oil has the energy
equivalent of 25,000 manhours of effort.
From 8 years with IBM and writing a
lot of proposals, I know that 2,060 is a
man-year. So this is about 12 man-
years of effort. What that means is
that for $100, about $50 for the oil and
maybe $50 to refine it and transport it
to something a gallon for gasoline
times 40 is about $100. For $100 one can
now buy the energy equivalent worth
of 12 men, or women, 12 people working
for them all year long, and they bought
that for $100. That is the challenge—we
have to find something that cheap. And
one will say $560 a barrel is not cheap,
that $2.25 a gallon for gas is not cheap.
But gas is still cheaper than water in
the grocery store, is it not? The chal-
lenge is to find something with that
kind of energy density.

Let me give another little illustra-
tion that people may be able to iden-
tify with because almost all of us drive
cars. We drive a Prius, since 2000. A few
weeks ago we had four people, and we
were going down into West Virginia, up
some mountains down there. We got
lousy mileage going up the mountain.
We have instantaneous mileage on the
Prius so we could see what we were
getting. And our mileage was only 20
miles per gallon. But I thought about
that. One gallon of gasoline. Members
know how big it is. A gallon of milk in
the grocery store. One gallon of gaso-
line took four people and their luggage
up a West Virginia mountain for 20
miles. And I thought, Mr. Speaker, how
long would it take me to pull my Prius
up 20 miles a West Virginia mountain?
Now, obviously I cannot pull it up. I
am not strong enough. But I can get it
up there with some mechanical advan-
tage like a winch that is built into the
little thing we call a ‘‘come-along’’ and
hook it to the guardrail or trees and by
and by, if I did it in 90 days, and one
can calculate out how far they would
have to pull the car in a day, they
would be pretty good if they got it up
that 20 miles of mountain in 90 days.
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That is the equivalent of the 20 years
of effort from a single 20,000 man-hours
of effort, about 24 years of man work
that you get from one barrel of oil. So
we have a big challenge in getting a re-
placement that has the energy density.

I would like to look at one possible
replacement, and that is coal. We have
a lot of coal. You hear 500 years. That
is not true, but we have about 250 years
of coal at present use rates, about 250
years at current use rates. That is no
growth.

Remember those exponential curves
that we looked at a while ago? Just 1.1
percent growth, and that comes down
to 125 years. Two percent growth, the
curves we have been looking at, we are
down to under 100 years. But you can-
not put a trunk load of coal in your car
and go up the mountain. You have to
convert it into something where you
can use it, so it is going to take some
energy to convert it. It has to be a lig-
uid or gas, and you can make both.

When I was a little boy, the things
we burned in the lamps, we had no elec-
tricity when I was a child, and we
burned coal oil. I kept calling it coal
oil for a long time. That was a big im-
provement over whale oil, by the way,
which is what we had before coal oil.

It was called coal oil because we
made it from coal. But then we were
able to make kerosene from oil, and
that was cheaper and easier to make,
so nobody used coal oil any more. We
may be back using coal oil. After con-
version with a 2 percent growth it lasts
just about 50 years.

We really need to use oil. It is dirty,
big environmental challenges, got to
get the sulfur out of it. But still there
is energy there and we need to use that
energy. But coal, we have to be careful
now. These are resources that are fi-
nite. When they are gone, they are
gone. So we need to plan a future in
which we use coal and all of the other
of these finite resources in the wisest
possible way.

The next chart I want to look at
something that is really very reveal-
ing. There is a lot of talk about eth-
anol and ethanol could replace gaso-
line. Well, yes and no.

Here we have petroleum. You start
out with petroleum and you end up
down here with 1 million Btus of gaso-
line at the refueling station. This is all
the energy inputs you have to put into
the several stages in going from recov-
ery, to transportation, to the refining
facility and then transporting it to
where you pick it up at the station. So
you get 1 million Btus out of the gaso-
line, but you had to use 1.23 million
Btus of fossil fuel to get there, because
you have got to expend energy all
along this transportation and conver-
sion route.

Now, if we look at ethanol, and we
end up with the same thing, 1 million
Btus of ethanol, it is going to be a big-
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ger volume, by the way. You remember
the energy density? Ethanol has a
lower energy density than gasoline.
But we made them equivalent here be-
cause we are talking about 1 million
Btus, so we can compare them, we are
comparing apples to apples here.

Now we start with solar energy, and
that is going to make the corn grow
that we plant, and these are all the
things that go into corn. We are going
to look at that in a moment. That is
really interesting. Then we have to
transport the corn, and we have to
produce the ethanol, we have to trans-
port the ethanol to where we are going
to use it.

But notice that for every 1 million
Btus of ethanol we have at the pump,
we have put in about three-fourths of a
million Btus of fossil fuel to get there.
Obviously you would not have to use
the fossil fuel, you could use corn en-
ergy, ethanol energy, but that is going
to further depreciate your yield here, is
it not? Tonight, 20 percent of the world
will go to bed hungry, and so our limits
to transmute food into energy are obvi-
ously going to be limited if we would
like to continue to feed the world.

What is on the bottom here in this
little pie is really interesting. This is
the energy that goes in to producing a
bushel of corn. It could be a bushel of
soybeans or a bushel of wheat. With
soybeans, by the way, you need less ni-
trogen here because they are a legume
and they have little nodules on their
roots and they get nitrogen from the
atmosphere. But this is corn. It is
going to be typical of wheat and rice.

Nearly half of all the energy that
goes into producing corn comes from
nitrogen, and nitrogen today comes al-
most exclusively from natural gas.

Mr. Speaker, before we knew how to
get nitrogen from natural gas, we only
got it in three places, nitrogen fer-
tilizer. We got it from barnyard ma-
nures, and they were pretty limited.
The farmer might have a good garden if
he concentrated his manures on the
garden. But for his fields he had to rely
on what we called rotation farming.
You planted grass and legumes, the
legumes fixed nitrogen and put it in
the soil, and after several years you
plowed up the sod and you planted corn
for one year. That sucked most of the
nitrogen out of the ground, so you were
back in grass and legumes again until
you stored enough nitrogen to get an-
other corn crop.

Today we use natural gas to get ni-
trogen and without natural gas to get
nitrogen, I will let you, Mr. Speaker,
draw your own conclusions as to how
difficult it would be to feed the world,
because you see the enormous amount
of energy that comes in through nat-
ural gas and nitrogen.

Then there is hauling, that is oil;
purchased water, you probably pump
that with maybe some oil and gas for
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energy. Chemicals. Many of the chemi-
cals that are used in farming come
from a petroleum base.

By the way, there is something we
have not talked about, Mr. Speaker,
very important. There is an enormous
petrochemical industry out there. In a
very real sense, oil, and particularly
gas, are too good to burn. We live in a
plastic world, and all of these things,
lipstick, all of these things, come from
oil. There are other sources, but they
are not as convenient and nowhere
near as cheap. So many of the chemi-
cals come from oil.

Custom work. His tractor was built
with oil. It ran on oil. There is a lot of
oil there. Natural gas, that is all fossil
fuels. Electricity, that could have been
produced with oil or gas. Liquid pro-
pane gas to dry the corn probably.
Then gasoline itself, diesel.

We are not even free of the need for
oil when you come to lime and phos-
phate and potash, these nutrients you
have to put on the soil in addition to
your nitrogen to grow the crop, be-
cause we had to mine those, and haul
those. We needed energy for all that,
and a great deal of that energy came
from oil.

So you can see how much our food, in
a very real sense, Mr. Speaker, the food
you eat is oil. And in our country, just
a word about agriculture in our coun-
try. We brag we have the most efficient
agriculture in the world. That is be-
cause we spend fewer man-hours to
produce a ton of this or a bushel of
that than perhaps any other country in
the world. But we do that because we
have these very large tractors that
burn a lot of oil.

There is a trade-off here. The fewer
man-hours you use, the more energy
you are probably going to have to use.
So although we have the most efficient
agriculture in the world in terms of
man-hours of effort needed to produce
a crop, we may have close to the most
inefficient agriculture in the world in
terms of energy in and energy out.

As a matter of fact, the food you eat,
which, by the way, each helping trav-
eled an average of 1,500 miles before it
got to your plate this evening, the food
you eat is quite literally energy be-
cause of all of the energy that it took
to put in to that food.

The next chart looks at some of the
alternatives. We need to come back,
Mr. Speaker, and spend more time, be-
cause we really need to spend a lot of
time on this chart, because if these
dire predictions that we read earlier
are not going to come true, we have
got to pay attention to this chart.

There are finite resources. We men-
tioned the tar sands and the oil shales.
A lot of oil there that is not very good,
very expensive to get out. You may
spend almost as much energy getting it
out as you get out of it, so there is not
a big energy profit ratio there.

Then coal, we have talked about coal.
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Nuclear, we really need to look at
nuclear. There are three forms of nu-
clear. Fusion is one that will get us
home free. I do not think that is very
probable. In spite of that, I support all
the money, about $300 million a year I
think we spend in that sector. Because
if we really are able to get fusion, en-
ergy, and that is what the sun does, by
the way, and most of the energy we use
comes from the sun. All of the gas, all
of the oil, all of the coal if you believe
in a biogenic source, of that, and most
people do, came from the sun, which
shone a while ago.

Hydropower comes from the sun. The
sun lifts water, it falls on the moun-
tain and runs through the turbine and
produces power. Direct solar, the wind
blows because of differential heating.
Ocean energy, differential tempera-
tures in the ocean. Of course, you have
some ocean energy from the tides. The
only potential source of energy free
from the sun is the moon; very diffuse,
hard to harvest that.

Fission. Two kinds of fission. We
have light water reactors, 20 percent of
our electricity. The French produce
about 70 to 80 percent of their elec-
tricity with nuclear and they have
breeder reactors.

At another time, Mr. Speaker, we
need to talk about breeder reactors. If
we are going to get serious about nu-
clear, we are going to have to go to
breeder reactors, because there is not
much fissionable uranium in the world.
If we all need to go to nuclear it will
run out quicker than coal, quicker
than oil, quicker than gas. So we need
to talk about breeder reactors.

Well, we will come to the floor an-
other hour and spend most of that time
talking about these renewable sources.
I hope to have with me then, we had
five people here last evening, this is a
getaway day, they have gone home.
The next time it will not be, and we
will have a number of people here, and
we will have a good time talking about
all of these renewables, the challenges
and the opportunities there.

————

CORRECTION TO THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD OF MAY 11, 2005,
AT PAGE 9231

By Mr. HENSARLING (for himself, Mr.
RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. CHOCOLA, Mr.
CoX, Mr. AKIN, Mr. BARRETT of South
Carolina, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland,
Mr. BEAUPREZ, Mr. BIsSHOP of Utah,
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. BRADY of Texas,
Mr. BURGESS, Mr. BURTON of Indiana,
Mr. CANNON, Mr. CARTER, Mr.
CHABOT, Mr. CoLE of Oklahoma, Mrs.
CUBIN, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of
Florida, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. FEENEY, Mr. FLAKE, Ms.
FoxxX, Mr. FRANKs of Arizona, Mr.
GARRETT of New Jersey, Mr.
GINGREY, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. GOODE,
Mr. GUTKNECHT, Ms. HART, Mr. HER-
GER, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. HOSTETTLER,
Mr. JINDAL, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. JONES of North Carolina,
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Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. KLINE, Mr.
MACK, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. MILLER of
Florida, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. NOR-
wWooD, Mr. OTTER, Mr. PENCE, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.
ROYCE, Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr. SES-
SIONS, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr. TURNER, Mr. WEST-
MORELAND, Mr. HAYWORTH, and Mr.
BACHUS):

H.R. 2290. A bill to reform Federal budget
procedures, to impose spending safeguards,
to combat waste, fraud, and abuse, to ac-
count for accurate Government agency costs,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Budget, for a period ending not later
than July 11, 2005, and in addition to the
Committees on Rules, Ways and Means, Ap-
propriations, and Government Reform, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. BERMAN (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today on account of official
business.

Ms. Sonis (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today on account of official
business.

Mr. HONDA (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today after 1:00 p.m.

Mr. BECERRA (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today on account of official
business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SCHIFF, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HINOJOSA, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CONYERS, for 6 minutes, today.

Mr. McDErRMOTT, for 5 minutes,
today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GILCHREST) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. DENT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, May
19.

Ms. Foxx, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. NORWOOD, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MCHENRY, for 5 minutes, May 17
and 18.

————
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 57 minutes
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p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, May 16,
2005, at 12:30 p.m., for morning hour de-
bates.

————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1967. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Financial Institutions Examination Council,
transmitting the 2004 Annual Report of the
Appraisal Subcommittee, pursuant to 12
U.S.C. 3332; to the Committee on Financial
Services.

1968. A letter from the Chief, Policy and
Rules Division, OET, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Wireless Operations in
the 3650-3700 MHz Band [ET Docket No. 04-
151] Rules for Wireless Broadband Services in
the 3650-3700 MHz Band [WT Docket No. 05-96]
Additional Spectrum for Unlicensed Devices
Below 900 MHz and in the 3GHz Band [ET
Docket No. 02-380] Amendment of the Com-
mission’s Rules With Regard to the 3650-3700
MHz Government Transfer Band [ET Docket
No. 98-237] received April 27, 2005, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

1969. A letter from the Legal Advisor, WTB
Broadband Division, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Allocations and Serv-
ice Rules for the 71-76 GHz, 81-86 GHz, and 92-
95 GHz Bands [WT Docket No. 02-146] re-
ceived April 28, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1970. A letter from the Deputy Chief, Pol-
icy and Rules Division, OET, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule — Cognitive Radio
Technologies and Software Defined Radios
[ET Docket No. 03-108; FCC 05-57] received
April 27, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1971. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor, Media Bureau, Federal Communications
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — Implementation of the Satellite
Home Viewer Extension and Reauthorization
Act of 2004; Procedural Rules — received
April 28, 2005, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1972. A letter from the Acting Bureau
Chief, CGB, Federal Communications Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — Truth-in-Billing Format [CC
Docket No. 98-170] National Association of
State Utility Consumer Advocates’ Petition
for Declaratory Ruling Regarding Truth-in-
Billing [CG Docket No. 04-208] received April
28, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1973. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM
Broadcast Stations. (Lahaina and Waianae,
Hawaii) [MB Docket No. 02-387; RM-10623) re-
ceived April 27, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1974. A letter from the Assistant Bureau
Chief for Management, International Bu-
reau, Federal Communications Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule —
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2000 Biennial Regulatory Review — Stream-
lining and Other Revisions of Part 25 of the
Commission’s Rules Governing the Licensing
of, and Spectrum Usage by, Satellite Net-
work Earth Stations and Space Stations [IB
Docket No. 00-248] received April 27, 2005,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

1975. A letter from the Chief, Policy and
Rules Division, OET, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Parts 2
and 90 of the Commission’s Rules to Provide
for Narrowband Private Land Mobile Radio
Channels in the 150.05-150.8 MHz, and 406.1-420
MHz Bands that are Allocated for Federal
Government Use [ET Docket No. 04-243] re-
ceived April 27, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1976. A letter from the Office of the Gen-
eral Counsel, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — Regulations Governing the Con-
duct of Open Seasons for Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation Projects [Docket No. RM05-1-
000] received February 28, 2005, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

1977. A letter from the Deputy General
Counsel for Equal Opportunity and Adminis-
trative Law, Department of Housing and
Urban Development, transmitting a report
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

1978. A letter from the Deputy General
Counsel for Equal Opportunity and Adminis-
trative Law, Department of Housing and
Urban Development, transmitting a report
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

1979. A letter from the Architect of the
Capitol, transmitting a report discussing the
AOC’s activities to improve worker safety
during the fourth quarter of FY04, pursuant
to the directives issued in the 107th Congress
First Session, House of Representatives Re-
port Number 107-169; to the Committee on
House Administration.

1980. A letter from the Chairman, Medicare
Payment Advisory Commission, transmit-
ting a copy of the Commission’s ‘‘Report to
the Congress: Medicare Payment Policy’’;
jointly to the Committees on Ways and
Means and Energy and Commerce.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LEWIS of California: Committee on
Appropriations. Report on the Suballocation
of Budget Allocations for Fiscal Year 2006.
(Rept. 109-78). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. ROYCE (for himself, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mrs. MALO-
NEY, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, Mr. CASE, Mr. BROWN
of South Carolina, Ms. JACKSON-LEE
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of Texas, Mr. PAUL, Mr. CHABOT, Mr.

CANNON, Mr. CUNNING-
HAM, Mr. KUHL of New York, and Mr.
SHERMAN):

H.R. 2317. A bill to modernize credit union
net worth standards, advance credit union
efforts to promote economic growth, and
modify and ease credit union regulatory
standards and burdens, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin:

H.R. 2318. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to provide increased penalties
for sexual offenses against children, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. WELLER:

H.R. 2319. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow taxpayers to ex-
pense property eligible for bonus deprecia-
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WELLER:

H.R. 2320. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permanently extend the
50-percent bonus depreciation added by the
Jobs and Growth Tax Relief Reconciliation
Act of 2003; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. DOGGETT (for himself, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BACA, Mr. BAIRD,
Mr. BECERRA, Mr. BISHOP of New
York, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida,
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms. CARSON, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs.
DAvis of California, Ms. DELAURO,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. GENE
GREEN of Texas, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. HONDA, Mr. JACK-
SON of Illinois, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. KAPTUR,
Mr. KILDEE, Ms. KILPATRICK of Michi-
gan, Ms. LEE, Mrs. MCCARTHY, Ms.
McCoLLUM of Minnesota, Mr. MCDER-
MOTT, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.
NADLER, Mr. OWENS, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, Mr. RUSH, Mr. RYAN of Ohio,
Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California,
Mr. SANDERS, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms.
SoLIS, Mr. STARK, Mr. STRICKLAND,
Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. TOWNS, Mrs. JONES
of Ohio, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. WAT-
SON, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. WOOLSEY, and
Mr. WU):

H.R. 2321. A bill to amend titles I and IV of
the Employee Retirement Income Security
Act of 1974 to improve disclosure of the fund-
ing status of pension plans; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. DOGGETT (for himself, Mr.
BAacA, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. CARDOZA,
Mr. CUELLAR, Mr. CULBERSON, Mr.
EDWARDS, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. AL
GREEN of Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN of
Texas, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. HALL, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,
Mr. McCAUL of Texas, Mr. MENENDEZ,
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr.
PASTOR, Mr. PAUL, Mr. PETERSON of
Minnesota, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. REYES,
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. LiNDA T.
SANCHEZ of California, Ms. LORETTA
SANCHEZ of California, Mr. SERRANO,
and Ms. SOLIS):

H.R. 2322. A bill to designate the Federal
building located at 320 North Main Street in
McAllen, Texas, as the ‘‘Kika de la Garza
Federal Building’’; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. FARR (for himself, Mrs. CAPPS,
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. LANTOS, Ms.
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ESHOO, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. CASE,
HINCHEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
GEORGE MILLER of California,
OWENS, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms.
LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, Mr.
SHERMAN, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. VAN
HOLLEN, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. FOLEY,
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
Mr. SHAYS, and Mr. ISSA):

H.R. 2323. A bill to establish a program of
research and other activities to provide for
the recovery of the southern sea otter; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 2324. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to extend coverage of or-
thopedic shoes under part B of the Medicare
Program to individuals without diabetes who
medically require them; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce, and in addition to
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. KIND (for himself, Mr. DAVIS of
Florida, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mrs. MCCAR-
THY, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. SMITH of
Washington, Mr. HOLT, Mrs. JONES of
Ohio, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina,
Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mrs. TAU-
SCHER, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. GONZALEZ,
Mr. DAVIS of Alabama, Mr. CASE, Ms.
SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania, and Ms.
HERSETH):

H.R. 2325. A bill to direct the National
Science Foundation to establish a competi-
tive grant program for institutions of higher
education to enhance education and job
training opportunities in mathematics,
science, engineering, and technology; to the
Committee on Science, and in addition to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina (for
himself, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. MIL-
LER of North Carolina, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, Mr. COBLE, Ms. FOXX,
Mr. MCINTYRE, and Mr. MCHENRY):

H.R. 2326. A Dbill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
614 West Old County Road in Belhaven,
North Carolina, as the ‘“Floyd Lupton Post
Office”’; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
(for himself and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 2327. A bill to impose a 6-month mora-
torium on terminations of certain plans in-
stituted under section 4042 of the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 in
cases in which reorganization of contrib-
uting sponsors is sought in bankruptcy or in-
solvency proceedings; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. FOSSELLA (for himself, Mr.
STEARNS, Mr. BAKER, Mr. SHAW, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. TowNs, Mrs. KELLY,
and Mr. SESSIONS):

H.R. 2328. A Dbill to establish a grant pro-
gram to provide follow-up treatment for
children identified to have a vision disorder;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. KIRK:

H.R. 2329. A bill to permit eligibility in
certain circumstances for an officer or em-
ployee of a foreign government to receive a
reward under the Department of State Re-
wards Program; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. KOLBE (for himself, Mr. FLAKE,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
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BALART of Florida, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-
BALART of Florida, Mrs. NAPOLITANO,
and Mr. PASTOR):

H.R. 2330. A bill to improve border security
and immigration; to the Committee on the
Judiciary, and in addition to the Committees
on Homeland Security, International Rela-
tions, Energy and Commerce, and Education
and the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. WAXMAN (for himself, Ms.
PELOSI, Mr. CLAY, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. KUCIN-
ICH, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LYNCH, Ms.
McCoOLLUM of Minnesota, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. NOR-
TON, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. SANDERS, Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. STARK,
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and Ms. WOOLSEY):

H.R. 2331. A bill to restore and strengthen
the laws that provide for an open and trans-
parent Federal Government; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. BEAUPREZ (for himself, Mr.
UbpALL of Colorado, Mr. HEFLEY, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mr. KIND, and Mr. UPTON):

H.R. 2332. A bill to amend the National
Trails System Act to clarify Federal author-
ity relating to land acquisition from willing
sellers for the majority of the trails in the
System, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana (for him-
self, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr.
STARK):

H.R. 2333. A bill to redesignate the Federal
building located at 935 Pennsylvania Avenue
Northwest in the District of Columbia as the
‘“Federal Bureau of Investigation Building’’;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

By Mrs. CAPPS:

H.R. 2334. A bill to amend the Reclamation
Wastewater and Groundwater Study and Fa-
cilities Act to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to participate in the design, plan-
ning, and construction of permanent facili-
ties for the GREAT project to reclaim, reuse,
and treat impaired waters water in the area
of Oxnard, California; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. COOPER (for himself, Mr.
WaMP, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Mr. Ro0SS, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. CASE, Mr.
FORD, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr.
KIND, Ms. HOOLEY, Mr. DAVIS of Ten-
nessee, Mr. REICHERT, and Mr. MOORE
of Kansas):

H.R. 2335. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for demonstra-
tion projects for the purpose of providing
comprehensive services with respect to the
problems of children who have been removed
from environments in which methamphet-
amine is unlawfully manufactured, distrib-
uted, or dispensed; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mr. COOPER:

H.R. 2336. A bill to extend the temporary
suspension of duty on DMSIP; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. CUBIN (for herself and Mr.
CANNON):

9439

H.R. 2337. A bill to provide permanent
funding for the payment in lieu of taxes pro-
gram, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mrs. CUBIN:

H.R. 2338. A bill to amend the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act to direct the President to des-
ignate a Small State Advocate in the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mrs. CUBIN:

H.R. 2339. A bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to provide for Congres-
sional oversight and approval of totalization
agreements; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committee on
Rules, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mr. LAN-
TOS, Mr. TIERNEY, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr.
CAPUANO, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. WEINER, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Ms. McCoLLUM of Minnesota,
Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode
Island, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. KUCINICH,
Ms. LEE, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Ms. WATSON, and Mr.
PLATTS):

H.R. 2340. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to extend loan forgiveness
for certain loans to Head Start teachers; to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force.

By Mr. DOGGETT:

H.R. 2341. A bill to amend the Reclamation
Wastewater and Groundwater Study and Fa-
cilities Act to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to participate in the design, plan-
ning, and construction of a project to re-
claim and reuse wastewater within and out-
side of the service area of the City of Austin
Water and Wastewater Utility, Texas; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. FOSSELLA:

H.R. 2342. A bill to amend title 46, United
States Code, to treat as a passenger vessel
any vessel having berth or stateroom accom-
modations for more than 399 passengers, to
require that such a vessel be equipped with a
voyage data recorder, and to ensure reliable
medical testing of vessel pilots, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas:

H.R. 2343. A bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to eliminate the 24-month
waiting period for disabled individuals to be-
come eligible for Medicare benefits; to the
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Energy and Com-
merce, and Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. HOLDEN (for himself, Mr.
EvVANS, Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. FOLEY,
Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
BisHoP of Georgia, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
REYES, and Mrs. MCCARTHY):

H.R. 2344. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide for the payment of
dependency and indemnity compensation to
the survivors of former prisoners of war who
died on or before September 30, 1999, under
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the same eligibility conditions as apply to
payment of dependency and indemnity com-
pensation to the survivors of former pris-
oners of war who die after that date; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. ISRAEL:

H.R. 2345. A Dbill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to increase
criminal penalties for the sale or trade of
prescription drugs knowingly caused to be
adulterated or misbranded, to modify re-
quirements for maintaining records of the
chain-of-custody of prescription drugs, to es-
tablish recall authority regarding drugs, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mr. JINDAL:

H.R. 2346. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
106 NW Railroad Avenue in Hammond, Lou-
isiana, as the ‘‘John J. Hainkel Post Office
Building”’; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

By Mr. KING of New York (for himself
and Mrs. MCCARTHY):

H.R. 2347. A bill to revitalize suburban
communities, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Financial Services, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Ways and Means,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. LATHAM (for himself, Mr.
KUuHL of New York, Mr. WOLF, Mr.
CASE, Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota, and
Mr. McCAUL of Texas):

H.R. 2348. A Dbill to amend the Controlled
Substances Act to provide civil liability for
illegal manufacturers and distributors of
controlled substances for the harm caused by
the use of those controlled substances; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in
addition to the Committee on the Judiciary,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin:

H.R. 2349. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Health and Human Services to make
grants to improve access to dependable, af-
fordable automobiles by low-income fami-
lies; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MORAN of Kansas (for himself,
Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr.
BERRY, Mr. BisHOP of Georgia, Mr.
SHIMKUS, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. Ross, Mr.
KIND, Mr. OTTER, Mr. PICKERING, Mr.
PAUL, Mr. OSBORNE, Mr. MCINTYRE,
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. DICKS, and Mr.
RENZI):

H.R. 2350. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for improve-
ments in access to services in rural hospitals
and critical access hospitals; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. OBERSTAR (for himself, Ms.
CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Mr. CUM-
MINGS, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, Mr. NADLER, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
BISHOP of New York, Ms. MILLENDER-
McDONALD, Mr. WEINER, Mr. HOLDEN,
Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. RAHALL, and Ms.
CARSON):

H.R. 2351. A bill to provide for the safety
and security of United States railroads, pas-
sengers, workers, and communities, and to
establish an assistance program for families
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of passengers involved in rail accidents; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee
on Homeland Security, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. PAUL:

H.R. 2352. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to ensure that
health claims for foods and dietary supple-
ments include accurate statements of the cu-
rative, mitigation, treatment, and preven-
tion effects of nutrients on disease or health-
related conditions, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan (for him-
self, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr.
WOLF, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mrs. JOHNSON
of Connecticut, Mr. DENT, Mr. HER-
GER, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr. PITTS):

H.R. 2353. A Dbill to make technical correc-
tions to the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER (for himself
and Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts):

H.R. 2354. A bill to prohibit the Federal
Communications Commission from requiring
digital television tuners in television receiv-
ers; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. SHADEGG (for himself, Mr.
AKIN, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
CANNON, Mr. CARTER, Mr. COLE of
Oklahoma, Mr. CoxX, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr.
FEENEY, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FRANKS of
Arizona, Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. HEN-
SARLING, Mr. HERGER, Mr. HOEKSTRA,
Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr.
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Minnesota, Mr. KING of Iowa,
Mr. LINDER, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. OTTER, Mr. PAUL, Mr.
PENCE, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. RENZI, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr.
RYUN of Kansas, Mr. SENSENBRENNER,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
WAMP, Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr.
WICKER, Mr. WILSON of South Caro-
lina, and Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin):

H.R. 2355. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for coopera-
tive governing of individual health insurance
coverage offered in interstate commerce; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. SHAW (for himself and Mr.
CARDIN):

H.R. 2356. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to reform the Medicare
physician payment update system through
repeal of the sustainable growth rate (SGR)
payment update system; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce, and in addition to
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SHUSTER (for himself, Mr.
HOLDEN, Ms. HART, and Mr. SMITH of
Texas):

H.R. 2357. A bill to protect American work-
ers and responders by ensuring the continued
commercial availability of respirators and to
establish rules governing product liability
actions against manufacturers and sellers of
respirators; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary, and in addition to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
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case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.
By Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for him-
self, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia,
Mr. GORDON, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. SCOTT
of Virginia, and Mr. LARSON of Con-
necticut):

H.R. 2358. A Dbill to enable the United
States to maintain its leadership in aero-
nautics and aviation, improve its quality of
life, protect the environment, support eco-
nomic growth, and promote the security of
the Nation by instituting an initiative to de-
velop technologies that will enable future
aircraft with significantly lower noise, emis-
sions, and fuel consumption, to reinvigorate
basic and applied research in aeronautics and
aviation, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Science.

By Ms. WATSON (for herself, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. SANDERS, and Ms. SLAUGH-
TER):

H.R. 2359. A bill to establish minimum pub-
lic interest requirements for multi-cast dig-
ital television channels; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

By Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California:

H.J. Res. 49. A joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States regarding the appointment of
individuals to serve as Members of the House
of Representatives when, in a national emer-
gency, a significant number of Members are
unable to serve due to death, resignation, or
incapacity; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California
(for herself, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. STARK,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, and Mr. SERRANO):

H.J. Res. 50. A joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to abolish the Electoral Col-
lege and to provide for the direct election of
the President and Vice President of the
United States; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. ISRAEL:

H. Con. Res. 151. Concurrent resolution
urging the Commandant of the Coast Guard
to name an appropriate Coast Guard vessel
after Coast Guard Petty Officer Third Class
Nathan Bruckenthal; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. BAIRD:

H. Res. 275. A resolution recognizing and
honoring the work of Southwest Washington
Independent Forward Thrust and its mem-
bers; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

By Mr. PLATTS:

H. Res. 276. A resolution supporting the
goals and ideals of Pancreatic Cancer Aware-
ness Month; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. WICKER (for himself, Mr. BAR-
RETT of South Carolina, Mr. LINDER,

Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. CARTER, Mrs.
CUBIN, Ms. FoxX, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. GUT-

KNECHT, Mr. PITTS, Mr. GARRETT of
New Jersey, Mr. AKIN, Mr. MARIO
DI1AZ-BALART of Florida, Mr. ISTOOK,
Mr. PENCE, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. CANTOR, Mr. FEENEY, Mr.
SHADEGG, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. MARCH-
ANT, Mr. TIAHRT, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
GOODE, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. GOOD-
LATTE, Mr. CoLE of Oklahoma, Mr.
ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
SESSIONS, Mrs. DRAKE, Mr. KING of
Iowa, Mr. DAvIs of Kentucky, Mr.
NEUGEBAUER, Mr. MILLER of Florida,
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr.
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BisHOP of Utah, Ms. GINNY BROWN-
WAITE of Florida, Mr. NEY, Mr.
WAMP, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
ADERHOLT, Mr. JONES of North Caro-
lina, Mr. RENZI, Mr. POMBO, Mr. DUN-
CAN, Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. RYUN of
Kansas, and Mr. BUYER):

H. Res. 277. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
due to the allegations of fraud, mismanage-
ment, and abuse within the United Nations
oil-for-food program, the growing record of
human rights abuses by United Nations per-
sonnel in the Democratic Republic of the
Congo, and the lack of action by the United
Nations in response to the genocide in the
Darfur region of the Sudan, Kofi Annan
should resign from the position of Secretary
General of the United Nations to help restore
confidence in the organization; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

——————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 21: Mr. MOLLOHAN.

H.R. 22: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr. GREEN
of Wisconsin.

H.R. 66: Mr. HOEKSTRA.

H.R. 94: Mr. BOOZMAN.

H.R. 95: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. COSTA,
Mr. BOSWELL, and Mr. TANCREDO.

H.R. 98: Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina.

H.R. 111: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr.
STEARNS, Miss MCMORRIS, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, and Mr. DOOLITTLE.

H.R. 123: Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 136: Mr. DEAL of Georgia.

H.R. 181: Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 208: Ms. LEE.

H.R. 282: Mr. BEAUPREZ, Mr. REYES, Mr.
JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama,
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. MEEKS of
New York, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. KiIL-
DEE, Mr. GINGREY, and Mr. HOYER.

H.R. 303: Mr. MANZULLO.

H.R. 311: Mr. SANDERS and Mr. LEVIN.

H.R. 312: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
SNYDER, Mr. FILNER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
SPRATT, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr.
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. EVANS, Mr. BURGESS, Mr.
McNuLTy, Mr. UPTON, and Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 314: Mr. COSTA.

H.R. 369: Mr. UDALL of Colorado.

H.R. 371: Mr. SESSIONS and Ms. BERKLEY.

H.R. 376: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 438: Ms. HARMAN and Ms. LINDA T.
SANCHEZ of California.

H.R. 444: Mr. CUMMINGS and Ms. WOOLSEY.

H.R. 467: Mr. MEEKS of New York.

H.R. 500: Mr. CHABOT.

H.R. 503: Mr. WELDON of Pennyslvania and
Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 515: Mr. WYNN.

H.R. 517: Mr. FILNER, Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr.
ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. PICKERING, Mr.
SALAZAR, and Mr. INSLEE.

H.R. 558: Ms. BALDWIN.

H.R. 602: Ms. HERSETH.

H.R. 615: Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. LATOURETTE,
and Mr. JONES of North Carolina.

H.R. 669: Mr. MORAN of Virginia and Mr.
PAYNE.

H.R. 676: Mr. SERRANO.

H.R. 700: Mr. WEXLER.

H.R. 731: Mr. MICHAUD.

H.R. 793: Mr. SWEENEY.

H.R. 799: Mr. VAN HOLLEN.

H.R. 800: Mr. ROHRABACHER and Mr. SHIM-
KUS.
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H.R. 809: Mr. UPTON, Mr. SIMMONS, Mr.
PENCE, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. HASTINGS of
Washington, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. BART-
LETT of Maryland, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona,
Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. SIMPSON,
Mr. OXLEY, and Mr. HAYES.

H.R. 817: Mr. FILNER, Mr. GEORGE MILLER
of California, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr.
SHAYS, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. SMITH of Texas,
Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. PENCE, and Ms. GINNY
BROWN-WAITE of Florida.

H.R. 869: Mr. TIERNEY.

H.R. 870: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas.

H.R. 900: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

. 963: Mr. MOORE of Kansas.

. 985: Mr. SOUDER.

. 986: Mr. TURNER.

. 994: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. FOSSELLA,
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. GARRETT of New Jer-
sey, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. DINGELL, Mrs. MCCARTHY, Mr.
BRADLEY of New Hampshire, Mr. CARNAHAN,
Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr. BOEHLERT,
Mr. MEEK of Florida, Mr. BACA, Mr. LUCAS,
and Mr. JENKINS.

H.R. 997: Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mr. ROGERS of
Kentucky, Ms. HART, Mr. SODREL, Mr.
SOUDER, and Mr. OXLEY.

H.R. 1100: Mr. KING of Iowa and Mr. SUL-
LIVAN.

H.R. 1105: Mr. STUPAK.

H.R. 1106: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.

H.R. 1120: Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. MENENDEZ, and
Mr. GORDON.

H.R. 1125: Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 1150: Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 1167: Mr. KUHL of New York, Mrs. JO
ANN DAVIS of Virginia, and Mr. MANZULLO.

H.R. 1182: Mr. WEINER, Mr. KUCINICH, and
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico.

H.R. 1218: Mr. MENENDEZ and Mr. HOLT.

H.R. 1243: Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr.
JOHNSON of Illinois, Mrs. EMERSON, and Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 1245: Mr. BLUNT, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr.
FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania, Mr. FRANKs of
Arizona, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. PENCE, Mrs. CAPITO,
Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut,
Mr. KELLER, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. FARR,
Mr. HYDE, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. GOHMERT, and Mr. HAYES.

H.R. 1288: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr.
MCCOTTER, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr.
CUELLAR, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. BOREN, and Mr.
STRICKLAND.

H.R. 1308: Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.
UPTON, and Mrs. MCCARTHY.

H.R. 1312: Ms. CARSON, Mr. CONYERS, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. STARK,
and Mr. VAN HOLLEN.

H.R. 1333: Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr.

RAMSTAD, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. KING of
Iowa, Mr. ToM DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. FILNER,
Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island,
Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. SODREL, Mr. CONAWAY, Ms.
HERSETH, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. MACK, and Mr.
SABO.

H.R. 1335: Mr. ORTIZ and Ms. CARSON.

H.R. 1352: Mr. DUNCAN.

H.R. 1355: Mr. ROYCE, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-
sylvania, and Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia.

H.R. 1358: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
NoRrwoOD, and Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 1367: Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 1371: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida.

H.R. 1376: Mrs. DAvVIS of California, Ms.
MATSUI, Mr. GERLACH, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. DENT,
Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California.
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H.R. 1378: Mr. BOREN.

H.R. 1402: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, Ms. McCOLLUM of
Minnesota, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. BERKLEY,
Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. WEINER.

H.R. 1415: Mr. ENGEL and Mr. STARK.

H.R. 1447: Mr. HINCHEY and Ms. HERSETH.

H.R. 1461: Mr. MCHENRY, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, and Mr. BLUNT.

H.R. 1480: Mr. ScHIFF, and Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island.

H.R. 1492: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. RUP-
PERSBERGER, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. KOLBE,
Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan,
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mr.
STARK.

H.R. 1498: Mr. WICKER, Mr.
Texas, and Mr. REGULA.

H.R. 1499: Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mrs. MIL-
LER of Michigan, Mr. REICHERT, Miss
MCMORRIS, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 1522: Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 1547: Mrs. EMERSON and Mr. ROGERS of
Michigan.

H.R. 1552: Mr. WEINER.

H.R. 1558: Mr. BERMAN and Mr. WEXLER.

H.R. 1585: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. SHERMAN,
and Ms. BALDWIN.

H.R. 1588: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. McCoL-
LUM of Minnesota, Mr. TIERNEY, and Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 1591: Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 1600: Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 1602: Mr. CoSTA and Mr. COBLE.

H.R. 1606: Mr. CANNON.

H.R. 1607: Mr. OXLEY.

H.R. 1634: Mr. WICKER, Mr. EMANUEL, Mr.
CALVERT, and Mr. DOOLITTLE.

H.R. 1639: Ms. HERSETH.

H.R. 1642: Mr. SHADEGG and Mr. COOPER.

H.R. 1649: Mr. LOBIONDO.

H.R. 16562: Mrs. MCCARTHY, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. MARKEY, Mrs. LOWEY, and
Mr. SABO.

H.R. 16564: Mrs. CUBIN.

H.R. 1658: Mrs. MUSGRAVE.

H.R. 1671: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.

H.R. 1678: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey.

H.R. 1696: Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. CLEAVER,
and Mr. ORTIZ.

H.R. 1741: Mr. HOEKSTRA.

H.R. 1744: Mr. OWENS, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS
of Virginia, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. WALSH, Mr.
MOORE of Kansas, and Mr. MICHAUD.

H.R. 1745: Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. GINNY BROWN-
WAITE of Florida, and Mr. INSLEE.

H.R. 1749: Mr. HERGER, Mr. DEAL of Geor-
gia, Mr. BIsHOP of Utah, and Mrs. CUBIN.

H.R. 1806: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts.

H.R. 1879: Mr. CHOCOLA.

H.R. 1902: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. EMANUEL, Mr.
STARK, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, and Mr. WEINER.

H.R. 1931: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California
and Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 1946: Ms. HERSETH, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mrs. MCCARTHY, Mr. SABO, and
Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 1954: Mrs. MCCARTHY.

H.R. 1957: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina,
Mr. PRICE of Georgia, and Mr. RADANOVICH.

H.R. 1973: Mr. TOWNS.

H.R. 2014: Mr. DOGGETT and Mr.
ANDER.

H.R. 2018: Mr. PUTNAM and Mr. McCAUL of
Texas.

H.R. 2034: Ms. HERSETH, Mr. BURTON of In-
diana, and Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois.

H.R. 2046: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. BILIRAKIS,
Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, Mr. MORAN of
Kansas, Mr. MICHAUD, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of

McCAUL of

ALEX-
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Florida, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. BRADLEY
of New Hampshire, Mr. STEARNS, Ms.
HoOLEY, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr.
EVERETT, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. STRICKLAND, and
Mr. HOLDEN.

H.R. 2060: Mr. HYDE, Mr. STEARNS, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. WHITFIELD,
Mr. WAMP, Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina,
Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON of Texas, Mr. GORDON, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, and Mr. CRAMER.

H.R. 2062: Mr. GERLACH, Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania, and Mr. FITZPATRICK of Penn-
sylvania.

H.R. 2068: Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr.
TURNER, and Mr. BOUSTANY.

H.R. 2074: Ms. HERSETH.

H.R. 2076: Mr. MARSHALL.

H.R. 2088: Mrs. MUSGRAVE.

H.R. 2107: Mr. WOLF.

H.R. 2122: Mr. LEVIN.

H.R. 2177: Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky, Mr. PAS-
CRELL, and Mr. RENZI.

H.R. 2183: Mr. SAXTON.

H.R. 2203: Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 2216: Mr. ISSA.

H.R. 2233: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
LIPINSKI, and Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 2248: Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. BISHOP of
Georgia, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. HOL-
DEN, and Ms. KAPTUR.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

H.R. 2306: Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.J. Res. 38: Mrs. LOWEY.

H.J. Res. 41: Mr. DEAL of Georgia.

H. Con. Res. 106: Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. WIL-
SON of South Carolina, and Mr. SAM JOHNSON
of Texas.

H. Con. Res. 108: Ms. ESHOO, Mr. LARSEN of
Washington, and Mr. DINGELL.

H. Con. Res. 128: Mr. TERRY and Mr. SHAW.

H. Con. Res. 141: Mr. ROHRABACHER.

H. Con. Res. 144: Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land and Mr. MANZULLO.

Con. Res. 145: Mr. SNYDER.

Res. 76: Mr. REYES.

. Res. 121: Mr. FLAKE.

. Res. 123: Mr. OBERSTAR.

. Res. 200: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
. Res. 214: Mrs. MUSGRAVE.

. Res. 215: Mr. WAMP, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. CoX, Mr. FLAKE, and Mr. CAR-
TER.

H. Res. 243: Mr. DELAHUNT, Ms. HARRIS, and
Mrs. CUBIN.

H. Res. 245: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas and
Mr. LYNCH.

H. Res. 261: Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. WHITFIELD,
Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. ALEXANDER,
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, and Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island.

H. Res. 266: Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. DUNCAN, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. TERRY, Mr. INSLEE, Ms.
WATSON, and Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California.

b B

May 12, 2005

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 1650: Ms. LEE.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 1544
OFFERED BY: MR. WEINER

AMENDMENT NoO. 1: In title XVIII of the
Homeland Security Act of 2002, as proposed
to be added by the bill, insert at the end the
following new section (and make such tech-
nical and conforming changes as may be nec-
essary):
SEC. 18 . LIMITATION ON NUMBER OF UASI
GRANTEES.

In carrying out the Urban Area Security
Initiative, or any successor to such grant
program, the Secretary may award not more
than 50 grants for any fiscal year.
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SENATE—Thursday, May 12, 2005

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. STEVENS).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Almighty God, our refuge and
strength, a very present help in the
time of trouble, we thank You that
You have set the star of hope in our
life’s sky, that in the darkness we can
see Your brightness, that in times of
shadow we can enjoy Your leading and
guiding.

Lord, yesterday we were again re-
minded that life is fragile. As alarms
sounded and brave people prepared for
the worst, we could sense the uncer-
tainty of our existence. Remind us
daily that human flesh is as fleeting as
fading flowers and withering grass.
Teach us to number our days, to labor
not simply for time but for eternity.

Protect our Senators in their going
out and coming in, in their rising up
and lying down. Give them the wisdom
to believe that nothing can separate
them from Your love. In a special way,
bless our Capitol Police who daily
labor with courage, competence, and
commitment.

We pray this in Your powerful Name.
Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The PRESIDENT pro tempore led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, there will be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business for up to 60 minutes, with the
first half of the time under the control
of the majority leader or his designee
and the last half under the control of
the Democratic leader or his designee.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is recognized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, this morn-
ing we will have a 1-hour period for the
transaction of morning business. Fol-
lowing that time, we will begin an hour
of debate prior to the vote on invoking
cloture on the substitute amendment
to the highway bill. Senators can ex-
pect the cloture vote to begin some-
time between 11:30 and 11:45 this morn-
ing. I expect cloture will be invoked
and we will then be on a glidepath to
finishing the bill. Once cloture is in-
voked, if invoked, I will be consulting
with Chairman INHOFE and the Demo-
cratic leader to determine how much
work is left before we are able to com-
plete the bill.

I anticipate votes on amendments
throughout the day today and into the
evening, if necessary, to bring the bill
to a close. Although a large number of
amendments were filed to the highway
bill yesterday, I believe Members will
show restraint and not offer many of
those that were submitted to the desk.

We are closing in on our second week
of consideration of the highway bill
and I look forward to completing the
bill and getting this measure to con-
ference as quickly as possible.

————————

VISIT TO CAIRO, EGYPT

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, the past 2
days I have taken the opportunity to
come to the Senate to discuss my re-
cess trip last week to the Middle East.
As I mentioned yesterday, it was a fas-
cinating experience that allowed me a
firsthand glimpse of the complicated
challenges facing the region. At each of
my stops I had the opportunity to meet
with top officials, community leaders,
and I made a point of visiting with op-
position candidates. With each con-
versation I became more convinced
that despite the deep differences that
divide them, each party wants peace,
wants prosperity, and each side knows
that dialog is the way forward.

Tuesday I spoke of my meetings in
Israel. Yesterday I reported on my visit
to th