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bedrock of the economy of Guam, my 
district, and instrumental to the con-
tinued economic growth of our islands. 

Last year nearly 1 million visitors 
alone came to Guam. In 1997, visitor ar-
rivals peaked at 11⁄2 million. Guam is 4 
flying hours away from major markets 
in Asia such as Tokyo, Osaka, Seoul, 
Taipei, Hong Kong, Bangkok, and Ma-
nila. Guam is served by several major 
airlines including Continental, Micro-
nesia, Northwest, Japan Airlines, Ko-
rean Air, and All Nippon Airways. 

Guam has been struggling to rebound 
in the aftermath of the September 11 
terrorist attacks, Supertyphoon 
Pongsona, the war in Iraq, and recently 
the SARS epidemic. 

In February, in the omnibus appro-
priations bill, Congress included $50 
million for a promotional campaign to 
encourage travel to the United States, 
including territories. We need to con-
tinue our efforts here in Congress to 
promote tourism. Let us support the 
visitor industry. Support the American 
economy, support National Tourism 
Week.

f 

MISUSE OF FEDERAL POWER 

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

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, not con-
tent as U.S. House commander, redis-
tricting czar, and mapmaker for the 
Texas Legislature, J. Edgar DeLay ap-
parently seeks a job directing law en-
forcement. 

His first response to political dif-
ferences is to call in the G-men, the 
FBI, the U.S. Marshals to brazenly pur-
sue his political foes. [AP, Suzanne 
Gamboa, May 13, 2003] He told report-
ers that ‘‘bringing in either U.S. Mar-
shals or FBI agents is justified because 
redistricting is a federal issue.’’ [Hous-
ton Chronicle, May 13, 2003] 

The United States attorney in San 
Antonio was asked to explore how to 
employ Federal resources. [Fort Worth 
Star-Telegram, May 14, 2003; Wash-
ington Times, May 14, 2003] Meanwhile, 
someone in the Homeland Security De-
partment was enlisted to track a cot-
ton farmer from Hale Center, Texas. 
[Fort Worth Star-Telegram, May 14, 
2003] According to Plainview airport 
manager Marlin Miller, the Homeland 
Security official ‘‘made the comment 
that I think this is some kind of polit-
ical people they’re looking for.’’ [Fort 
Worth Star-Telegram, May 15, 2003] 

Americans had thought this Depart-
ment was to look for terrorists. Per-
haps those who attacked these coura-
geous citizen-legislators would treat 
them as terrorists. This is how tyranny 
begins, and that is why 16 Members of 
the House are requesting an official 
Administration explanation. 

America is waiting. Who is hiding 
now?

REPUBLICAN RUNAWAY FREIGHT 
TRAIN 

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

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I read a 
poignant article in the Fort Worth 
Star-Telegram this morning. Mr. Sand-
ers compares the legislative body in 
Texas and its lack of leadership to a 
runaway freight train that has been hi-
jacked by a self-serving Congressman, 
Mr. TOM DELAY, who is willing to put 
his own agenda and the presumed agen-
da of the national Republican leader-
ship ahead of the people of Texas.
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He describes the freight train as car-
rying redistricting, but that it is also 
carrying other important cargo like 
school finance and the CHIPS program, 
and that this train with DELAY and 
Craddick at the helm is headed for a 
wreck. Fifty-three House Members saw 
the wreck coming, did what they 
thought was best for the State of 
Texas, and hightailed to Oklahoma to 
prevent this train from slamming into 
the Texas House. It is a stand that I see 
as nothing short of heroic. 

They have put DELAY and Craddick, 
and in fact, the Nation, on notice that 
there are many of us out here who are 
willing to put it all on the line for 
what we think is right; that there are 
many of us who will not be threatened 
or bullied into an agenda that is bad 
for Texas. Joe Deshotel, Craig Eiland, 
and Alan Ritter, as well as their col-
leagues who have joined them, are risk-
ing everything for the people of Texas, 
not their party. 

f 

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION 
SAFETY BOARD REAUTHORIZA-
TION ACT OF 2003 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, by direction of 
the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 229 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 229
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. 1527) to amend 
title 49, United States Code to authorize ap-
propriations for the National Transportation 
Safety Board for fiscal years 2003 through 
2006, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. Gen-
eral 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 
Transportation and Infrastructure. After 
general debate the bill shall be considered 
for amendment under the five-minute rule. 
Each section of the bill shall be considered 
as read. During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole may accord priority in recogni-
tion on the basis of whether the Member of-

fering an amendment has caused it to be 
printed in the portion of the Congressional 
Record designated for that purpose in clause 
8 of rule XVIII. Amendments so printed shall 
be considered as read. At the conclusion of 
consideration of the bill for amendment the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and 
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to 
recommit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Culberson). The gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART) is rec-
ognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, for purposes of 
debate only, I yield the customary 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purposes of debate only. 

(Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida asked and was given permis-
sion to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 
229 is an open rule, providing for the 
consideration of H.R. 1527, the National 
Transportation Safety Board Reau-
thorization Act of 2003. The rule pro-
vides 1 hour of general debate, evenly 
divided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

Finally, the rule provides one motion 
to recommit, with or without instruc-
tions. Obviously, this is a fair rule. It 
is a totally open rule, one that provides 
ample opportunity to debate this im-
portant reauthorization before us 
today. 

Last year, the House passed essen-
tially the same bill by suspension, but 
the other body failed to consider the 
legislation. The House then must again 
act this year to ensure that the NTSB 
has the funding necessary to carry out 
its important tasks. 

The NTSB was established in 1967 as 
an independent agency with the task of 
investigating transportation accidents, 
conducting transportation safety stud-
ies, issuing recommendations, aiding 
victims’ families after disasters, and 
promoting general transportation safe-
ty. 

Since 1967, NTSB has investigated 
over 114,000 aviation accidents. The 
NTSB’s constant participation in 
transportation safety, evidenced 
through 12,000 recommendations to reg-
ulators, operators and users of trans-
portation systems, has made them the 
government leader in crash investiga-
tion. I think what is even more impres-
sive is that 82 percent of their rec-
ommendations have actually been 
adopted by these regulatory and trans-
portation bodies. 

This bill will increase the effective-
ness of the board by authorizing fund-
ing through fiscal year 2006 at levels 
necessary to carry out their investiga-
tive mission both here and at aviation 
disasters abroad. 
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The bill requires that the Depart-

ment of Transportation issue an an-
nual report on the progress and adapta-
tion of the board’s safety recommenda-
tions. It is crucial that the Department 
of Transportation and that this Con-
gress work to ensure that all rec-
ommendations are being met by the 
public. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the bill re-
quires that the NTSB turn over their 
involvement in an aviation disaster to 
the FBI in the case of an intentional 
criminal act. This action would be 
taken by the Attorney General in con-
sultation with the chairman of the 
NTSB. I think it is very important 
that in the event of any criminal avia-
tion disaster, such as the one experi-
enced during 9/11, 2001, the rescue of 
survivors obviously remain a first pri-
ority, but the apprehension of those in-
volved commence immediately. 

H.R. 1527 is a good bill, important to 
the continued transportation safety of 
the Nation, in not only responding to 
accidents but taking steps, through 
recommendations, to prevent further 
tragedies. 

The underlying legislation was re-
ported favorably out of committee by 
voice vote. I would like to thank the 
gentleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) 
for his extraordinary leadership on this 
issue, as well as his ranking member, 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR). Mr. Speaker, this impor-
tant bill recognizes, by reauthorizing 
essential funding to the board, the im-
portance of this activity charged with 
investigating tragedies and promoting 
transportation safety. 

This has been a bipartisan effort 
throughout the consideration of the 
bill, from consideration in the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure to this very obviously fair 
rule reported out of the Committee on 
Rules, which continues, I think, this 
constructive debate by allowing all 
amendments in order under the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support both this important underlying 
legislation as well as the rule before us 
to bring it to the floor. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 7 minutes, and I thank the gen-
tleman from Florida for yielding me 
the customary 30 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, fortunately we have be-
fore us today legislation that is the 
model of bipartisanship and should be 
the standard for legislation considered 
by this body. Unfortunately, this bill is 
the exception and not the rule. Most of 
the time our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle treat bipartisanship as 
a sign of weakness, as something to be 
avoided if at all possible. 

Last week, for example, the majority 
forced one of the most important bills 
that will be debated this year, the $550 
billion tax cut for the wealthy, through 
this body without even allowing the 
Democrats the traditional substitute. 
This bill, by contrast, is thoughtful, 

sensible, and bipartisan. I would only 
say to my friends on the other side of 
the aisle, this is not that hard. 

By adopting this rule, the House will 
be able to consider H.R. 1527, the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board Re-
authorization Act. This bill was re-
ported out of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure. It is not 
controversial and I am confident that 
the House will approve it with broad 
bipartisan support. 

Mr. Speaker, I had the great honor of 
serving on the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure prior to my 
appointment to the Committee on 
Rules; and during my time on the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, I had the privilege of work-
ing with the distinguished chairman, 
the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG); and the distinguished ranking 
member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR). I have always 
believed that the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure is one of 
the most collegial, bipartisan panels in 
the Congress; and I know firsthand the 
good work that this committee is capa-
ble of producing, and this is one of 
those bills. 

Having said that, there is still much 
work that needs to be done before the 
Memorial Day work period. Over 6,100 
people in my home State of Massachu-
setts have lost their jobs in the past 
month and almost 168,000 have lost 
their jobs since President Bush took of-
fice. Unemployment continues to rise, 
and if this body does not act, millions 
of workers will lose their unemploy-
ment compensation at the end of May. 

We must extend unemployment in-
surance for these workers, and we must 
do it now. There are families all across 
this country who are struggling very, 
very hard; and this House should do the 
right thing. I would urge my colleagues 
to join me in urging the Republican 
leadership to bring to the floor legisla-
tion extending unemployment insur-
ance as soon as possible. 

At the end of the debate on this rule, 
I will move the previous question; and 
if the previous question is defeated, I 
will call to the floor legislation extend-
ing unemployment insurance. I urge 
my colleagues to join me in voting 
‘‘no’’ on the previous question. Unem-
ployed Americans cannot afford to lose 
this assistance. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1527, the National 
Transportation Safety Board Reau-
thorization Act of 2003 is, simply stat-
ed, a good bill for an important agency 
that serves a critical public service. 
The NTSB is an independent Federal 
agency charged by Congress with the 
authority to investigate and determine 
the likely causes of transportation ac-
cidents, including all civil aviation ac-
cidents and selected accidents occur-
ring in other modes of transportation. 

It is perhaps most often recognized as 
the agency that coordinates all Federal 
assistance to the families of victims of 
catastrophic airplane crashes. In the 
midst of these tragedies, the NTSB has 

demonstrated time and again its 
unique and expert ability to mobilize 
top-notch investigators to search and 
find answers, and accordingly, to pro-
vide some measure of comfort to the 
haunting questions that will come with 
all such fatal accidents. 

Since its inception in 1967, the NTSB 
has investigated more than 114,000 
aviation accidents and 10,000 surface 
transportation accidents; and as a re-
sult of their diligence, the NTSB has 
earned the reputation as one of the 
world’s foremost accident investigative 
authorities. They are on call 24 hours a 
day, 365 days a year, prepared to go 
anywhere, at any time, to perform the 
difficult job we have assigned to them. 

We are grateful to the NTSB for the 
service they provide, and this bill and 
the corresponding funding levels reaf-
firm our collective confidence in their 
performance. 

Mr. Speaker, perhaps not as well 
known is the significant role that they 
play in shaping national transpor-
tation safety policies. In addition to its 
investigative function, the NTSB con-
ducts numerous safety studies and 
issues recommendations designed to 
prevent future transportation acci-
dents. In fact, the NTSB has issued 
more than 11,600 such safety rec-
ommendations in all modes of trans-
portation. 

Since 1990, the NTSB has refined 
these recommendations and published 
a Most Wanted list of safety improve-
ments to highlight certain issues; and 
despite its lack of regulatory author-
ity, the NTSB has actually succeeded 
in seeing 80 percent of its safety rec-
ommendations adopted in some fashion 
or another. 

This success rate is no doubt due in 
large part to the credibility and re-
spect the NTSB commands among Fed-
eral transportation agencies, Members 
of Congress, and the transportation in-
dustry. 

Mr. Speaker, it is precisely because 
of the NTSB’s sterling reputation that 
I am concerned that they have not 
done more comprehensive analysis 
around the issue of the size and weight 
of big trucks on our Nation’s highways. 

As I have already expressed, I have 
high regard for the NTSB. However, 
while they have published several safe-
ty studies on individual and discrete 
components of big trucks, it has not 
fully addressed the more pressing issue 
of truck size and weight. In my esti-
mation, the absence of truck size and 
weight on the NTSB’s Most Wanted list 
of safety improvements is a glaring 
omission. 

There are few transportation safety 
issues that represent a greater threat 
to public safety than the need to freeze 
the size and weight of trucks on our 
roadways. Five thousand people die 
each year and another 100,000 are in-
jured in crashes with heavy trucks. In 
my home State of Massachusetts, 31 
people died and another 385 were in-
jured in 2001 in crashes with heavy 
trucks. 
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I shudder to think how these num-

bers will climb if the trucking industry 
succeeds in convincing Members of this 
body that still bigger trucks are some-
how necessary, that 120-foot triple-long 
trailer trucks on our Nation’s high-
ways are actually a good idea. 

The alarming statistics I have just 
cited only begin to describe the human 
cost of bigger trucks. They do not even 
begin to describe the economic devas-
tation that bigger trucks will also 
cause to our Nation’s roads and bridges 
which are already in deplorable condi-
tions. In Massachusetts, more than 50 
percent of the bridges have been deter-
mined to be structurally deficient or 
functionally obsolete. The U.S. DOT 
has estimated that longer combination 
vehicles could cause Americans as 
much as $319 billion in total. This is a 
cost we cannot afford. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue of truck size 
and weight deserves the expert analysis 
of the National Transportation Safety 
Board; and most importantly, the 
American driving public deserves to be 
protected from the danger of bigger 
trucks on our roads and highways. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question. We need to bring up the issue 
of unemployment compensation. 

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

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, we reserve the 
balance of our time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Mrs. JONES). 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise encouraging my colleagues to vote 
‘‘no’’ on the previous question, and I 
rise today because right now in the 
State of Ohio since 2001 more than 
167,800 people have lost their jobs. In 
the city of Cleveland, more than 53,900 
people have lost their jobs. 

We must, as the body of the people, 
on behalf of working people throughout 
this country, put in place additional 
unemployment dollars to cover these 
people who are without jobs.
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We are all talking about a tax cut 
that would improve the economy and 
bring jobs to people at some time in 
the future, but the people in the city of 
Cleveland, State of Ohio, and across 
this country need support right now. 

As I look out at my colleagues seated 
here, I see my colleague from Youngs-
town, Ohio, and I know the people in 
Youngstown, Ohio, deserve and need 
unemployment benefits. It is past time, 
it is way past time that we do some-
thing for the economy of the United 
States; that we put money in the hands 
of the people who have not had money 
to spend. 

So I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ 
on the previous question, and I urge 
this Congress to pass unemployment 
benefits before we go home for Memo-
rial Day to memorialize all the vet-
erans who have served on our behalf 

throughout this country. Let us help 
some of those who are on unemploy-
ment right now. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI), the Democratic leader. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and I rise in opposition to the 
previous question to the rule. 

The bill before us to authorize the 
National Transportation Safety Board 
is a good bill, which I support. I strong-
ly support it. However, after it is 
passed, we should immediately approve 
the bill proposed by my colleagues, the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL) and the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN), to extend unemployment 
benefits to the millions of Americans 
whose benefits will run out at the end 
of the month. 

In December, the Republican major-
ity allowed this vital program to expire 
just before Christmas. That left mil-
lions of families without work and 
without benefits. We cannot let that 
happen again as we go toward the end 
of May, the expiration date. 

Mr. Speaker, since January 20, 2001, 
when President Bush was sworn in, 2.7 
million private sector jobs have been 
lost, the worst record of job creation or 
lack thereof of any administration 
since the Great Depression. That is the 
worst record, as my colleagues can see 
here. Every President since the war has 
had job creation above the line. Presi-
dent Bush, 2.727, 100,000 jobs a month 
since he became President, have been 
lost. That means that for every work-
ing hour of every working day, 563 peo-
ple become unemployed, more than 
serve in the House and the Senate. It is 
as if every hour the House and the Sen-
ate would lose its jobs. 

Now, some people may think that is 
a good idea, if we do not have more rel-
evance to the lives of the American 
people and understand when people are 
out of work that they need these bene-
fits. The American people do not need 
a dividend tax cut. The American 
workers need jobs. 

Earlier this month, the Department 
of Labor announced that April’s unem-
ployment rate reached 6 percent, with 
nearly 9 million Americans out of 
work. Another 9 million Americans 
have either given up looking for work 
or are working part time. Millions of 
families are struggling with the hard-
ship and the uncertainty of life with-
out a paycheck. Without unemploy-
ment benefits many of these families 
would have nowhere to turn. Indeed, 
some of them told me yesterday they 
would become homeless. 

Temporary Federal benefits expire on 
May 31, but President Bush and the Re-
publican leadership have refused to in-
clude any extension of benefits in the 
tax bill that passed the House last 
week and what is now under consider-
ation in the Senate. This extension is 
important to America’s working fami-
lies and to our economy. 

Economists tell us that extending 
unemployment benefits is the most ef-
fective way to quickly grow the econ-
omy and create jobs. It is fair, fast-act-
ing and fiscally sound. For every dollar 
that the Federal Government invests 
in unemployment benefits, the return 
is $1.73 to the economy. In contrast, for 
every dollar the Federal Government 
provides to cut taxes on dividends, the 
return to the economy is 9 cents. This 
is nonsensical. 

The plan proposed by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. RANGEL) and the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
CARDIN), and I commend them for their 
leadership, would provide a 6-month ex-
tension of the Federal unemployment 
benefits program. It would provide 26 
weeks of Federal benefits for workers 
who lose their jobs, and another 13 
weeks for workers who have already 
exhausted their benefits without find-
ing a new job in this stagnant econ-
omy. None of the Republican tax plans, 
the President’s, the House Republicans 
and the House Senate Republicans, pro-
vides one thin dime for unemployed 
workers.

Again, I want to reiterate why this is 
important, because contrary to what 
the Republicans are proposing, which 
provides 9 cents to the economy, ex-
tending Federal unemployment bene-
fits puts $1.73 into the economy. Why? 
Because it puts money into the hands 
of unemployed workers and their fami-
lies. They need that money to spend on 
necessities. The spending of that 
money injections demand into the 
economy, thereby creating jobs. The 
tax dividend proposal does not do that. 

The unemployment rate today is 
higher than when the temporary Fed-
eral unemployment benefits were first 
approved in March of last year, but Re-
publicans have decided that instead of 
helping unemployed workers, they 
should give people who make $1 million 
a year an average of $100,000 in tax 
breaks. How can that be right? 

While Republicans insist on tax 
breaks for those who need it least, our 
Democratic priorities are clear: We 
will fight to get the economy back on 
track, we will create jobs, and we will 
help unemployed workers. I urge my 
colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question on the rule; vote ‘‘yes’’ to ex-
tend unemployment benefits for 9 mil-
lion Americans who cannot find work 
in this stagnant economy. 

How can we go down this course of 
action where we make the same mis-
take twice? The President came in and 
gave over a trillion dollars in tax cuts. 
Now 2.7 million Americans lose their 
jobs, and they step up to the plate 
again and offer more of the same. Job 
losers. Do not even take my word for 
it, take the word of the Joint Taxation 
Committee, which is Republican, which 
is directed by the rules of the 108th 
Congress to score dynamically, giving 
every benefit of every doubt to the 
plan. It is a job loser by their esti-
mation. 

So we have to take a different course 
of action. One remedy that helps the 
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economy and helps unemployed work-
ers is extending the unemployment 
benefits. I commend my colleagues, the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL) and the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN), for their leadership on 
this. 

Mr. LINCOLN. DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN). 

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I join the 
minority leader, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. RANGEL), the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN), and oth-
ers. 

The Federal extended benefit pro-
gram will expire in just a few days. 
Why do we bring this up every day? 
Every day? Because every day the 
number of people who have exhausted 
their State and Federal benefits grows. 
Americans are looking for work and 
unable to find it. And those who were 
in the millions as of a few months ago 
are facing more and more dire cir-
cumstances. And every day the number 
of people who are on State benefits, 
who are going to exhaust them, face 
the peril of looking for work without 
any help. 

So when we add this all together, we 
are talking about 21⁄2, perhaps 3 million 
people in this country of ours looking 
for work, who cannot find it, and on 
the Republican side here in the House 
they say to them, get a job. They are 
looking for a job, but there are none to 
be found. 

The response of the Republicans in 
this House has been, to put it in its 
best frame of reference, inaction. It has 
really been worse than that. It has 
been indifference, and perhaps even 
worse than that. I simply ask that they 
go back home and meet the people out 
of work, looking for work, without ben-
efits or facing that prospect, look them 
in the eye and tell them that you here 
are sitting idly by. 

As mentioned by the minority leader, 
the benefit of extending benefits is that 
it is a growth package. Giving people 
who are unemployed money to help 
their families is money that is going to 
be spent, and well spent. The studies 
are clear that that helps to move the 
economy upwards. 

So do vote ‘‘no’’ on moving the pre-
vious question. I would hope there 
would be a few brave souls on the Re-
publican side who will not simply 
march the robotic line, all in sync, vot-
ing against the interests of America 
and its unemployed workers looking 
for work.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN), who, along with the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL), has been a leader on this issue of 
extending unemployment benefits to 
struggling workers. 

(Mr. CARDIN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, this rule 
brings to the floor a bill to reauthorize 
the National Transportation Safety 
Board, which is perfectly fine, but I 
must tell my colleagues that it is in no 
danger. It is funded through the end of 
this fiscal year, so there is no rush to 
reauthorize this program. On the other 
hand, unemployment insurance will ex-
pire at the end of this month. We only 
have 6 legislative days left before mil-
lions of Americans will no longer qual-
ify for Federal unemployment insur-
ance benefits. For that reason I urge 
my colleagues to reject the previous 
question so that we can bring up today 
the extension of Federal unemploy-
ment insurance. 

Mr. Speaker, extended benefits for 
unemployed workers have been less 
generous during this economic down-
turn compared to the last recession. 
Republicans have been very reluctant 
to extend unemployment insurance 
benefits to unemployed workers. Dur-
ing the last recession, in the 1990s, Con-
gress kept an extended benefit program 
in place for 27 months and generally 
guaranteed benefits for 20 to 26 weeks. 
Today’s program is scheduled to expire 
after only 15 months and providing 
only 13 weeks of benefits. 

The economy has lost twice as many 
private sector jobs as we lost in the 
1990s, with 2.7 million private sector 
jobs having been lost in the last 2 
years. That is a 2.3 percent decline in 
private employment. In the 1990s, we 
lost 1.5 percent. There are now 3.4 peo-
ple unemployed for every job opening 
in this Nation, and there is no sign of 
recovery. The U.S. economy has lost 
more than 500,000 jobs in the last 3 
months alone. The current downturn 
represents the longest period in nega-
tive job growth since the Great Depres-
sion. 

The funds are there for the extension 
of Federal unemployment insurance 
benefits, with $21 billion in the Federal 
Unemployment Trust Accounts, funds 
expressly for this purpose, to deal with 
a recession. And there is no better im-
mediate stimulus to the economy to 
create economic activity than to ex-
tend unemployment insurance benefits. 
For every dollar we expend in Federal 
unemployment insurance benefits, the 
Department of Labor indicates we will 
generate $2.15 in additional economic 
activities in each of our communities. 

So for all of these reasons, Mr. 
Speaker, the urgency is to bring up the 
unemployment insurance extension 
bill. That is what we should be doing 
today. We have a chance to do it. I urge 
my colleagues to vote against the pre-
vious question so that the Federal un-
employment insurance benefits can be 
extended.

b 1145 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER). 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
I thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I too rise in opposition 
to the previous question so that we 
would have an opportunity to offer an 
extension of unemployment benefits. 
As the minority leader has said, this is 
the most efficient economic stimulus 
that we can provide to our economy. It 
helps people who are out of work. It 
helps the economy because they must 
spend the money on the necessities and 
what our economy needs is demand. 

My colleagues do not have to believe 
me. Just look at the figures that were 
published yesterday. And that is, in 
fact, that consumers are running out of 
gas, retail demand is down in the coun-
try, and the stock market was down 
yesterday as a result of that. That 
comes on the heels of what the Repub-
licans have offered and that is addi-
tional tax cuts. 

It is rather interesting, though, when 
we see the people who are now com-
menting on the tax cuts in terms of the 
economy, we see that the Republican-
controlled Joint Committee on Tax-
ation says that even under dynamic 
scoring, the tax cut will lead only to 
more job loss, higher deficits, more 
debt for our children and grand-
children. Kevin Hassett of the Amer-
ican Enterprise Institute was quoted in 
The Washington Post yesterday as say-
ing that the dividend plan is one of the 
most patently absurd tax policies ever 
proposed. Then today the senior econo-
mist for Goldman Sachs says that 
these tax cuts being offered are not 
stimulative. 

What is that telling us? That is tell-
ing us that people are going to con-
tinue to be unemployed, that the econ-
omy is going to continue to soften; and 
the Republicans are not concerned. The 
Republicans simply do not share a con-
cern for people who have lost their 
jobs. Their number one priority since 
the Bush administration has come to 
town was and always has been tax cuts, 
tax cuts for the wealthy. The unem-
ployed are incidental to their concerns. 
That is why my colleagues ought to 
vote against the previous question on 
this rule so we can immediately offer 
unemployment extension benefits for 
millions of Americans who are out of 
work to help their families. The last 
time the Republicans did this, they 
dropped the ball. They did not get 
them reauthorized at the end of De-
cember, so these families had weeks of 
uncertainty before they knew whether 
or not they were going to be able to 
continue to pay the mortgage, to try to 
keep their car from being repossessed, 
to educate their children. We owe these 
families better than this. The Repub-
licans ought to start showing a little 
bit of compassion for these families 
who are in very hard times because of 
the lousy Bush economy.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. RYAN). 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise today to urge my 

colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question. 

Mr. Speaker, the government is a 
tool to help people. We have an oppor-
tunity coming up with the unemploy-
ment insurance running out for 36,500 
Ohioans to help; 167,000 Ohioans have 
lost their jobs. These people need help. 
We hear a lot in this Chamber, and we 
have heard a lot in Washington, D.C. 
over the last couple of years about 
compassion. What could be more com-
passionate than to help people who 
have lost their jobs? If the airline in-
dustry was going belly up or the phar-
maceutical industry was going belly 
up, we would be tripping over ourselves 
to help them out. But average people 
need help, and we are not there to help 
them. 

But what is most confusing to me 
and what I do not understand is what I 
read on the AP line today: Operating 
capacity sank to 7.4 percent in April, 
the lowest since 1983, as big industry 
throttled back production amid lack-
luster demand. People are now worried 
and the Fed is now worried about defla-
tion. There is too much surplus in 
labor and in goods. There is too much 
supply. The answer, supply side eco-
nomics. We do not need more supply. 
We need demand in this economy. If 
you give the businesses a tax break, 
they are not going to produce any more 
because no one is buying anything, be-
cause there are millions of people who 
do not have jobs. No matter what you 
are producing, they do not have the 
money to go buy it. 

The major economists are saying the 
best stimulus is to invest in middle 
America, average people, people who do 
not have unemployment insurance so 
they will get their money, they will go 
out in the market, they will buy prod-
ucts and they will turn this economy 
around and begin to stimulate this 
economy. It is about the demand side, 
not the supply side. Let us stop the 
madness. 

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

The silence on the other side of the 
aisle is really quite incredible. The Re-
publican majority here is turning this 
Congress into a place where important 
and urgent issues not only do not get a 
chance to be voted on by Members of 
this House but they do not even get de-
bated. There are millions of people in 
this country who are unemployed. 
There are millions of people who are 
struggling right now. They deserve 
their day on this House floor. That is 
what we are struggling to try to 
achieve here so we can vote on some-
thing that really makes a difference to 
the American people, that is more than 
just a soundbite but something that is 
real. 

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

Mr. ISRAEL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday the House 
of Representatives considered seven 

bills under suspension of the rules. We 
met for 2 hours and 24 minutes of legis-
lative business. Yesterday we consid-
ered six more bills under suspension. 
We convened at 10. We completed our 
legislative business by 4:22, 5 hours and 
35 minutes of doing the people’s busi-
ness. And what was the people’s busi-
ness that we did? 

We directed the commandant of the 
Coast Guard to convey the Cutter 
Bramble to the Port Huron Museum of 
Arts and History; we renamed three 
Federal facilities; we honored the life 
and work of the former Speaker of the 
Pennsylvania House of Representa-
tives; we made funds available for the 
fruit and vegetable pilot program in 
the school lunch program; we estab-
lished the Carter G. Woodson Home Na-
tional Historic Site; we authorized the 
Secretary of the Interior to revise a re-
payment contract with a Texas county 
and to grant an easement to facilitate 
access to the Lewis and Clark Interpre-
tive Center in Nebraska City, Ne-
braska. 

All we did not do is extend temporary 
emergency unemployment compensa-
tion to millions of American workers 
who will fall off a cliff at the end of 
this month. Today we convened at 10. 
We are going to go home at 2 o’clock, 
back to our districts, spend the week-
end there, come back next week and 
still we will not have helped those 2 
million Americans who will fall off a 
cliff without a paycheck and without 
temporary emergency unemployment 
compensation. How is it possible that 
this House can find time to do all of 
those activities this week and not do 
what the American people want us to 
do, to help them, to assist them? If this 
bill came to the floor now, it would 
pass, because none of my colleagues are 
willing to go back to their districts and 
look in the eyes of a worker who has 
lost his job and say, I couldn’t help 
you, I wouldn’t help you, I didn’t help, 
but I did rename three Federal facili-
ties this week. This bill would pass if it 
were allowed to the floor. 

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
CARDIN) and the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL) have introduced 
legislation to extend temporary unem-
ployment compensation. I have intro-
duced a special rule to allow it to the 
floor immediately. We have to do this. 
We have no choice because those mil-
lions of workers have no choice, have 
no paycheck, have no help. This econ-
omy is pushing them off that cliff. We 
are the only people who can bring them 
back from the brink. If we go home to 
our districts without having done that, 
we have done a massive disservice to 
them, slapped them in the face, and 
further endangered and damaged our 
economy.

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

Mr. Speaker, I will call for a vote on 
the previous question. If the previous 
question is defeated, I will offer an 
amendment to the rule. My amend-
ment provides that immediately after 

the House passes the National Trans-
portation Safety Board reauthoriza-
tion, it will take up H.R. 1652, the Un-
employment Benefits Extension Act. 
This bill will extend Federal unemploy-
ment benefits by 26 weeks and will give 
an additional 13 weeks to those unem-
ployed workers whose benefits have 
been exhausted. 

Mr. Speaker, unemployment rates 
continue to rise. They increased to 6 
percent in April, the third month in a 
row that the economy has lost jobs. 
For every one available job, there are 
three Americans looking for work. Of 
the 8.8 million unemployed, nearly 2 
million have been out of work for 27 
weeks or more. This does not even 
count those who are working part time 
or those who have simply given up 
looking. These Americans need relief, 
and they need it immediately. Current 
Federal unemployment benefits run 
out at the end of May, in only 21⁄2 
weeks. Republicans in the House have 
voted against extending these critical 
benefits three times in the last 10 days. 
Three times. Do not let unemployed 
Americans down a fourth time. Bring 
this badly needed relief to the floor for 
an up-or-down vote today. Let us show 
American workers that we intend to 
stand by them in their time of need. 

Let me make it very clear that a 
‘‘no’’ vote on the previous question will 
not stop consideration of the NTSB re-
authorization, but a ‘‘no’’ vote will 
allow the House to vote on both H.R. 
1527 and on H.R. 1652. However, a ‘‘yes’’ 
vote on the previous question will pre-
vent the House from passing the des-
perately needed extension of Federal 
unemployment benefits to our unem-
ployed workers. 

I want to point out that this vote is 
the only opportunity the House will 
have to vote on extending Federal un-
employment benefits. I strongly urge a 
‘‘no’’ vote on the previous question. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue before us is 
very, very simple. Members either be-
lieve that we should help unemployed 
struggling workers or they do not be-
lieve we should help unemployed strug-
gling workers. I think the majority of 
Americans want us to vote on this 
issue. The workers of this country who 
are unemployed, they need our help 
and they need it now. They do not need 
excuses. They do not want us to hide 
behind procedural smoke screens; or 
they do not want the leadership, the 
Republican leadership, protecting their 
Members from having to vote up or 
down on this issue. I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the amendment 
and a description of the amendment be 
printed in the RECORD immediately be-
fore the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
UPTON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

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

Under the rules of the House, the ma-
jority has the obligation of setting the 
agenda. I think part and parcel of not 
only the rules obviously of the House 
but of democracy is to let the minority 
speak about whatever the minority 
wants to speak about. We have seen an 
example of that today. In case some-
body has been paying attention to this 
discussion, I think it is important to 
remind us of what the bill before us is, 
the bill that the Committee on Rules 
has brought to the floor today, and, 
that is, the reauthorization of the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board. 
The National Transportation Safety 
Board is a very important agency. It 
carries out really a fundamental mis-
sion with regard to airline safety and 
investigation of accidents, studies and 
reports with regard to increasing the 
safety of transportation. That is what 
is before us. Obviously, we would never 
attempt to stop the minority from 
speaking about anything. But what we 
are here today on is the National 
Transportation Safety Board Reau-
thorization Act. 

The issue chosen today, for example, 
that we learned today was chosen by 
the minority to speak on is an impor-
tant issue. Unemployment benefits 
have not expired. Many of us on this 
side of the aisle, in the majority, have 
not only supported unemployment ben-
efits but continue to do so, and they 
have not expired. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. If the gentleman 
will yield, they will expire in 21⁄2 weeks. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. I will not yield. I did not inter-
rupt the gentleman. 

Again, to get us back to what we are 
bringing to the floor today, and to re-
mind colleagues on what they will in 
fact be voting on today, it is the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board Re-
authorization Act of 2003.

b 1200 

We have brought this forward. We 
have brought it forward with a rule 
that permits all amendments that may 
be proposed by any Member to be 
brought forward and to be debated. 
Again, we did not know what, if any, 
opposition would exist with regard to 
this bill, and we will soon see, but I 
think it is important, as I said, Mr. 
Speaker, to remind Members what we 
are, in fact, here voting on today and 
what we are not voting on today, even 
though there are many issues obvi-
ously of importance that could be de-
bated, because freedom is the essence 
of this House, and obviously any Mem-
ber can talk about any issue under the 
sun. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, par-
liamentary inquiry? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
UPTON). Does the gentleman from Flor-
ida yield for a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. No, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman does not yield. The gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-
BALART) will continue. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, this rule brings 
forth the National Transportation 
Safety Board Reauthorization Act, an 
open rule, absolutely fair rule.

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. MCGOVERN is as follows:
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 229—RULE ON 

H.R. 1527—THE NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION 
SAFETY BOARD REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
2003
At the end of the resolution add the fol-

lowing new section: 
‘‘Sec. . Immediately after disposition of 

the bill H.R. 1527, it shall be in order without 
intervention of any point of order to con-
sider in the House the bill (H.R. 1652) to pro-
vide extended unemployment benefits to dis-
placed workers, and to make other improve-
ments in the unemployment insurance sys-
tem. The bill shall be considered as read for 
amendment. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except: (1) 
one hour of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the Chairman and ranking Minor-
ity Member of the Committee on the Ways 
and Means; and (2) one motion to recommit 
with or without instructions.’’

THE UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS EXTENSION 
ACT (H.R. 1652) 

The legislation would continue the ex-
tended benefits program for an additional six 
months, increase the amount of benefits to 
26 weeks, include coverage for the one mil-
lion workers who have already exhausted 
their extended benefits, and expand UI cov-
erage for low-wage and part-time workers. 

Extension: Extends the Temporary Ex-
tended Unemployment Compensation 
(TEUC) program through November (the pro-
gram is currently scheduled to prohibit any 
new enrollees after May 31st). 

Benefits: Provides 26 weeks to all eligible 
workers with an additional 7 weeks available 
in States with higher unemployment. 

Exhaustees: Provides an additional 13 
weeks to unemployed workers who exhausted 
their initial 13 weeks of extended benefits 
prior to enactment (for a total of 26 weeks). 

New Triggers: Revises trigger for deter-
mining high unemployment to a 4% Adjusted 
Insured Unemployment Rate, which includes 
recent exhaustees, or a 6% Total Unemploy-
ment Rate. This modification would allow 
about 18 States to qualify (only five States 
trigger on under the current-law definition). 

Low-Wage Workers: Provides temporary 
Federal funding (through July 2004) for 
States to implement alternative base periods 
(which count a worker’s most recent wages 
when determining UI eligibility) and to 
allow displaced part-time workers to seek 
part-time employment while receiving UI.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield back the 
balance of my time, and I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the 
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting, if or-
dered, on the question of adoption of 
the resolution. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 220, nays 
205, not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 190] 

YEAS—220

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Combest 
Cox 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 

Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Isakson 
Issa 
Istook 
Janklow 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 

Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

NAYS—205

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 

Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 

Ballance 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berkley 
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Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 

Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 

Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—9 

Cunningham 
English 
Gephardt 

Hyde 
Knollenberg 
Miller, Gary 

Quinn 
Schrock 
Young (FL)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
BIGGERT) (during the vote). Members 
are reminded there are less than 2 min-
utes for this vote. 

b 1222 

Ms. WATERS and Ms. SLAUGHTER 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 227 and rule 
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. 1527. 
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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. 1527) to 
amend title 49, United States Code, to 
authorize appropriations for the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board for 
fiscal years 2003 through 2006, and for 
other purposes, with Mr. TERRY 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 
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) each 
will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 1527, the National Transportation 
Safety Board Reauthorization Act of 
2003. The NTSB is a small, but ex-
tremely, important part of the Federal 
Government. Its dedicated staff inves-
tigates a broad range of transportation 
accidents each year. 

The bill before us now supports this 
important work by authorizing in-
creased funding levels for the NTSB for 
fiscal years 2003 through 2006. 

The bill also requires the NTSB to 
notify aircraft operators of their right 
to appeal a board employee’s decision 
that an event constituted an ‘‘acci-
dent,’’ whether an event is classified as 
an incident or an accident can have se-
rious implications for an airline’s li-
cense to fly and the insurance pre-
miums the operator will pay. This 
problem was first brought to my atten-
tion by Coyote Air, a small airline in 
Alaska. 

In addition, the bill addresses the 
problem of delays in implementing im-
portant NTSB recommendations. While 
the NTSB has a good track record of 
working with agencies to ensure that 
its recommendations are implemented, 
some important NTSB recommenda-
tions remain open for years. 

For example, the NTSB’s rec-
ommendations to improve runway safe-
ty have been on the NTSB’s Most 
Wanted list of safety improvements 
since the year 1990. Also on the Most 
Wanted list is the board’s recommenda-
tion to reduce fuel tank flammability. 
This recommendation was issued in De-
cember of 1996 after the crash of TWA 
Flight 800. Over 5 years later, this rec-
ommendation is still open. 

While we cannot expect instant re-
sults on complicated issues such as 
these, neither can we afford to wait 5, 
10 years or more to address important 
aviation safety problems. 

To address this problem, H.R. 1527 re-
quires that the Secretary of Transpor-

tation submit an annual report to Con-
gress and the NTSB on the status of 
each recommendation that is included 
in the NTSB’s Most Wanted list of safe-
ty improvements. 

The Most Wanted list represents the 
board’s best judgment regarding which 
of these recommendations should be 
expedited. H.R. 1527 will bring needed 
attention to these recommendations. 

Finally, the bill authorizes the 
NTSB’s family assistance responsibil-
ities to be transferred to another Fed-
eral agency under certain cir-
cumstances. Under the bill, this trans-
fer would occur when the accident in-
vestigation is transferred because it is 
determined the crash was caused by a 
criminal act. 

I join with the full committee rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR); the Sub-
committee on Aviation chairman, the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA); 
and the ranking member of that sub-
committee, the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO), with whom I introduced 
H.R. 1527, in urging the immediate pas-
sage of this bill. 

I commend the NTSB for its tireless 
efforts to improve transportation safe-
ty; and I do urge the passage of this bi-
partisan bill, with the least amend-
ments necessary.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
DEFAZIO) will control the time. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 

bill. Just following up on the remarks 
of the esteemed chairman, I am really 
pleased that he has strongly supported 
and we have included in the bill a man-
date that on an annual basis we have a 
report of essentially the 10 ‘‘most 
wanted,’’ is the way I would phrase it. 

Too many times we have seen in the 
past where the National Transpor-
tation Safety Board raises serious con-
cerns in the aftermath of an aviation 
incident or accident; and oftentimes, 
because of various pressures or bureau-
cratic inertia, we find that those rec-
ommendations never again see the 
light of day. 

Minimally, we would want to see a 
substantive response on each and every 
important recommendation that would 
track it and give us a meaningful docu-
ment that shows why it was imple-
mented, why it was not implemented, 
or where we are in the implementation 
process or what modifications the FAA 
has made to it in moving forward with 
the implementation.
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So I think that is an excellent addi-

tion to the authority of the NTSB and 
will enhance their status as the world’s 
number one transportation safety 
watchdog. And that, indeed, is what 
the NTSB is. 

They are sought after in accidents 
overseas, have conducted some very, 
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very difficult investigations and tech-
nically assisted in very, very difficult 
investigations and recovery efforts. So 
I am also pleased to see that there is a 
modest increase in the funding for the 
NTSB recommended here and for the 
NTSB Academy, which provides the 
world-class standard of training for ac-
cident investigators. 

And then finally, there is a provision 
regarding families of passengers. The 
NTSB does not have really the exten-
sive resources on an ongoing basis to 
provide assistance to the families and 
the bereaved of passengers in acci-
dents; and this bill would move that on 
to other, more appropriate Federal 
agencies at the appropriate point in 
the investigation, something which 
today, unfortunately, often languishes 
so that neither the NTSB and their 
principal functions are served, nor are 
the bereaved family members of the 
passengers. 

So also I think this bill is an im-
provement and a long-needed reauthor-
ization of the NTSB. 

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

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA), the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Aviation, be allowed to manage the re-
maining time on this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alaska? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
I am pleased to join the gentleman 

from Alaska (Chairman YOUNG) and the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO), 
the ranking member of the sub-
committee. I want to thank both of 
them and also the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the ranking 
member of the full committee, for 
their leadership. The gentleman from 
Alaska has done an incredible job in 
bringing together the diversity of more 
than 70 members on the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure to 
not only bring forth this reauthoriza-
tion bill, but to soon vote for the suc-
cessor to AIR–21 and TEA–21, our im-
portant transportation measures and 
policy for the Federal Government. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill that is before 
us today is very similar to the legisla-
tion that was considered under suspen-
sion of the rules and agreed to by voice 
vote of the House on June 4 of last 
year, and that was H.R. 4466, for my 
colleagues’ reference. This legislation 
reauthorizes the National Transpor-
tation Safety Board for a period of 4 
years. It provides funding during those 
years for the amounts as follows: $73.3 
million, $78.7 million for next year, $83 
million, and $87.5 million during that 4-
year period of authorization. 

The National Transportation Safety 
Board is the agency which is respon-
sible for investigating transportation 
accidents and also for promoting trans-
portation safety. The board inves-

tigates, conducts safety studies, and 
coordinates all Federal assistance for 
families of victims of catastrophic 
transportation accidents. It also has 
the responsibility to review appeals of 
certificate and civil penalty actions 
against airmen and certificate actions 
against seamen. 

Most importantly, the NTSB makes 
safety recommendations based on its 
investigations of Federal, State, and 
local government agencies; and the 
transportation agencies take actions 
that hopefully will prevent similar ac-
cidents in the future. The aviation 
safety record is remarkably good, and 
the safety board deserves a lot of credit 
for that success. This is a small, well-
run, lean, and effective Federal agency. 

This legislation makes some changes, 
however, to the agency’s governing 
statute that should help make the 
board even more effective. The bill 
again reauthorizes the agency for 4 
years and provides modest increases in 
expenditures which are authorized, 
funding levels that I have mentioned. 
H.R. 1527 also authorizes a much-need-
ed increase in the NTSB emergency 
fund. This is the fund that pays the 
necessary expenses for accident inves-
tigations not otherwise provided spe-
cifically for; and unfortunately, we 
have had instances where sometimes 
the cost of some of these investigations 
is substantial. 

The bill also authorizes funding for 
the National Transportation Safety 
Board Academy. The bill directs the 
NTSB to notify aircraft owners and op-
erators of their right to appeal acci-
dent determinations, except those 
where there is a loss of life. The bill re-
quires the board to establish proce-
dures for those appeals. This legisla-
tion, again, H.R. 1527, requires the De-
partment of Transportation to report 
to Congress and the board on the regu-
latory status of each significant safety 
recommendation made by the board. 
The Department must continue, and 
this is a change and something I am 
pleased to have helped craft with bipar-
tisan support, the Department must 
continue to report on the regulatory 
status of each recommendation each 
and every year until the final regu-
latory action is taken. 

One of the things we found in our 
hearing with the very capable former 
Chair of the NTSB, Marion Blakley 
who is now heading up FAA, was the 
recommendation to us that we did not 
have a follow through; that there 
would be investigation of these acci-
dents and there would be recommenda-
tions and not much was done. This will 
require repetitive alerting of both the 
Congress and the Department for im-
plementation of those recommenda-
tions until something is, in fact, taken 
as far as positive action. 

Finally, the legislation provides a 
procedure whereby the safety board 
would turn an investigation over to the 
FBI when a criminal act may be in-
volved. 

Mr. Chairman, the NTSB has been 
without authorization for a year. I 

would urge my colleagues to vote in 
favor of this bill.

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the full committee. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time, and I want to compliment 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
DEFAZIO) on this first major bill under 
his leadership on our side on the Sub-
committee on Aviation. I also want to 
express my appreciation to the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Chairman YOUNG) 
and the gentleman from Florida 
(Chairman MICA) for their bipartisan 
cooperation in fashioning this bill, 
working it through subcommittee and 
full committee, and bringing it to the 
floor today. 

As the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MICA) said just a moment ago, the 
NTSB has been without an authoriza-
tion for the last year. That is not ap-
propriate. We have to do our job. We 
were delayed in getting there by the 
events of the last Congress; but we now 
bring this bill, very proudly and appro-
priately, to the floor for the agency 
that I consider to be the Nation’s pre-
mier, definitive authority on safety in 
transportation. 

We are very fortunate to have a great 
many Federal Government agencies for 
whom the public gets full value of its 
investment in the support funding. But 
we get more than full value out of the 
National Transportation Safety Board. 
Its recommendations, its vigilance on 
safety result in improvements in the 
way we conduct the business of trans-
portation in all of the modes: mari-
time, railroading, trucking, auto-
motive vehicular transportation and, 
of course, pipelines and aviation, which 
gets perhaps the greatest visibility for 
the NTSB when there is a tragedy in 
aviation. But that should not over-
shadow nor cause anyone to forget the 
very significant and important work 
done in the other modes of transpor-
tation. 

Time and again, the NTSB’s rec-
ommendations that are written for 
changes in safety oversight by agencies 
and conduct of safety by the private 
sector as well as by public entities are 
written into practice and result in sav-
ing lives, preventing property damage, 
and making transportation more de-
pendable, safer all throughout this vast 
land of ours. 

The new Chair, Ellen Engleman, 
comes to this position from another 
safety responsibility as the head of the 
Research and Special Projects Admin-
istration, RSPA, of DOT, where she had 
primary responsibility for pipeline 
safety and was the subject of NTSB 
recommendations for improvements in 
pipeline safety and responded very 
well, very thoughtfully, and very ap-
propriately. I look forward to Ms. 
Engleman’s tenure as Chair of the 
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NTSB where I know she will bring the 
same dedication and vigor to that re-
sponsibility as she did to RSPA. 

The unique role of the National 
Transportation Safety Board in its 
conduct of investigations of transpor-
tation accidents, after evaluating the 
evidence, making findings of fact is 
then to make recommendations that 
are normative, not determined by cost-
benefit analysis, not driven by one or 
another interest group; but to do what, 
in the best judgment of its seasoned 
safety professionals, is in the best pub-
lic interest for the conduct of safety in 
that particular mode. It is then for the 
modal administrations to evaluate ben-
efits and costs and to make judgments 
in the rulemaking afterward; but it is 
up to the NTSB to be above the fray to 
be normative, to set standards that in 
its judgment are in the best public in-
terest. And that it has done. 

In the last 5 years, there have been 
8,124 accident investigations in avia-
tion alone, 166 highway accidents, 82 
railroad accidents, 41 pipeline acci-
dents, 24 maritime accidents; and a 
total of 881 safety recommendations 
have been issued. 

Unfortunately, not all of those safety 
recommendations have been imple-
mented by the modal administrations 
of the Department of Transportation, 
and that is without regard to which 
party has been in charge of the execu-
tive branch. There is a very serious 
problem here. When our premier inves-
tigative agency looks at an accident, 
then relates it to a class or category of 
accidents and prescribes a remedy for 
it, the modal administrations ought to 
respond forthwith. The FAA has the 
best record of any of the modal admin-
istrations in responding, but that is a 
record that is not good enough. 

This legislation requires an annual 
report from DOT on the status of regu-
lations to implement all of the signifi-
cant safety recommendations from 
NTSB, which is widely known as its 
Most Wanted list. We will get that re-
port. We will evaluate each year the 
progress of the modal administrations; 
and then, through our oversight re-
sponsibility and authority on the com-
mittee, we will bring those administra-
tions up to our committee and grill 
them on why they have not been com-
pliant, or compliment them for being 
so if, in fact, they are. But this will put 
a lot of pressure on those modal admin-
istrations to clean their slate and re-
spond to and comply with these rec-
ommendations of the NTSB. 

In 2000, our committee authorized the 
transfer of investigative priority from 
the safety board to the FBI in the 
event of an accident caused by inten-
tional criminal act. What we over-
looked at the time was a mechanism to 
transfer responsibility for dealing with 
the families of victims of accidents in 
the event of an intentional criminal 
act.

b 1245 
Since the tragedy of September 11, 

2001, the Safety Board now believes the 

FBI would be the best entity to handle 
that responsibility, and this legislation 
provides for transferring of family af-
fairs responsibility from NTSB to the 
FBI in the event of a finding of an in-
tentional criminal act and, of course, 
of an accident investigation. 

One of the best initiatives under-
taken by the NTSB in many years is to 
develop a training academy to teach 
the state-of-the-art investigative tech-
niques for transportation accidents. 
The Safety Board has always worked 
hard on training and improving the 
caliber and quality of its investigative 
personnel, a very lean staff, a very 
small staff, but one that works ex-
tremely well, very creatively, but can 
always benefit from improved training. 
And this new training academy will be 
a huge benefit for the NTSB. 

I would like to mention another mat-
ter, and that is also one that is not 
generally or widely recognized, and 
that is that the NTSB serves as a 
model for other countries throughout 
the world to establish civil investiga-
tive agencies. Time and time again the 
NTSB has been asked by other, espe-
cially emerging, democracies and those 
emerging from the end of the Cold War 
in the former Soviet Union to help 
them in formulating the establishment 
of a transportation safety board. 
Again, the NTSB stands as the world 
standard for safety investigation, for 
honesty, integrity, for quality of inves-
tigation, and for the quality of its rec-
ommendations for improvements of 
safety. 

Finally, I would like to make a note 
of a matter of aviation history. Yester-
day it was reported that L. Welsh 
Pogue died at the age of 103. Welsh 
Pogue was asked by President Franklin 
D. Roosevelt, as the allies were nearing 
the end or could see the end of World 
War II, to convene the meeting of all 
nations of our allies who would have an 
interest in a postwar aviation regime, 
to set up a process by which agreement 
could be negotiated in the new world to 
follow World War II. It was Welsh 
Pogue who recommended that the con-
ference, known as the Chicago Con-
ference, in November 1944, establish an 
open skies aviation trading regime. 

The other countries convened at that 
meeting felt that the United States 
emerging relatively unscathed from 
the war and with a very strong domes-
tic, but still emerging, commercial 
aviation sector would dominate the 
world marketplace. It was in the end L. 
Welsh Pogue who negotiated the idea 
of individual bilateral agreements that 
would be in the mutual interest of the 
two negotiating parties. 

Don Phillips of the Washington Post 
3 years ago wrote, ‘‘When L. Welsh 
Pogue was born, the Wright brothers 
were running a bicycle shop in Dayton, 
Ohio. But as Franklin D. Roosevelt’s 
aviation pointman in 1944, Pogue cob-
bled together the compromise regu-
latory scheme that governs inter-
national aviation to this day.’’ 

On Monday of 1999, of May 1999, the 
100-year-old Pogue, aided only by a 

cane, walked to the podium in the 
same hotel ballroom where the world’s 
fledgling aviation nations reached 
their historic agreement on December 
7, 1944. He brought down the house with 
his wry memory of 1944 and his vision 
for aviation future. 

At the end of his remarks, Pogue 
predicated the world would divide itself 
into regions for air traffic purposes. It 
will be slow, he said, but do not give up 
in despair. Turn to those things that 
are possible. 

L. Welsh Pogue taught us all what 
was possible in the field of aviation. We 
owe him a great debt of gratitude. It 
was my great privilege and honor to 
come to know L. Welsh Pogue over the 
many years I had served as chair of the 
Subcommittee on Aviation and subse-
quently in my current position on our 
committee. I revere and love this man 
who is a legend in their field of avia-
tion.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Chairman, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question. 
Defeating the previous question will allow us 
to bring up today legislation on Temporary Ex-
tension of Unemployment Compensation 
(TEUC) authorized by Ways and Means Rank-
ing Member CHARLES RANGEL. 

Thousands, if not millions, of hard working 
Americans stand to loose their only lifetime in 
just 6 days. And, what do Republicans do? 
Where is the compassion? 

Thousands, if not millions, of hard working 
Americans stand to loose their only lifetime in 
just 6 days. And, what do Republicans do? 
Where is the compassion? 

Congress created the temporary extension 
of unemployment benefits later year in re-
sponse to continuing poor economic perform-
ance. The need has only increased since 
then! 

The total job loss in this Bush economy has 
risen to a staggering 2.5 million private jobs 
since the President took office. 

Instead of doling tax cuts to the wealthy and 
allowing corporations to steal their employee’s 
pensions, our government should be granting 
another extension of unemployment benefits. 
These are benefits that millions of Americans 
are depending on to pay for groceries, utilities, 
and rent. 

The unemployment rate is now at 6 percent, 
and still climbing. In many states, like Cali-
fornia, the rate is even higher. Yet, many of 
these hard working Americans have already 
exhausted their unemployment insurance (UI) 
benefits. 

Millions of American families are working 
hard to succeed, but they need relief to help 
them find new jobs, save for the future, and 
invest in their family’s future. 

While the shelves at food banks are empty 
Republicans are cutting back on government 
programs like food stamps, welfare and others 
that help people during difficult times. 

While school districts are suffering from a 
nationwide state budget crisis, Republicans 
aim to deny states the money owed to them 
from the No Child Left Behind act. 

On top of that, President Bush is looking to 
privatize a significant portion of the Federal 
workforce and prohibited legal immigrants 
from working many Federal and civilian jobs, 
for example: airport workers. 

President Bush parades around the nation 
telling working class families that he cared for 
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them. Yet, it is his policies that are increasing 
working class tax burdens, taking away their 
right to overtime pay, and making it so em-
ployers can take back their employees retire-
ment pensions. 

President Bush’s disastrous economic poli-
cies and risky tax schemes are coming 
straight from the Enron playbook—deceive 
those at the bottom, so those at the top can 
prosper. 

This is a tale of two Bushes. One is gentle 
and caring for the workingman. The other 
takes away our right to unionize, endangers 
our retirement pensions, and wants to pri-
vatize social security. This administration 
seems intent on saying one thing, and doing 
the exact opposite. 

Yet this much is clear, unemployment is 
growing and it is hitting our community the 
hardest. 

Americans are finding themselves without 
jobs! 

Without health insurance! 
The only thing they are finding is a growing 

sense of frustration, despair, and fear of their 
government. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to express my dis-
appointment at this administration’s and the 
Republican Congress’s economic policy, a pol-
icy that leaves the working class and our na-
tion’s minorities behind. 

We need an extension of unemployment 
benefits now! 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the 
previous question.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 1527. This bill 
reauthorizes activities of the National Trans-
portation Safety Board for 3 years, through FY 
2006. 

The National Transportation Safety Board is 
an independent Federal agency responsible 
for developing regulations for transportation 
safety, investigating and determining the 
cause of accidents in five transportation areas. 

These areas include aviation, railroad, high-
way, maritime and pipeline. Based on its in-
vestigations, the NTSB makes safety rec-
ommendations to prevent further accidents 
from occurring. 

The National Transportation Safety Board 
also conducts special studies on transportation 
safety issues, and it reviews and evaluates the 
performance of other transportation agencies 
in enhancing safety. 

The National Transportation Safety Board is 
responsible for maintaining the government’s 
database on civil aviation accidents and also 
conducts special studies of transportation 
safety issues of national significance. 

The National Transportation Safety Board 
provides investigators to serve as U.S. Ac-
credited Representatives as specified in inter-
national treaties for aviation accidents over-
seas involving U.S. registered aircraft, or in-
volving aircraft or major components of U.S. 
manufacture. 

Since its inception in 1967, the National 
Transportation Safety Board has investigated 
more than 100,000 aviation accidents and 
thousands of surface transportation accidents. 

The NTSB has issued over 10,000 rec-
ommendations in all transportation modes to 
more than 1,300 recipients. 

Since 1990, the NTSB has highlighted some 
issues on a ‘‘Most Wanted’’ list of safety im-
provements. Many safety features currently in-
corporated into airplanes, automobiles, trains, 

pipelines, and marine vessels had their gen-
esis in NTSB recommendations. 

The bill authorizes a total of $244 million 
over 4 years for activities of the National 
Transportation Safety Board including $73 mil-
lion in FY 2003, $79 million in FY 2004, $83 
million in FY 2005, and $88 million in FY 
2006. 

The bill also authorizes a higher funding 
level for the NTSB’s Emergency Fund. The 
Emergency Fund’s current authorized level of 
$2 million is not always sufficient to cover the 
costs of an expensive accident investigation, 
especially where underwater wreckage recov-
ery in required. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 1527.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Chairman, the National Transportation 
Safety Board (NTSB) is a small agency 
charged with some big tasks. Besides inves-
tigating transportation accidents, conducting 
transportation safety studies, and issuing safe-
ty recommendations, they are also charged 
with aiding victim’s families in aviation disas-
ters and promoting transportation safety. 

I believe this legislation will improve the ef-
fectiveness of the NTSB and its ability to in-
vestigate serious accidents. The tragic plane 
crash of Senator Wellstone has undoubtedly 
highlighted the importance of the legislation 
before us today. I would like to thank Chair-
man YOUNG and my Ranking Member, Mr. 
OBERSTAR, who has poured his heart and soul 
into this issue, for their diligent work on this 
legislation.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
additional speakers, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

The bill shall be considered by sec-
tions as an original bill for the purpose 
of amendment, and pursuant to the 
rule, each section is considered read. 

During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed 
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments 
will be considered read. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 
The text of section 1 is as follows:

H.R. 1527
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 ‘‘National 
Transportation Safety Board Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2003’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 1? 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. UDALL OF 
COLORADO 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. UDALL of 
Colorado:

Page 2, after line 3, insert the following:
TITLE I—NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION 

SAFETY BOARD
Page 2, line 4, strike ‘‘2’’ and insert ‘‘101’’. 

Page 3, line 3, strike ‘‘3’’ and insert ‘‘102’’. 
Page 3, line 20, strike ‘‘4’’ and insert ‘‘103’’. 
Page 5, line 6, strike ‘‘5’’ and insert ‘‘104’’. 
Page 6, line 13, strike ‘‘6’’ and insert ‘‘105’’.
Page 6, after line 16, add the following:

TITLE II—ENHANCED VAN SAFETY 
SEC. 201. DYNAMIC ROLLOVER TESTING PRO-

GRAM. 
(a) REQUIREMENT FOR ROLLOVER TESTING.—

Not later than 2 years after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of Trans-
portation, under section 30117(c) of title 49, 
United States Code, shall—

(1) develop a dynamic test on rollovers by 
15-passenger vans for the purposes of a con-
sumer information program; and 

(2) carry out a program of conducting such 
tests. 

(b) AMENDMENT.—Section 30117(c) of title 
49, United States Code, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘Not later 
than 2 years from the date of the enactment 
of this subsection,’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3) by inserting after ‘‘or 
less’’ the following: ‘‘, and to vans designed 
or used to carry 9 to 15 passengers, including 
the driver, irrespective of gross vehicle 
weight rating’’. 
SEC. 202. NEW CAR ASSESSMENT PROGRAM. 

The Secretary of Transportation shall re-
quire the testing of 15-passenger vans at var-
ious load condition levels as part of the roll-
over resistance program of the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s 
new car assessment program. 
SEC. 203. TESTING AND EVALUATION OF VAN STA-

BILITY TECHNOLOGICAL SYSTEMS. 
(a) REQUIREMENT FOR TESTING AND EVALUA-

TION.—The Secretary of Transportation shall 
test and evaluate various technological sys-
tems to determine the effectiveness of such 
systems in assisting drivers of 15-passenger 
vans to control the vans under conditions 
that cause vehicle rollover. 

(b) SYSTEMS TESTED.—The technological 
systems tested and evaluated under this sec-
tion shall include electronic stability con-
trol systems, rear-view mirror-based rollover 
warning systems, traction systems, lane de-
parture systems, and antilock brakes. 

(c) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of 
Transportation shall consult with manufac-
turers of 15-passenger vans in the testing and 
evaluation of technological systems under 
this section. 
SEC. 204. APPLICATION OF FEDERAL MOTOR 

CARRIER SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 
REGULATIONS. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Transportation shall issue a final rule initi-
ated pursuant to the proposed rulemaking 
published in the Federal Register on January 
11, 2001, Docket No. FMCSA–2000–7017, relat-
ing to the application of Federal motor car-
rier safety regulations to the commercial op-
eration of 15-passenger vans. 
SEC. 205. DEFINITION. 

In this title, the term ‘‘15-passenger van’’ 
means a van designed or used to carry 9 to 15 
passengers, including the driver. 
SEC. 206. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of this title. 

TITLE III—APPLICABILITY OF SCHOOL 
BUS SAFETY STANDARDS 

SEC. 301. PROHIBITION ON PURCHASE, RENTAL, 
OR LEASE OF NONCOMPLYING 15-
PASSENGER VANS FOR USE AS 
SCHOOLBUSES. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—Section 30112(a) of title 
49, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ before ‘‘Except as 
provided in this section’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
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‘‘(2) Except as provided in this section, sec-

tions 30113 and 30114 of this title, and sub-
chapter III of this chapter, a person may not 
purchase, rent, or lease any motor vehicle 
designed or used to transport 9 to 15 pas-
sengers that the person knows or reasonably 
should know will be used significantly to 
transport children from child care and 
preprimary, primary, and secondary school 
students to or from a child care facility, 
school, or an event related to school, unless 
the motor vehicle complies with the motor 
vehicle standards prescribed for schoolbuses 
under section 30125 of this title.’’. 

(b) LIMITATION ON APPLICATION.—Sub-
section (a) shall not apply to any purchase, 
rental, or lease of a motor vehicle required 
under a contract entered into before the date 
of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 302. PENALTY. 

Section 30165(a)(1) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘A’’ before ‘‘person’’ and in-
serting ‘‘(A) Except as provided in subpara-
graph (B) of this paragraph, a’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) The maximum amount of a civil pen-

alty under this paragraph shall be $25,000, in 
the case of—

‘‘(i) the manufacture, sale, offer for sale, 
introduction or delivery for introduction 
into interstate commerce, or importation of 
a schoolbus or schoolbus equipment (as those 
terms are defined in section 30125(a) of this 
title) in violation of section 30112(a)(1) of 
this title; or 

‘‘(ii) a violation of section 30112(a)(2) of 
this title. 

‘‘(C) Subparagraph (B) does not affect the 
maximum penalty that may be imposed 
under subparagraph (A) for a related series of 
violations. 

‘‘(D) Notwithstanding section 3302(b) of 
title 31, penalties collected under subpara-
graph (B)—

‘‘(i) shall be credited as offsetting collec-
tions to the account that funds the enforce-
ment of subparagraph (B); 

‘‘(ii) shall be available for expenditure only 
to pay the costs of such enforcement; and 

‘‘(iii) shall remain available until ex-
pended.’’.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 
point of order on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. A point of order is 
reserved. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment is based on my 
Passenger Van Safety Act Bill, H.R. 
1641. It deals with the dangers of 15-
passenger vans. These vans have been 
associated with more than 500 traffic 
fatalities since 1990. 

In 2001, the National Traffic Highway 
Safety Administration found that when 
these vans are fully loaded, they have a 
rollover risk that is six times higher 
than when there are only five people in 
the van. I became alarmingly aware of 
the danger of these vans when a church 
group from my district rolled over two 
and a half times while driving to a reli-
gious retreat. Four passengers died in 
this tragic accident. Only later did I 
find out that these vans were infamous 
for getting out of control of the driver 
and rolling over. 

This happened again last year when a 
van carrying firefighters who were on 
their way to fight a wildfire raging in 
Colorado lost control and rolled over 
more than four times, killing four of 
the firefighters. 

These vans were initially designed to 
carry freight, not people; but now they 
are widely used by airports, hotels, and 
other organizations to transport cus-
tomers and school children. 

I offer my amendment to help ensure 
these needless tragedies end and that 
our most precious cargo, our children, 
get home safe and sound. This amend-
ment would require, first, 15-passenger 
vans to undergo much of the same Na-
tional Traffic Highway Safety Admin-
istration testing other passenger cars 
currently undergo, and require the De-
partment of Transportation to finalize 
rules to make sure that hired drivers of 
these vans have the proper training. 

In addition, the amendment would 
require NTHSA to work with van man-
ufacturers to evaluate and test the po-
tential of new technologies to help 
drivers maintain control of their vans. 

Second, it would end the near 30 
years that we have had this van loop-
hole that has allowed schools to pur-
chase used 15-passenger vans. In 1974, it 
became illegal for schools to purchase 
these vans new because of safety con-
cerns. Why then should we continue to 
allow schools to purchase them used? 

The 1974 law also included a $1,000 
penalty for purchasing these vans. My 
amendment would increase the penalty 
to $25,000 and would be retained by the 
Transportation Department to be used 
to prevent these vans from being used 
illegally. 

I think the amendment is a good one. 
I think it is a necessary one. I think it 
is a needed one. But I understand there 
may be a technical objection to includ-
ing it in this bill. 

Accordingly, I will withdraw the 
amendment. But first I would like to 
engage in a colloquy with my col-
league, the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO). 

My amendments are based on a bill of 
mine that is now pending in the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. It is cosponsored by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HYDE). The bill and the amend-
ments were prompted by several trage-
dies that have happened in Colorado 
and other States. These tragedies have 
made me acutely aware of the danger 
of 15-passenger vans. In fact, these vans 
have been associated with more than 
500 traffic fatalities since 1990, and this 
is particularly alarming because so 
many of them are used as school buses. 

The vehicles are highly susceptible to 
rollover, particularly when they are 
fully loaded. In fact, they are six times 
more likely to roll over when they are 
fully loaded than when there are only 
five people on board. Unfortunately, I 
found out how true this is when a van 
belonging to a church in my district 
and carrying young people crashed on 
the way to a retreat. That van rolled 
over two and a half times, and four 
people died. Then during last year’s 
forest fires, four firefighters were 
killed in Colorado when their van 
rolled over more than four times. 

I have seen repeated pictures of these 
kinds of tragedies, like the one I have 

here on the floor, and believe me, one 
is more than enough. There is nothing 
new about this danger. In fact, since 
1974 schools have been not allowed to 
purchase new 15-passenger vans; but 
there is nothing to prevent them from 
purchasing the same vans once they 
have been used. This loophole needs to 
be closed. 

The intent of the 1974 law was to not 
have our kids transported in these dan-
gerous vans whether they were new or 
used, and I would hope that the gen-
tleman agrees with me about that par-
ticular concern.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I yield to 
the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Certainly, Mr. Chair-
man. I thank the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. UDALL) for his leadership on 
this issue. 

The tragedies are not unique to Colo-
rado. We have had similar tragedies in 
the Pacific Northwest, and I think it 
raises very, very severe questions 
about whether these vans should be on 
the road at all. And I certainly would 
encourage the continued study and ac-
tion on the safety of these vehicles. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I think we 
both agree that more safety testing 
needs to be done. There are a couple of 
tests that these vans do not undergo 
that other passenger vehicles do. One is 
the dynamic rollover testing program. 
Another is the new car assessment pro-
gram. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The time of the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL) has expired. 

(On request of Mr. OBERSTAR, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.) 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) for the 2 addi-
tional minutes. 

Another is the new car assessment 
program, which currently does not in-
clude vehicles that carry 10 to 15 pas-
sengers. These tests provide crash data, 
including information about rollovers 
that consumers ought to have. I hope 
the gentleman agrees with me about 
that as well. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Yes. As I said in my 
earlier statement, my understanding is 
that the NTSB is continuing to study 
the van stability issue for these 15-pas-
senger vans and to see whether or not 
they are more likely to roll over and 
cause injury or death. And since they 
are too important just to be put aside, 
I certainly congratulate the gentleman 
in his persistence in his legislation, 
and I believe we will accommodate, at 
least partially, his concerns in a subse-
quent amendment. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
very much appreciate the gentleman 
bringing this issue before us at this 
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time and in this context. And as the 
chairman of the subcommittee has in-
dicated already, there is a problem of 
germaneness.

b 1300 
But there is nothing ungermane 

about the point the gentleman makes. 
Years ago, during debate in com-

mittee, in this body and in conference 
with the other body, on the termi-
nation of the ICC, the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, I tried to do this 
very same thing, something very simi-
lar to this, to require a commercial 
driver’s license for those drivers who 
would pilot these 15-passenger vans. We 
were not able to reach agreement on 
that in the conference. There was re-
sistance from the other body to moving 
in that direction. 

I subsequently appealed to the NTSB 
to undertake an inquiry into the sta-
bility of this caliber of vehicle, and the 
board is working on a report to address 
the issue of passenger van stability and 
whether those vehicles are more likely 
to roll over and cause passenger injury. 

A year ago, the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration, NHTSA, 
issued a cautionary warning to users of 
these vans because of increased roll-
over risk. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The time of the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL) has again 
expired. 

(On request of Mr. OBERSTAR, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.) 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, 
there is no question that there is a se-
rious safety problem here. It cannot be 
ignored. We are in the process of 
crafting the successor to TEA–21. 
There will be an opportunity I hope in 
the safety provisions of that legislation 
to address the gentleman’s concerns, 
and I look forward to working with 
him and the majority on the com-
mittee to address this matter; and I ap-
preciate him raising the issue here be-
fore us. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, if I might reclaim the time, I 
thank the ranking member for his com-
ments and I look forward to working 
with him, and I think we both agree 
that this important legislation should 
be brought forward to the proper com-
mittees and to the full House when the 
time arrives. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
hope the gentleman from Florida, if 
the gentleman from Colorado would 
yield to the gentleman from Florida, I 
hope he will concur in our consider-
ation. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I yield to 
the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman from Colorado for his re-
marks, also for his very sincere com-
mitment to this issue. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure and 

with the committee’s jurisdiction on 
this legislation, I look forward to 
working with the gentleman from Colo-
rado on this issue.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate section 2. 
The text of section 2 is as follows:

SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
(a) FISCAL YEARS 2003–2006.—Section 1118(a) 

of title 49, United States Code, is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘and’’; and 
(2) by striking ‘‘such sums to’’ and insert-

ing the following: ‘‘$73,325,000 for fiscal year 
2003, $78,757,000 for fiscal year 2004, $83,011,000 
for fiscal year 2005, and $87,539,000 for fiscal 
year 2006. Such sums shall’’. 

(b) EMERGENCY FUND.—Section 1118(b) of 
such title is amended by striking the second 
sentence and inserting the following: ‘‘In ad-
dition, there are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to in-
crease the fund to, and maintain the fund at, 
a level of not to exceed $6,000,000.’’. 

(c) NTSB ACADEMY.—Section 1118 of such 
title is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(c) ACADEMY.—There are authorized to be 
appropriated to the Board for necessary ex-
penses of the National Transportation Safety 
Board Academy, not otherwise provided for, 
$3,347,000 for fiscal year 2003, $4,896,000 for fis-
cal year 2004, $4,995,000 for fiscal year 2005, 
and $5,200,000 for fiscal year 2006. Such sums 
shall remain available until expended.’’.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remainder 
of the bill be considered as read, print-
ed in the RECORD, and open to amend-
ment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oregon? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the remainder of the bill 

is as follows:
SEC. 3. ACCIDENT AND SAFETY DATA CLASSI-

FICATION AND PUBLICATION. 
Section 1119 of title 49, United States Code, 

is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(c) APPEALS.—
‘‘(1) NOTIFICATION OF RIGHTS.—In any case 

in which an employee of the Board deter-
mines that an occurrence associated with 
the operation of an aircraft constitutes an 
accident, the employee shall notify the 
owner or operator of that aircraft of the 
right to appeal that determination to the 
Board. 

‘‘(2) PROCEDURE.—The Board shall establish 
and publish the procedures for appeals under 
this subsection. 

‘‘(3) LIMITATION ON APPLICABILITY.—This 
subsection shall not apply in the case of an 
accident that results in a loss of life.’’. 
SEC. 4. SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION’S RE-

SPONSES TO SAFETY RECOMMENDA-
TIONS. 

Section 1135(d) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(1) ANNUAL SECRETARIAL REGULATORY STA-

TUS REPORTS.—On February 1 of each year, 
the Secretary shall submit a report to Con-
gress and the Board containing the regu-
latory status of each significant safety rec-
ommendation made by the Board to the Sec-

retary (or to an Administration within the 
Department). The Secretary shall continue 
to report on the regulatory status of each 
such recommendation in the report due on 
February 1 of subsequent years until final 
regulatory action is taken on that rec-
ommendation or the Secretary (or an Admin-
istration within the Department) determines 
and states in such a report that no action 
should be taken. 

‘‘(2) FAILURE TO REPORT.—If on March 1 of 
each year the Board has not received the 
Secretary’s report required by this sub-
section, the Board shall notify the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate of the Sec-
retary’s failure to submit the required re-
port. 

‘‘(3) SIGNIFICANT SAFETY RECOMMENDATION 
DEFINED.—For the purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘significant safety rec-
ommendation’ means a recommendation in-
cluded in the Board’s ‘most wanted list’. 

‘‘(4) TERMINATION.—This subsection shall 
cease to be in effect after the report required 
to be filed on February 1, 2008, is filed.’’. 
SEC. 5. ASSISTANCE TO FAMILIES OF PAS-

SENGERS INVOLVED IN AIRCRAFT 
ACCIDENTS. 

(a) RELINQUISHMENT OF INVESTIGATIVE PRI-
ORITY.—Section 1136 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(j) RELINQUISHMENT OF INVESTIGATIVE PRI-
ORITY.—

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—This section (other 
than subsection (g)) shall not apply to an 
aircraft accident if the Board has relin-
quished investigative priority under section 
1131(a)(2)(B) and the Federal agency to which 
the Board relinquished investigative priority 
is willing and able to provide assistance to 
the victims and families of the passengers 
involved in the accident. 

‘‘(2) BOARD ASSISTANCE.—If this section 
does not apply to an aircraft accident be-
cause the Board has relinquished investiga-
tive priority with respect to the accident, 
the Board shall assist, to the maximum ex-
tent possible, the agency to which the Board 
has relinquished investigative priority in as-
sisting families with respect to the acci-
dent.’’. 

(b) REVISION OF MOU.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the National Transportation Safety Board 
and the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
shall revise their 1977 agreement on the in-
vestigation of accidents to take into account 
the amendments made by this section and 
shall submit a copy of the revised agreement 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate. 
SEC. 6. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. 

Section 1131(a)(2) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by moving subparagraphs 
(B) and (C) 4 ems to the left.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GREEN OF TEXAS 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. GREEN of Texas:
Page 5, line 2, before the period insert the 

following: 
and any recommendation concerning 15-pas-
senger van safety, railroad grade crossing 
safety, and medical certifications for a com-
mercial driver’s license

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 
point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
I am offering an amendment not only 
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on my behalf but also the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL) and the 
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
VITTER), from what I understand, to re-
quire the Secretary of Transportation 
to report to Congress, on my part of 
the amendment, and the NTSB on the 
status of any recommendation that the 
NTSB has made on railroad grade 
crossing safety. 

I appreciate the gentleman from 
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MICA) on the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure agreeing to discuss the ways 
we can address this problem further in 
future legislation. I would also like to 
thank the ranking members, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) 
and the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
DEFAZIO), for working with me so well 
on this amendment. 

My community in Houston has a seri-
ous problem with railroad grade cross-
ings; but it is a national problem, also. 
There are roughly 260,000 at-grade 
crossings in the U.S. In 4 years, from 
1999 to 2002, over 1,600 people were 
killed in crossing accidents. 

Thousands of these at-grade cross-
ings have no protection devices at all, 
no lights, no barriers. Even in urban 
areas we have no protection. 

I would like to enter into a colloquy 
with the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MICA). 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, just a 
point of clarification here. The Clerk 
read the amendment, but we want to 
make certain it is ‘‘page 5, line 2, be-
fore the period insert the following.’’ 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman wishes to engage in a colloquy, 
and I want to say that I agree with the 
gentleman that grade crossings are a 
serious problem in this country. There 
has been good progress over the past 
several years, but in the first month of 
2003, 30 people were killed in grade 
crossing accidents. 

I was going to ask that the gen-
tleman withdraw the amendment, but I 
think we have an agreement to accept 
the amendment now. 

The STB has jurisdiction over some 
of this matter, particularly relating to 
grade crossing safety improvements. 
The appropriate place to address this 
measure will, in fact, be in the reau-
thorization legislation and also with 
the Federal Railroad Administration. I 
think that the gentleman is correct in 
his pursuing this matter through that 
particular legislation and those appro-
priate agencies. 

Our proposed Ride-21 bill will provide 
$60 billion in new infrastructure fund-
ing, including the elimination of all 
grade crossings on new highway speed 
passenger lines. Perhaps we would also 
welcome the gentleman as a cosponsor 
on this important legislation, and I am 

pleased that the gentleman has modi-
fied this particular proposal so that it 
is acceptable. 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
again, I would be more than happy to 
cosponsor the Ride-21, and we know, 
while the STB does have jurisdiction 
over all rail lines and crossings of these 
lines, it is true that their ability to en-
force safety considerations is unclear. 

I suspect they choose not to use this 
authority, if they have it. If in fact 
they have no authority on grade cross-
ing safety, that needs to be changed 
immediately, but I realize I will have 
to come back on the STB authorization 
bill, and I thank the Chairman for his 
commitment to address grade crossing 
safety issues that affect highway agen-
cies in the highway bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman withdraw his reserva-
tion? 

Mr. MICA. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
GREEN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. VITTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to brief-

ly thank my colleagues who worked 
diligently on the last amendment; and 
of course, I join the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. GREEN) and the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL) on that. 

I also want to specifically thank the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) and 
the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG) for their leadership on the 
overall bill. 

A particular provision of the last 
amendment, specifically medical cer-
tifications for a commercial driver’s li-
cense, is a very important issue for me 
and for tragic reasons. 

Sunday, of course, we all celebrated 
Mother’s Day, but it was also the 
fourth anniversary of a terrible trag-
edy and accident in Louisiana. The 
Mother’s Day Bus Crash which was 4 
years ago was the fourth worst bus ac-
cident in U.S. history. Twenty-two pas-
sengers were killed. The bus driver and 
20 other passengers received injuries. 

The driver, who survived the acci-
dent, actually died 3 months after the 
deadly crash from congestive heart 
failure, diabetes, and kidney ailments. 
He also had tested positive after the 
crash for marijuana. His congestive 
heart failure was spotted at a medical 
exam prior to the crash, which should 
have sidelined him automatically 
under Federal law, but he was recer-
tified anyway. 

The NTSB, of course, did a thorough 
investigation of this horrible crash; 
and basically, they blamed in the end 
the 1999 accident on the driver’s poor 
health which had been caught and 
should have yanked him from behind 
the wheel. The agency also cited fa-
tigue and the use of marijuana as con-
tributing factors, and so that is why I 
worked with the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GREEN) and the gentleman from 

Colorado (Mr. UDALL) on this amend-
ment and why I am so happy the lead-
ership on the bill has accepted it, par-
ticularly the provisions regarding med-
ical certifications for a commercial 
driver’s license. 

I also want to thank and congratu-
late the administration and the De-
partment of Transportation. They just 
recently made announcements regard-
ing certain provisions they will be 
pushing regarding the TEA–03 bill, and 
those recommendations included major 
implementation of these issues regard-
ing medical certifications for commer-
cial driver’s license. 

Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, this is 
a continuing issue. Just Tuesday, an-
other Louisiana bus crash occurred in 
Lake Charles, Louisiana. A bus car-
rying 53 passengers, most of them el-
derly, crashed into a pickup truck, 
sending both vehicles into a ditch. For-
tunately, the injuries were minor, and 
the accident is currently under inves-
tigation, but it certainly underscores 
the importance of these issues, particu-
larly the medical certification issue 
which was at the absolute heart, the 
root cause of the deadly Mother’s Day 
crash 4 years ago. 

I want to thank again the authors, 
co-authors of the amendment, and the 
leadership on this bill. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CARDIN 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Amendment offered by Mr. CARDIN:
After section 6 add the following: 

TITLE II—PROVISIONS RELATING TO 
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 

Subtitle A—Temporary Extended 
Unemployment Compensation 

SEC. 201. REFERENCES. 
Except as otherwise expressly provided, 

whenever in this subtitle an amendment is 
expressed in terms of an amendment to a 
section or other provision, the reference 
shall be considered to be made to a section 
or other provision of the Temporary Ex-
tended Unemployment Compensation Act of 
2002 (Public Law 107–147; 26 U.S.C. 3304 note). 
SEC. 202. EXTENSION OF THE TEMPORARY EX-

TENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION ACT OF 2002. 

(a) SIX-MONTH EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.—
Section 208 is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 208. APPLICABILITY. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection 
(b), an agreement entered into under this 
title shall apply to weeks of unemploy-
ment—

‘‘(1) beginning after the date on which such 
agreement is entered into; and 

‘‘(2) ending before December 1, 2003. 
‘‘(b) TRANSITION.—In the case of an indi-

vidual who is receiving temporary extended 
unemployment compensation for the week 
which immediately precedes the first day of 
the week that includes December 1, 2003, 
temporary extended unemployment com-
pensation shall continue to be payable to 
such individual for any week thereafter from 
the account from which such individual re-
ceived compensation for the week imme-
diately preceding that termination date. No 
compensation shall be payable by reason of 
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the preceding sentence for any week begin-
ning after July 31, 2004.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect as if 
included in the enactment of the Temporary 
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act 
of 2002 (Public Law 107–147; 116 Stat. 21). 
SEC. 203. ENTITLEMENT TO ADDITIONAL WEEKS 

OF TEMPORARY EXTENDED UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION. 

(a) WEEKS OF TEUC AMOUNTS.—Paragraph 
(1) of section 203(b) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount established 
in an account under subsection (a) shall be 
equal to 26 times the individual’s weekly 
benefit amount for the benefit year.’’. 

(b) WEEKS OF TEUC–X AMOUNTS.—Section 
203(c)(1) is amended by striking ‘‘an amount 
equal to the amount originally established in 
such account (as determined under sub-
section (b)(1))’’ and inserting ‘‘7 times the in-
dividual’s weekly benefit amount for the 
benefit year’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section—
(A) shall take effect as if included in the 

enactment of the Temporary Extended Un-
employment Compensation Act of 2002 (Pub-
lic Law 107–147; 116 Stat. 21); but

(B) shall apply only with respect to weeks 
of unemployment beginning on or after the 
date of enactment this Act, subject to para-
graph (2). 

(2) SPECIAL RULES.—In the case of an indi-
vidual for whom a temporary extended un-
employment account was established before 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Tem-
porary Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 2002 (as amended by this subtitle) 
shall be applied subject to the following: 

(A) Any amounts deposited in the individ-
ual’s temporary extended unemployment 
compensation account by reason of section 
203(c) of such Act (commonly known as 
‘‘TEUC–X amounts’’) before the date of en-
actment of this Act shall be treated as 
amounts deposited by reason of section 203(b) 
of such Act (commonly known as ‘‘TEUC 
amounts’’), as amended by subsection (a). 

(B) For purposes of determining whether 
the individual is eligible for any TEUC–X 
amounts under such Act, as amended by this 
subtitle—

(i) any determination made under section 
203(c) of such Act before the application of 
the amendments made by this subtitle shall 
be disregarded; and 

(ii) any such determination shall instead 
be made by applying section 203(c) of such 
Act, as amended by this subtitle—

(I) as of the time that all amounts estab-
lished in such account in accordance with 
section 203(b) of such Act (as amended by 
this subtitle, and including any amounts de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)) are in fact ex-
hausted, except that 

(II) if such individual’s account was both 
augmented by and exhausted of all TEUC–X 
amounts before the date of enactment of this 
Act, such determination shall be made as if 
exhaustion (as described in section 203(c)(1) 
of such Act) had not occurred until such date 
of enactment. 
SEC. 204. EXTENDED BENEFIT PERIODS. 

(a) APPLICATION OF REVISED RATE OF IN-
SURED UNEMPLOYMENT.—Section 207 is 
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘In’’ and inserting ‘‘(a) IN 
GENERAL.—In’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) INSURED UNEMPLOYMENT RATE.—For 

purposes of carrying out section 203(c) with 
respect to weeks of unemployment beginning 
on or after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, the term ‘rate of insured unemploy-

ment’, as used in section 203(d) of the Fed-
eral-State Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 1970 (26 U.S.C. 3304 note), 
has the meaning given such term under sec-
tion 203(e)(1) of such Act, except that indi-
viduals exhausting their right to regular 
compensation during the most recent 3 cal-
endar months for which data are available 
before the close of the period for which such 
rate is being determined shall be taken into 
account as if they were individuals filing 
claims for regular compensation for each 
week during the period for which such rate is 
being determined, and section 203(d)(1)(A) of 
such Act shall be applied by substituting ‘ei-
ther (or both)’ for ‘each’.’’. 

(b) ADDITIONAL EXTENDED BENEFIT PERIOD 
TRIGGER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 203(c) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(3) ADDITIONAL EXTENDED BENEFIT PERIOD 
TRIGGER.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Effective with respect to 
compensation for weeks of unemployment 
beginning on or after the date of enactment 
of this paragraph, an agreement under this 
title shall provide that, in addition to any 
other extended benefit period trigger, for 
purposes of beginning or ending any ex-
tended benefit period under this section—

‘‘(i) there is a State ‘on’ indicator for a 
week if—

‘‘(I) the average rate of total unemploy-
ment in such State (seasonally adjusted) for 
the period consisting of the most recent 3 
months for which data for all States are pub-
lished before the close of such week equals or 
exceeds 6 percent; and 

‘‘(II) the average rate of total unemploy-
ment in such State (seasonally adjusted) for 
the 3-month period referred to in subclause 
(I) equals or exceeds 110 percent of such aver-
age rate for either (or both) of the cor-
responding 3-month periods ending in the 2 
preceding calendar years; and 

‘‘(ii) there is a State ‘off’ indicator for a 
week if either the requirements of subclause 
(I) or (II) of clause (i) are not satisfied. 

‘‘(B) NO EFFECT ON OTHER DETERMINA-
TIONS.—Notwithstanding the provisions of 
any agreement described in subparagraph 
(A), any week for which there would other-
wise be a State ‘on’ indicator shall continue 
to be such a week and shall not be deter-
mined to be a week for which there is a State 
‘off’ indicator. 

‘‘(C) DETERMINATIONS MADE BY THE SEC-
RETARY.—For purposes of this subsection, de-
terminations of the rate of total unemploy-
ment in any State for any period (and of any 
seasonal adjustment) shall be made by the 
Secretary.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
203(c)(1) is amended by inserting ‘‘or (3)’’ 
after ‘‘paragraph (2)’’.

Subtitle B—Unemployment Benefits for Indi-
viduals Qualifying Based on Part-time 
Work or an Alternative Base Period 

SEC. 211. FEDERAL-STATE AGREEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any State which desires 
to do so may enter into and participate in an 
agreement under this subtitle with the Sec-
retary of Labor (hereinafter in this subtitle 
referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’). Any State 
which is a party to an agreement under this 
subtitle may, upon providing 30 days’ writ-
ten notice to the Secretary, terminate such 
agreement. 

(b) PROVISIONS OF AGREEMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Any agreement under sub-

section (a) shall provide that the State agen-
cy of the State will make payments of reg-
ular compensation to individuals in amounts 
and to the extent that they would be deter-
mined if the State law were applied with the 
modifications described in paragraph (2). 

(2) MODIFICATIONS DESCRIBED.—The modi-
fications described in this paragraph are as 
follows: 

(A) In the case of an individual who is not 
eligible for regular compensation under the 
State law because of the use of a definition 
of base period that does not count wages 
earned in the most recently completed cal-
endar quarter, eligibility for compensation 
under this subtitle shall be determined by 
applying a base period ending at the close of 
the most recently completed calendar quar-
ter. 

(B) In the case of an individual who is not 
eligible for regular compensation under the 
State law because such individual does not 
meet requirements relating to availability 
for work, active search for work, or refusal 
to accept work, because such individual is 
seeking, or is available for, less than full-
time work, compensation under this subtitle 
shall not be denied by such State to an oth-
erwise eligible individual who seeks less 
than full-time work or fails to accept full-
time work. 

(c) COORDINATION RULE.—The modifications 
described in subsection (b)(2) shall also apply 
in determining the amount of benefits pay-
able under any Federal law to the extent 
that those benefits are determined by ref-
erence to regular compensation payable 
under the State law of the State involved. 
SEC. 212. PAYMENTS TO STATES HAVING AGREE-

MENTS UNDER THIS SUBTITLE. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.—There shall be paid to 

each State which has entered into an agree-
ment under this subtitle an amount equal 
to—

(1) 100 percent of any regular compensation 
made payable to individuals by such State 
by virtue of the modifications which are de-
scribed in section 211(b)(2) and deemed to be 
in effect with respect to such State pursuant 
to section 211(b)(1), and 

(2) 100 percent of any regular compensa-
tion—

(A) which is paid to individuals by such 
State by reason of the fact that its State law 
contains provisions comparable to the modi-
fications described in section 211(b)(2), but 
only 

(B) to the extent that those amounts 
would, if such amounts were instead payable 
by virtue of the State law’s being deemed to 
be so modified pursuant to section 211(b)(1), 
have been reimbursable under paragraph (1). 

(b) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—Sums 
under subsection (a) payable to any State by 
reason of such State having an agreement 
under this subtitle shall be payable, either in 
advance or by way of reimbursement (as may 
be determined by the Secretary), in such 
amounts as the Secretary estimates the 
State will be entitled to receive under this 
subtitle for each calendar month, reduced or 
increased, as the case may be, by any 
amount by which the Secretary finds that 
the Secretary’s estimates for any prior cal-
endar month were greater or less than the 
amounts which should have been paid to the 
State. Such estimates may be made on the 
basis of such statistical, sampling, or other 
method as may be agreed upon by the Sec-
retary and the State agency of the State in-
volved. 

(c) ADMINISTRATIVE AND OTHER EX-
PENSES.—There is hereby appropriated out of 
the employment security administration ac-
count of the Unemployment Trust Fund (as 
established by section 901(a) of the Social Se-
curity Act) $500,000,000 to reimburse States 
for the costs of the administration of agree-
ments under this subtitle (including any im-
provements in technology in connection 
therewith) and to provide reemployment 
services to unemployment compensation 
claimants in States having agreements 
under this subtitle. Each State’s share of the 
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amount appropriated by the preceding sen-
tence shall be determined by the Secretary 
according to the factors described in section 
302(a) of the Social Security Act and cer-
tified by the Secretary to the Secretary of 
the Treasury. 
SEC. 213. FINANCING PROVISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Funds in the extended un-
employment compensation account (as es-
tablished by section 905(a) of the Social Se-
curity Act), and the Federal unemployment 
account (as established by section 904(g) of 
the Social Security Act), of the Unemploy-
ment Trust Fund shall be used, in accord-
ance with subsection (b), for the making of 
payments (described in section 212(a)) to 
States having agreements entered into under 
this subtitle. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
from time to time certify to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for payment to each State the 
sums described in section 212(a) which are 
payable to such State under this subtitle. 
The Secretary of the Treasury, prior to audit 
or settlement by the General Accounting Of-
fice, shall make payments to the State in ac-
cordance with such certification by transfers 
from the extended unemployment compensa-
tion account (or, to the extent that there are 
insufficient funds in that account, from the 
Federal unemployment account) to the ac-
count of such State in the Unemployment 
Trust Fund. 
SEC. 214. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this subtitle: 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The terms ‘‘compensa-

tion’’, ‘‘regular compensation’’, ‘‘base pe-
riod’’, ‘‘State’’, ‘‘State agency’’, ‘‘State 
law’’, and ‘‘week’’ have the respective mean-
ings given such terms under section 205 of 
the Federal-State Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 1970, subject to para-
graph (2). 

(2) STATE LAW AND REGULAR COMPENSA-
TION.—In the case of a State entering into an 
agreement under this subtitle—

(A) ‘‘State law’’ shall be considered to refer 
to the State law of such State, applied in 
conformance with the modifications de-
scribed in section 211(b)(2), and 

(B) ‘‘regular compensation’’ shall be con-
sidered to refer to such compensation, deter-
mined under its State law (applied in the 
manner described in subparagraph (A)), 
except as otherwise provided or where the 
context clearly indicates otherwise. 
SEC. 215. APPLICABILITY. 

An agreement entered into under this sub-
title shall apply to weeks of unemploy-
ment—

(1) beginning after the date on which such 
agreement is entered into, and 

(2) ending before July 1, 2004.

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I make a 

point of order against the amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman will state his point of order. 
Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I believe I 

have a copy of the Cardin amendment 
that is being proposed at this point, 
and I make a point of order against the 
amendment on the grounds that it vio-
lates clause 7 of rule XVI of the rules of 
the House because it is not germane to 
the bill. 

Clause 7 of rule XVI provides that no 
motion or proposition on a subject dif-
ferent from that under consideration 
shall be considered under color of 
amendment. 

The gentleman from Maryland’s 
amendment deals with an entirely dif-
ferent subject. The amendment that I 

have here deals with title II provisions 
relating to unemployment compensa-
tion, again having absolutely nothing 
to do with the subject under consider-
ation. 

The subject of the amendment is not 
addressed in the underlying text of the 
bill under consideration. The subject 
matter of the bill is confined to the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board or 
matters relating to the National 
Transportation Safety Board. And the 
amendment falls outside the confines 
of the bill. The amendment, therefore, 
Mr. Chairman, I believe is not ger-
mane. 

Mr. Chairman, I insist on the point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
any Member wish to speak on the point 
of order? 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, if I 
might, let me raise three points as to 
why this amendment should be made in 
order. 

The first, the bill deals with trans-
portation safety. Over 70,000 people in 
the aviation industry alone have lost 
their jobs in the last 2 years. They are 
covered by the underlying amendment, 
and there are many more in the trans-
portation industries that have lost 
their jobs; and without the unemploy-
ment insurance benefits that are pro-
vided for with the amendment that I 
have offered, it will jeopardize safety 
here in our country. 

Secondly, Mr. Chairman, if I might, 
during the consideration of the rule, I 
know the Chair may not have been on 
the floor, so I want to make sure I 
quote this accurately. During the con-
sideration of the rule on the floor, the 
floor manager on behalf of the major-
ity stated very clearly that the rule al-
lowed any amendment by any Member. 
Mr. Chairman, this is an amendment, 
and I am a Member. 

Mr. Chairman, let me point out the 
third reason. We have shown resource-
fulness in this body as the people’s 
House, the body that is closest to the 
people, to let democratic procedures go 
forward to determine urgent issues. 
The underlying amendment deals with 
the extension of Federal unemploy-
ment insurance benefits that are due to 
expire at the end of this month.

b 1315 

This House, as I said before I was in-
terrupted, this body has shown re-
sourcefulness in the rulings of the 
Chair, resourcefulness within the ac-
tions of our Members to deal with leg-
islation in a timely way when there is 
an urgent issue. We are the people’s 
House. 

As I pointed out, 1 million people 
have lost their unemployment insur-
ance. They have exhausted it. Two mil-
lion people will exhaust their State un-
employment insurance benefits within 
the next 6 months. This underlying bill 
simply extends the Federal unemploy-
ment insurance benefit program for 6 
months. It allows for those who have 
exhausted benefits to be able to receive 

their benefits, another million people, 
and makes it easier for us to deal with 
those who are seeking part-time em-
ployment. 

I would urge the Chair to exercise the 
discretion of the Chair, with only 6 
days remaining before the expiration of 
this program, to permit this amend-
ment to be in order, considering the 
statements of the floor managers, con-
sidering so many people that are in the 
transportation industry that are af-
fected by being unemployed. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Does any other Member wish 
to speak? 

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule. 
The gentleman from Florida makes a 
point of order that the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Maryland 
is not germane. 

Clause 7 of Rule XVI, the germane-
ness rule, provides that no proposition 
on a subject different than that under 
consideration shall be admitted under 
color of amendment. Two of the central 
tenets of the germaneness rule are that 
an amendment should be within the ju-
risdiction of the committee reporting 
the bill and should not address subject 
matters not addressed by the bill. 

The bill, H.R. 1527, was referred to 
and reported by the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Maryland proposes to ex-
tend unemployment insurance benefits, 
a matter within the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. By ad-
dressing a matter outside the jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure and beyond 
the range of matters addressed by the 
bill, the amendment is not germane.

The point of order is sustained. 
Are there other amendments? 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I respec-

tively move to appeal the ruling of the 
Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the decision of the 
Chair stand as the judgment of the 
Committee? 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 225, noes 200, 
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 191] 

AYES—225

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 

Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 

Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Combest 
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Cox 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Issa 

Istook 
Janklow 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 

Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

NOES—200

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 

Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 

Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 

Lucas (KY) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 

Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—9 

Brown, Corrine 
Dunn 
Gephardt 

Jones (OH) 
Knollenberg 
Miller, Gary 

Pastor 
Schrock 
Young (FL)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO 
TEMPORE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD)(during the vote). Members are 
advised that there are 2 minutes re-
maining to vote. 
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Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr. WEINER 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. SHIMKUS and Mr. HOEKSTRA 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the decision of the Chair stands as 
the judgment of the Committee. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF 

TEXAS

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 

Texas:
At the end of the bill, add the fol-

lowing:
SEC. 7. STUDIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The National Transpor-
tation Safety Board shall conduct a separate 
study on each of the following subjects: 

(1) The impact of age on the competence 
and qualifications of airline pilots. 

(2) The impact of the use of rail systems in 
high population density cities, including any 
city with a population of more than 1,000,000 
persons. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
February 1, 2004, the Board shall transmit to 
Congress a report on each of the studies con-
ducted under subsection (a).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read and printed 
in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 

point of order against the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Florida reserves a 
point of order. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, first of all I would like to 
thank the chairman and ranking mem-
ber for the opportunity to put forward 
these amendments even in the context 
of a point of order. 

Mr. Chairman, as we note the legisla-
tion that is before us, the underlying 
legislation, the National Transpor-
tation Safety Board reauthorization, 
the word ‘‘safety’’ is emphasized or re-
inforced. As I discuss my amendments, 
might I just acknowledge the 22nd an-
nual National Peace Officers Memorial 
Service and pay tribute to those law 
enforcement officers throughout the 
Nation who provide us with a safe com-
ing and going. 

My amendment, however, Mr. Chair-
man, simply focuses on the question of 
safety in two aspects, and it is simply 
a study to provide us with greater in-
sight to enhance the safety of the trav-
el of Americans and others in this sys-
tem. My amendment requires a re-
quest, if you will, the question to be 
studied of the impact of age on the 
competence and qualifications of air-
line pilots. 

Secondarily, Mr. Chairman, it also 
asks a very, I think, probing question 
that has faced both rural, urban, and 
suburban areas and that is the impact 
of the use of rail systems in high popu-
lation density areas including any city 
with a population of more than 1 mil-
lion persons. 

Mr. Chairman, having spoken to 
some Members on the floor, I realize 
that this study may even need to be ex-
panded, as I said earlier, to urban and 
rural areas as well. 

Let me first briefly address the ques-
tion of the age of pilots, currently the 
age of 60, the mandatory retirement 
age for airline pilots. The FAA rule 
prohibiting pilots over 60 from flying 
commercially has been on the books 
since 1959. Might I say to you, Mr. 
Chairman, that we realize that the age 
of Americans has exponentially grown 
since that time. We are healthier, we 
are living longer, we are stronger, and 
we are prepared to work. And so this is, 
of course, a concern as to whether or 
not this is a relevant age. 

At the time, the agency was worried 
about older pilots making a transition 
to turbo jet aircraft. The FAA also 
cited concerns about heart problems, 
fatigue and reaction time. Con-
sequently, each year over 1,000 sea-
soned employees as pilots are forced to 
retire. I believe medical science sug-
gests that we minimally should study 
the question and whether or not the 
age of 60 is arbitrary as a cutoff time. 
A 1993 study has shown no increase in 
accidents as pilots approach age 60; but 
the FAA, of course, wants to consider 
such data. I believe it is important to 
look at the question again. I would 
hope my colleagues would consider 
such. In a letter sent to the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation, the vice 
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president of the CAMA, Dr. James 
Almand, wrote: ‘‘The consensus of the 
association is that mandatory retire-
ment age for an airline pilot who has 
reached the age of 60 is without med-
ical basis.’’

So I believe it is an important ques-
tion to study.
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Secondarily, my amendment also 
hopefully provide relief, Mr. Chairman, 
to the thousands upon thousands of 
residential communities that are 
plagued by high-speed rail; when I say 
high speed, high-traffic rail. This is not 
in disrespect to the fact that rail is 
very important to America. In fact, I 
am a proponent of the light rail in the 
city of Houston, but I would simply 
like us to study the question of how we 
can diminish some of the problems that 
incur when these interstate trafficking 
or traveling interferes with the coming 
and going of residential neighborhoods. 
I believe it is an important safety, en-
vironmental and economic issue. 

And one of the areas in my commu-
nity that has been plagued is the hous-
ing development where people simply 
want to live with a good quality of life, 
but because they happen to live in a 
housing development, a housing 
project, they are suffering the intru-
sions of children being hit, losing arms 
and limbs, and an unfortunate and bad 
situation as it relates to their home. 

I would hope my colleagues would 
consider the idea of studying and work-
ing with me on these issues. I realize 
that we have work to do and places to 
go. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, we appre-
ciate very much the issues that have 
been raised by the gentlewoman from 
Texas. I think she makes some very 
valid points. They are issues that need 
to be considered, but we do not think 
they should be in the context of this 
particular legislative item before us. 
We are willing to work with her and 
also consider them in other appropriate 
legislation. So we thank the gentle-
woman, and we hope that she would 
consider withdrawing her amendment. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentlewoman raises very valid points, 
the rail safety. The impact of rail on 
both rural and urban communities is 
very significant. The appropriate place 
for such a study for this issue to be 
raised would be in the successor legis-
lation to TEA–21, which our committee 
will be considering. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The time of the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) has ex-
pired. 

(On request of Mr. OBERSTAR, and by 
unanimous consent, Ms. JACKSON-LEE 

was allowed to proceed for 30 addi-
tional seconds.) 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentlewoman will continue to 
yield, the flight surgeon of the FAA 
has over a period of 20 years conducted 
studies of the appropriateness of the 
age 60 rule. The conclusion of the FAA 
is that it is best left in place as it is. 
The NTSB does not have the personnel 
expertise to conduct a study of the 
magnitude the gentlewoman is pro-
posing. The appropriate venue is the 
FAA, which does continue to monitor 
this issue, and we will be glad to con-
tinue to discuss with the gentlewoman 
her concern about this matter in an-
other venue. 

(By unanimous consent, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas was allowed to pro-
ceed for 30 additional seconds.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, let me say I am very appre-
ciative of this dialogue and discourse. I 
wanted to thank the full committee 
Chair and the full committee ranking 
member as well as the subcommittee 
Chair and ranking member. This is a 
fair response to issues that we are very 
concerned about in my community, 
and I would like to look forward to 
working with them on this issue. 

I would like to ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment and 
to proceed to work with the committee 
on what I believe are very crucial 
issues to the quality of life in my com-
munities.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this 
amendment that would lead to commission a 
study to determine the impact of the age fac-
tor on the competence and qualifications of 
airline pilots. The amendment also calls for 
commission of a study to determine the impact 
of the use of rail systems in high population 
density cities and/or cities with populations 
over 1 million persons. 

Currently, age 60 is the mandatory retire-
ment age for airline pilots. The FAA rule pro-
hibiting pilots over 60 from flying commercially 
has been on the books since 1959. At that 
time the agency was worried about older pilots 
making a transition to turbo-jet aircraft. The 
FAA also cited concerns about heart prob-
lems, fatigue and reaction time. Consequently, 
each year over 1,000 pilots are forced to re-
tire. 

Times and medical science have changed, 
and now people are living longer, healthier 
lives. At this time the mandatory retirement 
age may or may not still be reasonable. This 
amendment is aimed at creating a study to de-
termine the truth, one way or the other. 

Some pilots argue the cut-off age is arbi-
trary, and that frequent physicals for airline pi-
lots provide an adequate safeguard. All airline 
pilots, regardless of age, must pass a flight 
physical every 6 months. 

A 1993 study has shown no increase in ac-
cidents as pilots approach age 60. But the 
FAA questions the data. The FAA says the ac-
cident rate for pilots age 60 to 63 was statis-
tically greater than the accident rate for pilots 
age 55 to 59. However, the FAA has said that 
it cannot be certain whether raising the retire-
ment age above 60 would maintain or raise 
the level of safety. 

On the other hand, the Air Line Pilots Asso-
ciation opposes changing the mandatory re-

tirement age. The Air Line Pilots Association 
says that medical science has not developed 
tests to identify those aging pilots who are, or 
will become, incapacitated. In fact, the Civil 
Aviation Medical Association, CAMA, the 
group that represents the flight physicians who 
test pilots every year, has called the retire-
ment rule ‘‘unjust and unfounded.’’

In a letter sent to the U.S. Department of 
Transportation a CAMA Vice President Dr. 
James Almand wrote, ‘‘The consensus of the 
Association is that mandatory retirement for an 
airline pilot who has reached the age of 60 is 
without medical basis. Flight physicians be-
longing to this Association perform the major-
ity of physical examinations for these airline 
pilots and it is observed that most pilots who 
have attained the age of 60 are indeed 
healthy and do not show physical or mental 
adverse changes in their ability to pilot an air-
craft.’’

This issue is especially relevant now be-
cause the United States has faced a pilot 
shortage. At times, the shortage has caused 
airlines to cancel flights because a sufficient 
number of pilots just could not be found. In 
addition, reports say that nearly half the cur-
rent airline pilots will be forced to retire in the 
next 10 years. That means less experienced 
pilots are moving into cockpits more quickly, 
while the Nation’s most experienced pilots are 
being sent into retirement. 

This amendment will lead to a study to de-
termine the impact of age on the competence 
and qualifications of airline pilots. Such a 
study will allow us to set conjecture aside so 
that we may deal with facts when discussing 
age and the competency of our Nation’s airline 
pilots. 

The study will facilitate the determination of 
whether the mandatory retirement age of 60 is 
a prudent policy or simply an idea that’s time 
has passed. 

The second part of the amendment calls for 
a study on the impact of the use of rail sys-
tems in high population density cities. Such a 
study is crucial to determine the factors that 
impact the safety of such rails systems in our 
nation’s cities. 

There are safety, environmental, and eco-
nomic issues that must be further evaluated to 
ensure the most beneficial use of such rail 
systems. This amendment would lead to a 
study to evaluate those matters. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this amendment that aims to gather in-
formation to improve this country’s transpor-
tation systems.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. There 

being no further amendments, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
TERRY) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
LAHOOD, Chairman pro tempore of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 1527) to amend title 
49, United States Code, to authorize ap-
propriations for the National Transpor-
tation Safety Board for fiscal years 
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2003 through 2006, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 
229, 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. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 1527, 
the bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
this time for the purposes of inquiring 
of the majority leader the schedule for 
the coming week. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) 
for yielding. 

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 the suspension of the rules, and a 
final list of those bills will be sent to 
the Members’ offices by the end of this 
week. Any votes called on those meas-
ures will be rolled until 6:30 p.m. on 
Monday. For Tuesday and the balance 
of the week, we expect to consider ad-
ditional bills under suspension of the 
rules, as well as H.R. 1904, the Healthy 
Forest Restoration Act of 2003, and the 
Department of Defense authorization 
bill. 

And, finally, I would like to note for 
all the Members that we are waiting on 
Senate action on a variety of issues 
such as the jobs and growth package 
and the President’s Global AIDS Initia-
tive. Members should be aware that we 
are likely to be in session Friday next, 
possibly late into the evening, as we 
work to resolve these important pieces 
of legislation. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, I thank the leader for his in-
formation with respect to our schedule 
for next week, and when we go in, and 
the fact that we expect certainly to 
meet on Friday or perhaps late on Fri-
day. 

With respect to the forest bill, Mr. 
Speaker, what type of rule does the 

gentleman anticipate? It is my under-
standing that an unlimited number of 
amendments were submitted to the 
Committee on Rules, and I would hope 
they would be made in order. 

I see the chairman of the Committee 
on Rules on the floor. Obviously we are 
hopeful that we will have our oppor-
tunity to offer our alternatives to this 
bill. There are obviously some con-
troversial items in it.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

I will simply say that we just a cou-
ple of hours ago completed the hearing 
portion for consideration of the meas-
ure, and the gentleman from California 
(Mr. GEORGE MILLER), the ranking mi-
nority member on the Committee on 
Resources, came forward with a sub-
stitute which he asked that we make in 
order, and we had four other amend-
ments that were proposed, and we are 
working with Members of the minority 
right now to see which of the proposals 
we might be able to accommodate. So 
we are going to try our darnedest to 
make sure there are options that our 
colleagues have as we proceed with this 
very important piece of legislation, 
which I am happy to see there is strong 
bipartisan consensus to move ahead 
with this bill. 

I thank my friend for yielding. 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I am al-

ways pleased to hear that they are con-
sidering the options, but considering 
the options and approving the options 
appear to be two different things. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I just do 
not want to predetermine what the 
Committee on Rules might do as we 
want the committee to work its will 
and take into consideration these pro-
posals, and I know the gentleman 
would not want to predetermine what 
the Committee on Rules might do. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand the chairman’s appreciation of 
the vigorous debate and differences 
that are sometimes debated within the 
bosom of the Committee on Rules. I re-
member those same kinds of disputes 
when we were in the majority. I am 
aware of the fact, however, that some-
times those vigorous disputes as to 
what ought to be and ought not to be 
in the rule are sometimes resolved by 
leadership suggesting alternatives that 
then create consensus very quickly. It 
has been my experience in the past. So 
I am hopeful that the leadership will 
work its will on the creation of con-
sensus to allow full consideration. 

We are being lighthearted in this ef-
fort, but I do not want anybody con-
fused by the lightheartedness, that we 
feel very, very strongly about having 
full consideration of the alternatives 
that we offer, just as the gentleman, 

the chairman of the committee, felt so 
strongly about in 1991, in 1992, in 1993, 
and 1994 when we were in charge. And I 
would hope that the gentleman would 
pursue those concerns on behalf of the 
minority in our party as vigorously as 
he pursued them on behalf of the mi-
norities of his party. 

To the majority leader, the DOD au-
thorization bill will be on the floor, I 
understand, as the gentleman pointed 
out. Again, we have the same situa-
tion, as he knows. There are some ex-
traordinarily controversial items in-
cluded within this authorization bill. I 
might say to the leader some of these, 
as the gentleman knows, are issues 
which have been brought up within the 
last 30 days that make some of the 
most sweeping changes that have been 
made in the Civil Service System since 
its creation and exempt fully, when we 
include Homeland Security, one-half of 
the Federal employees from protec-
tions that they now enjoy under title 5, 
title 41 and other pieces of legislation 
passed by the House and the Senate. 

In addition to that, as the gentleman 
knows, there are some very substantial 
questions with reference to environ-
mental statutes that are on the book 
and possible exemptions from certain 
statutory requirements dealing with 
endangered species, dealing with clean 
air, dealing with other items. 

Could the gentleman tell me the rule 
that is contemplated and whether or 
not amendments will be made in order, 
particularly those two items, and there 
may be multiple amendments, but 
whether or not there will be full con-
sideration of those very controversial 
items? 

I will tell the gentleman, as he 
knows, I have consistently, since 1981, 
supported authorization bills and am a 
strong supporter of defense, and I have 
always supported appropriations bills, 
but at the same time the fact that 
something is included in a bill, if no 
opportunity is given to debate those 
items which may be controversial as 
opposed to those items which are en-
suring the strength of our country and 
the capability of our Armed Forces and 
the quality of life for our personnel, we 
do not want to have to vote against 
those, clearly, and probably will not. 
But we do want the opportunity to de-
bate these very controversial items and 
to provide alternatives. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

As the gentleman knows, the Depart-
ment of Defense authorization bill is a 
huge, huge piece of legislation, which 
includes providing for our national de-
fense, fighting the war on terror, pro-
viding for the military and their fami-
lies, particularly their quality of life. 
It is a very complicated, very impor-
tant piece of legislation. 

The gentleman is correct that some 
provisions were brought to some peo-
ple’s attention some 30 days ago, but 
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