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There was no objection.
———

TRANSPORTATION, TREASURY,
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT, THE JUDICIARY, THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2006

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 342 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 3058.
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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
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
3058) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Transportation, Treas-
ury, and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, the Judiciary, District of Colum-
bia, and independent agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2006,
and for other purposes, with Mr.
MCHUGH in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Wednesday
June 29, 2005, the amendment by the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER)
had been disposed of and the bill had
been read through page 194, line 7.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the re-
mainder of the bill through page 210,
line 18, be considered as read, printed
in the RECORD and open to amendment
at any point.

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

There was no objection.

The text of the remainder of the bill
through page 210, line 18, is as follows:
TITLE IX—GENERAL PROVISIONS,
GOVERNMENT-WIDE

DEPARTMENTS, AGENCIES, AND CORPORATIONS

SEC. 901. Funds appropriated in this or any
other Act may be used to pay travel to the
United States for the immediate family of
employees serving abroad in cases of death
or life threatening illness of said employee.

SEC. 902. No department, agency, or instru-
mentality of the United States receiving ap-
propriated funds under this or any other Act
for fiscal year 2006 shall obligate or expend
any such funds, unless such department,
agency, or instrumentality has in place, and
will continue to administer in good faith, a
written policy designed to ensure that all of
its workplaces are free from the illegal use,
possession, or distribution of controlled sub-
stances (as defined in the Controlled Sub-
stances Act) by the officers and employees of
such department, agency, or instrumen-
tality.

SEC. 903. Unless otherwise specifically pro-
vided, the maximum amount allowable dur-
ing the current fiscal year in accordance
with section 16 of the Act of August 2, 1946
(60 Stat. 810), for the purchase of any pas-
senger motor vehicle (exclusive of buses, am-
bulances, law enforcement, and undercover
surveillance vehicles), is hereby fixed at
$8,100 except station wagons for which the
maximum shall be $9,100: Provided, That
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these limits may be exceeded by not to ex-
ceed $3,700 for police-type vehicles, and by
not to exceed $4,000 for special heavy-duty
vehicles: Provided further, That the limits set
forth in this section may not be exceeded by
more than 5 percent for electric or hybrid ve-
hicles purchased for demonstration under
the provisions of the Electric and Hybrid Ve-
hicle Research, Development, and Dem-
onstration Act of 1976: Provided further, That
the limits set forth in this section may be
exceeded by the incremental cost of clean al-
ternative fuels vehicles acquired pursuant to
Public Law 101-549 over the cost of com-
parable conventionally fueled vehicles.

SEC. 904. Appropriations of the executive
departments and independent establishments
for the current fiscal year available for ex-
penses of travel, or for the expenses of the
activity concerned, are hereby made avail-
able for quarters allowances and cost-of-liv-
ing allowances, in accordance with 5 U.S.C.
5922-5924.

SEC. 905. Unless otherwise specified during
the current fiscal year, no part of any appro-
priation contained in this or any other Act
shall be used to pay the compensation of any
officer or employee of the Government of the
United States (including any agency the ma-
jority of the stock of which is owned by the
Government of the United States) whose
post of duty is in the continental United
States unless such person: (1) is a citizen of
the United States; (2) is a person in the serv-
ice of the United States on the date of the
enactment of this Act who, being eligible for
citizenship, has filed a declaration of inten-
tion to become a citizen of the United States
prior to such date and is actually residing in
the United States; (3) is a person who owes
allegiance to the United States; (4) is an
alien from Cuba, Poland, South Vietnam, the
countries of the former Soviet Union, or the
Baltic countries lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence; (5) is
a South Vietnamese, Cambodian, or Laotian
refugee paroled in the United States after
January 1, 1975; or (6) is a national of the
People’s Republic of China who qualifies for
adjustment of status pursuant to the Chinese
Student Protection Act of 1992: Provided,
That for the purpose of this section, an affi-
davit signed by any such person shall be con-
sidered prima facie evidence that the re-
quirements of this section with respect to
his or her status have been complied with:
Provided further, That any person making a
false affidavit shall be guilty of a felony,
and, upon conviction, shall be fined no more
than $4,000 or imprisoned for not more than
1 year, or both: Provided further, That the
above penal clause shall be in addition to,
and not in substitution for, any other provi-
sions of existing law: Provided further, That
any payment made to any officer or em-
ployee contrary to the provisions of this sec-
tion shall be recoverable in action by the
Federal Government. This section shall not
apply to citizens of Ireland, Israel, or the Re-
public of the Philippines, or to nationals of
those countries allied with the United States
in a current defense effort, or to inter-
national broadcasters employed by the
United States Information Agency, or to
temporary employment of translators, or to
temporary employment in the field service
(not to exceed 60 days) as a result of emer-
gencies.

SEC. 906. Appropriations available to any
department or agency during the current fis-
cal year for necessary expenses, including
maintenance or operating expenses, shall
also be available for payment to the General
Services Administration for charges for
space and services and those expenses of ren-
ovation and alteration of buildings and fa-
cilities which constitute public improve-
ments performed in accordance with the
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Public Buildings Act of 1959 (73 Stat. 749),
the Public Buildings Amendments of 1972 (87
Stat. 216), or other applicable law.

SEC. 907. In addition to funds provided in
this or any other Act, all Federal agencies
are authorized to receive and use funds re-
sulting from the sale of materials, including
Federal records disposed of pursuant to a
records schedule recovered through recycling
or waste prevention programs. Such funds
shall be available until expended for the fol-
lowing purposes:

(1) Acquisition, waste reduction and pre-
vention, and recycling programs as described
in Executive Order No. 13101 (September 14,
1998), including any such programs adopted
prior to the effective date of the Executive
order.

(2) Other Federal agency environmental
management programs, including, but not
limited to, the development and implemen-
tation of hazardous waste management and
pollution prevention programs.

(3) Other employee programs as authorized
by law or as deemed appropriate by the head
of the Federal agency.

SEC. 908. Funds made available by this or
any other Act for administrative expenses in
the current fiscal year of the corporations
and agencies subject to chapter 91 of title 31,
United States Code, shall be available, in ad-
dition to objects for which such funds are
otherwise available, for rent in the District
of Columbia; services in accordance with 5
U.S.C. 3109; and the objects specified under
this head, all the provisions of which shall be
applicable to the expenditure of such funds
unless otherwise specified in the Act by
which they are made available: Provided,
That in the event any functions budgeted as
administrative expenses are subsequently
transferred to or paid from other funds, the
limitations on administrative expenses shall
be correspondingly reduced.

SEC. 909. No part of any appropriation for
the current fiscal year contained in this or
any other Act shall be paid to any person for
the filling of any position for which he or she
has been nominated after the Senate has
voted not to approve the nomination of said
person.

SEC. 910. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this or any other Act shall be
available for interagency financing of boards
(except Federal Executive Boards), commis-
sions, councils, committees, or similar
groups (whether or not they are interagency
entities) which do not have a prior and spe-
cific statutory approval to receive financial
support from more than one agency or in-
strumentality.

SEC. 911. Funds made available by this or
any other Act to the Postal Service Fund (39
U.S.C. 2003) shall be available for employ-
ment of guards for all buildings and areas
owned or occupied by the Postal Service or
under the charge and control of the Postal
Service. The Postal Service may give such
guards with respect to such property, any of
the powers of special policemen provided
under 40 U.S.C. 1315. The Postmaster Gen-
eral, or his designee, may take any action
that the Secretary of Homeland Security
may take under such section with respect to
that property.

SEC. 912. None of the funds made available
pursuant to the provisions of this Act shall
be used to implement, administer, or enforce
any regulation which has been disapproved
pursuant to a joint resolution duly adopted
in accordance with the applicable law of the
United States.

SEC. 913. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, and except as otherwise
provided in this section, no part of any of the
funds appropriated for fiscal year 2006, by
this or any other Act, may be used to pay
any prevailing rate employee described in
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section 5342(a)(2)(A) of title 5, United States
Code—

(1) during the period from the date of expi-
ration of the limitation imposed by the com-
parable section for previous fiscal years
until the normal effective date of the appli-
cable wage survey adjustment that is to take
effect in fiscal year 2006, in an amount that
exceeds the rate payable for the applicable
grade and step of the applicable wage sched-
ule in accordance with such section; and

(2) during the period consisting of the re-
mainder of fiscal year 2006, in an amount
that exceeds, as a result of a wage survey ad-
justment, the rate payable under paragraph
(1) by more than the sum of—

(A) the percentage adjustment taking ef-
fect in fiscal year 2006 under section 5303 of
title 5, United States Code, in the rates of
pay under the General Schedule; and

(B) the difference between the overall aver-
age percentage of the locality-based com-
parability payments taking effect in fiscal
year 2006 under section 5304 of such title
(whether by adjustment or otherwise), and
the overall average percentage of such pay-
ments which was effective in the previous
fiscal year under such section.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, no prevailing rate employee described in
subparagraph (B) or (C) of section 5342(a)(2)
of title 5, United States Code, and no em-
ployee covered by section 5348 of such title,
may be paid during the periods for which
subsection (a) is in effect at a rate that ex-
ceeds the rates that would be payable under
subsection (a) were subsection (a) applicable
to such employee.

(c) For the purposes of this section, the
rates payable to an employee who is covered
by this section and who is paid from a sched-
ule not in existence on September 30, 2005,
shall be determined under regulations pre-
scribed by the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment.

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, rates of premium pay for employees sub-
ject to this section may not be changed from
the rates in effect on September 30, 2005, ex-
cept to the extent determined by the Office
of Personnel Management to be consistent
with the purpose of this section.

(e) This section shall apply with respect to
pay for service performed after September
30, 2005.

(f) For the purpose of administering any
provision of law (including any rule or regu-
lation that provides premium pay, retire-
ment, life insurance, or any other employee
benefit) that requires any deduction or con-
tribution, or that imposes any requirement
or limitation on the basis of a rate of salary
or basic pay, the rate of salary or basic pay
payable after the application of this section
shall be treated as the rate of salary or basic
pay.

(g) Nothing in this section shall be consid-
ered to permit or require the payment to any
employee covered by this section at a rate in
excess of the rate that would be payable were
this section not in effect.

(h) The Office of Personnel Management
may provide for exceptions to the limita-
tions imposed by this section if the Office de-
termines that such exceptions are necessary
to ensure the recruitment or retention of
qualified employees.

SEC. 914. During the period in which the
head of any department or agency, or any
other officer or civilian employee of the Gov-
ernment appointed by the President of the
United States, holds office, no funds may be
obligated or expended in excess of $5,000 to
furnish or redecorate the office of such de-
partment head, agency head, officer, or em-
ployee, or to purchase furniture or make im-
provements for any such office, unless ad-
vance notice of such furnishing or redecora-
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tion is expressly approved by the Commit-
tees on Appropriations. For the purposes of
this section, the term ‘‘office’” shall include
the entire suite of offices assigned to the in-
dividual, as well as any other space used pri-
marily by the individual or the use of which
is directly controlled by the individual.

SEC. 915. Notwithstanding section 1346 of
title 31, United States Code, or section 910 of
this Act, funds made available for the cur-
rent fiscal year by this or any other Act
shall be available for the interagency fund-
ing of national security and emergency pre-
paredness telecommunications initiatives
which benefit multiple Federal departments,
agencies, or entities, as provided by Execu-
tive Order No. 12472 (April 3, 1984).

SEC. 916. (a) None of the funds appropriated
by this or any other Act may be obligated or
expended by any Federal department, agen-
cy, or other instrumentality for the salaries
or expenses of any employee appointed to a
position of a confidential or policy-deter-
mining character excepted from the competi-
tive service pursuant to section 3302 of title
5, United States Code, without a certifi-
cation to the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment from the head of the Federal depart-
ment, agency, or other instrumentality em-
ploying the Schedule C appointee that the
Schedule C position was not created solely or
primarily in order to detail the employee to
the White House.

(b) The provisions of this section shall not
apply to Federal employees or members of
the armed services detailed to or from—

(1) the Central Intelligence Agency;

(2) the National Security Agency;

(3) the Defense Intelligence Agency;

(4) the offices within the Department of
Defense for the collection of specialized na-
tional foreign intelligence through recon-
naissance programs;

(5) the Bureau of Intelligence and Research
of the Department of State;

(6) any agency, office, or unit of the Army,
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps, the De-
partment of Homeland Security, the Federal
Bureau of Investigation and the Drug En-
forcement Administration of the Department
of Justice, the Department of Transpor-
tation, the Department of the Treasury, and
the Department of Energy performing intel-
ligence functions; and

(7) the Director of National Intelligence or
the Office of the Director of National Intel-
ligence.

SEC. 917. No department, agency, or instru-
mentality of the United States receiving ap-
propriated funds under this or any other Act
for the current fiscal year shall obligate or
expend any such funds, unless such depart-
ment, agency, or instrumentality has in
place, and will continue to administer in
good faith, a written policy designed to en-
sure that all of its workplaces are free from
discrimination and sexual harassment and
that all of its workplaces are not in violation
of title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as
amended, the Age Discrimination in Employ-
ment Act of 1967, and the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973.

SEC. 918. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this or any other Act shall be
available for the payment of the salary of
any officer or employee of the Federal Gov-
ernment, who—

(1) prohibits or prevents, or attempts or
threatens to prohibit or prevent, any other
officer or employee of the Federal Govern-
ment from having any direct oral or written
communication or contact with any Member,
committee, or subcommittee of the Congress
in connection with any matter pertaining to
the employment of such other officer or em-
ployee or pertaining to the department or
agency of such other officer or employee in
any way, irrespective of whether such com-
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munication or contact is at the initiative of
such other officer or employee or in response
to the request or inquiry of such Member,
committee, or subcommittee; or

(2) removes, suspends from duty without
pay, demotes, reduces in rank, seniority, sta-
tus, pay, or performance of efficiency rating,
denies promotion to, relocates, reassigns,
transfers, disciplines, or discriminates in re-
gard to any employment right, entitlement,
or benefit, or any term or condition of em-
ployment of, any other officer or employee
of the Federal Government, or attempts or
threatens to commit any of the foregoing ac-
tions with respect to such other officer or
employee, by reason of any communication
or contact of such other officer or employee
with any Member, committee, or sub-
committee of the Congress as described in
paragraph (1).

SEC. 919. (a) None of the funds made avail-
able in this or any other Act may be obli-
gated or expended for any employee training
that—

(1) does not meet identified needs for
knowledge, skills, and abilities bearing di-
rectly upon the performance of official du-
ties;

(2) contains elements likely to induce high
levels of emotional response or psychological
stress in some participants;

(3) does not require prior employee notifi-
cation of the content and methods to be used
in the training and written end of course
evaluation;

(4) contains any methods or content associ-
ated with religious or quasi-religious belief
systems or ‘‘new age’ belief systems as de-
fined in Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission Notice N-915.022, dated Sep-
tember 2, 1988; or

(5) is offensive to, or designed to change,
participants’ personal values or lifestyle out-
side the workplace.

(b) Nothing in this section shall prohibit,
restrict, or otherwise preclude an agency
from conducting training bearing directly
upon the performance of official duties.

SEC. 920. No funds appropriated in this or
any other Act may be used to implement or
enforce the agreements in Standard Forms
312 and 4414 of the Government or any other
nondisclosure policy, form, or agreement if
such policy, form, or agreement does not
contain the following provisions: ‘“‘These re-
strictions are consistent with and do not su-
persede, conflict with, or otherwise alter the
employee obligations, rights, or liabilities
created by Executive Order No. 12958; section
7211 of title 5, United States Code (governing
disclosures to Congress); section 1034 of title
10, United States Code, as amended by the
Military Whistleblower Protection Act (gov-
erning disclosure to Congress by members of
the military); section 2302(b)(8) of title 5,
United States Code, as amended by the Whis-
tleblower Protection Act (governing disclo-
sures of illegality, waste, fraud, abuse or
public health or safety threats); the Intel-
ligence Identities Protection Act of 1982 (50
U.S.C. 421 et seq.) (governing disclosures that
could expose confidential Government
agents); and the statutes which protect
against disclosure that may compromise the
national security, including sections 641, 793,
794, 798, and 952 of title 18, United States
Code, and section 4(b) of the Subversive Ac-
tivities Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 783(b)). The
definitions, requirements, obligations,
rights, sanctions, and liabilities created by
said Executive order and listed statutes are
incorporated into this agreement and are
controlling.’’: Provided, That notwith-
standing the preceding paragraph, a non-
disclosure policy form or agreement that is
to be executed by a person connected with
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the conduct of an intelligence or intel-
ligence-related activity, other than an em-
ployee or officer of the United States Gov-
ernment, may contain provisions appropriate
to the particular activity for which such doc-
ument is to be used. Such form or agreement
shall, at a minimum, require that the person
will not disclose any classified information
received in the course of such activity unless
specifically authorized to do so by the
United States Government. Such nondisclo-
sure forms shall also make it clear that they
do not bar disclosures to Congress or to an
authorized official of an executive agency or
the Department of Justice that are essential
to reporting a substantial violation of law.

SEC. 921. No part of any funds appropriated
in this or any other Act shall be used by an
agency of the executive branch, other than
for normal and recognized executive-legisla-
tive relationships, for publicity or propa-
ganda purposes, and for the preparation, dis-
tribution or use of any kit, pamphlet, book-
let, publication, radio, television or film
presentation designed to support or defeat
legislation pending before the Congress, ex-
cept in presentation to the Congress itself.

SEC. 922. None of the funds appropriated by
this or any other Act may be used by an
agency to provide a Federal employee’s
home address to any labor organization ex-
cept when the employee has authorized such
disclosure or when such disclosure has been
ordered by a court of competent jurisdiction.

SEC. 923. None of the funds made available
in this Act or any other Act may be used to
provide any non-public information such as
mailing or telephone lists to any person or
any organization outside of the Federal Gov-
ernment without the approval of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HINCHEY

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HINCHEY:

Page 210, line 20, after ‘‘used’ insert ‘‘di-
rectly or indirectly, including by private
contractor,’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of June 29, 2005, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. HIN-
CHEY) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. HINCHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

This amendment, Mr. Chairman,
clarifies that the existing anti-propa-
ganda section of the bill also includes
contracting out for these services to
publicity experts and others. Its intent
is to simply prevent contracts with
journalists and other publicity experts
without authorization by the Congress,
and it will prevent additional embar-
rassing reports in the future because it
will prohibit these bogus news reports,
generated by contracts between the
government and those willing to take
the money and spin the information.

Examples of administrative propa-
ganda are numerous. Last month, The
Washington Post reported that the Na-
tional Resource Conservation Service
paid a freelance writer at least $7,500 to
write articles touting so-called Federal
conservation programs and placed
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them in outdoors magazines. These ar-
ticles were placed and not one of them
disclosed the fact that the writer was
under Federal contract and that these
were not objective articles.

Last year, the conservative commen-
tator Armstrong Williams was paid
$241,000 by the Education Department
to promote the administration’s edu-
cation policy. And columnist Maggie
Gallagher received $21,500 from the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices to work on the administration’s
marriage initiative. Again, neither of
these individuals informed the public
that they were working for the govern-
ment and that they were not writing
objective articles.

Finally, it has recently surfaced that
a semi-invisible PR group had received
$200 million of taxpayers’ dollars to
spread anti-Saddam Hussein propa-
ganda prior to the Iraq war. In fact,
soon after the attacks on our country
on September 11, 2001, the company re-
ceived a $100,000-a-month contract from
the Pentagon to offer media strategy
advice. This was part of the misin-
formation campaign that led to the
war in Iraq; and the result of that mis-
information was that two-thirds of the
American people thought that Saddam
Hussein was actually behind the 9/11
attacks. We know, of course, that that
was not the case. And eight out of ten
Americans thought that Iraqg had nu-
clear weapons because they were af-
flicted with this misinformation cam-
paign.

While the administration has been
embarrassed by their contracts, at
least the ones that have been made
public, the agencies knew what they
were doing when they hired these peo-
ple to promote these misinformation
campaigns. Many have questioned the
legality of all of these contracts. The
GAO, in fact, is looking into the legal-
ity of Armstrong Williams and the Gal-
lagher case, and that ought to deter-
mine whether or not the administra-
tion violated the ban on covert propa-
ganda.

It is obvious, however, Mr. Chairman,
that we need to make this statement
with greater clarity and define more
clearly what cannot be done by this or
future administrations to misinform
and mislead the American people by
contracting out and engaging in a
propaganda campaign using taxpayer
dollars to misinform the American peo-
ple.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
wish to claim time in opposition to the
amendment?

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I claim the time in opposition, but we
accept the amendment.

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

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, is
there an opposing argument to the
amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan claimed the time in op-
position, and he has reserved his time.
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Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
if T may inquire, does the gentleman
have any time remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. HINCHEY) has 1%
minutes remaining; and the gentleman
from New York has inquired if there
are Members who wish to be heard in
opposition. The gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) controls the
time in opposition.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to note that there are no Mem-
bers here that are in opposition, and I
have no position on this matter except
to accept the amendment.

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

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time, and I
thank the gentleman for accepting the
amendment.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 924. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this or any other Act shall be used
for publicity or propaganda purposes within
the United States not heretofor authorized
by the Congress.

SEC. 925. (a) In this section the term ‘‘agen-
cy’—

(1) means an Executive agency as defined
under section 105 of title 5, United States
Code;

(2) includes a military department as de-
fined under section 102 of such title, the
Postal Service, and the Postal Rate Commis-
sion; and

(3) shall not include the Government Ac-
countability Office.

(b) Unless authorized in accordance with
law or regulations to use such time for other
purposes, an employee of an agency shall use
official time in an honest effort to perform
official duties. An employee not under a
leave system, including a Presidential ap-
pointee exempted under section 6301(2) of
title 5, United States Code, has an obligation
to expend an honest effort and a reasonable
proportion of such employee’s time in the
performance of official duties.

SEC. 926. Notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 1346
and section 910 of this Act, funds made avail-
able for the current fiscal year by this or any
other Act to any department or agency,
which is a member of the Joint Financial
Management Improvement Program
(JFMIP), shall be available to finance an ap-
propriate share of JFMIP administrative
costs, as determined by the JFMIP, but not
to exceed a total of $800,000 including the sal-
ary of the Executive Director and staff sup-
port.

SEC. 927. Notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 1346
and section 910 of this Act, the head of each
Executive department and agency is hereby
authorized to transfer to or reimburse ‘‘Gen-
eral Services Administration, Government-
wide Policy” with the approval of the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget,
funds made available for the current fiscal
year by this or any other Act, including re-
bates from charge card and other contracts:
Provided, That these funds shall be adminis-
tered by the Administrator of General Serv-
ices to support Government-wide financial,
information technology, procurement, and
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other management innovations, initiatives,
and activities, as approved by the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget, in
consultation with the appropriate inter-
agency groups designated by the Director
(including the Chief Financial Officers Coun-
cil and the Joint Financial Management Im-
provement Program for financial manage-
ment initiatives, the Chief Information Offi-
cers Council for information technology ini-
tiatives, the Chief Human Capital Officers
Council for human capital initiatives, and
the Federal Acquisition Council for procure-
ment initiatives). The total funds trans-
ferred or reimbursed shall not exceed
$10,000,000. Such transfers or reimbursements
may only be made 15 days following notifica-
tion of the Committees on Appropriations by
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget.

SEC. 928. None of the funds made available
in this or any other Act may be used by the
Office of Personnel Management or any
other department or agency of the Federal
Government to prohibit any agency from
using appropriated funds as they see fit to
independently contract with private compa-
nies to provide online employment applica-
tions and processing services.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Chairman, I raise a
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Chairman, I raise a
point of order against section 928. This
provision violates clause 2 of House
rule XXI. It proposes to change exist-
ing law within the jurisdiction of the
Committee on Government Reform
and, therefore, constitutes legislation
on an appropriations bill in violation of
House rules.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
wish to be heard on the point of order?
If not, the Chair is prepared to rule.

The Chair finds that this section ad-
dresses funds in other acts. This sec-
tion, therefore, constitutes legislation
in violation of clause 2 of rule XXI. The
point of order is sustained and this sec-
tion is stricken from the bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 929. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, a woman may breastfeed her
child at any location in a Federal building or
on Federal property, if the woman and her
child are otherwise authorized to be present
at the location.

SEC. 930. Notwithstanding section 1346 of
title 31, United States 945./Code, or section
910 of this Act, funds made available for the
current fiscal year by this or any other Act
shall be available for the interagency fund-
ing of specific projects, workshops, studies,
and similar efforts to carry out the purposes
of the National Science and Technology
Council (authorized by Executive Order No.
12881), which benefit multiple Federal de-
partments, agencies, or entities: Provided,
That the Office of Management and Budget
shall provide a report describing the budget
of and resources connected with the National
Science and Technology Council to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations, the House Com-
mittee on Science; and the Senate Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation 90 days after enactment of this Act.

SEC. 931. Any request for proposals, solici-
tation, grant application, form, notification,
press release, or other publications involving
the distribution of Federal funds shall indi-
cate the agency providing the funds, the
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Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Number, as applicable, and the amount pro-
vided: Provided, That this provision shall
apply to direct payments, formula funds, and
grants received by a State receiving Federal
funds.

SEC. 932. Subsection (f) of section 403 of
Public Law 103-356 (31 U.S.C. 501 note), as
amended, is further amended by striking
“October 1, 2005 and inserting ‘‘October 1,
2006"°.

SEC. 933. (a) PROHIBITION OF FEDERAL AGEN-
CY MONITORING OF INDIVIDUALS’ INTERNET
USE.—None of the funds made available in
this or any other Act may be used by any
Federal agency—

(1) to collect, review, or create any aggre-
gation of data, derived from any means, that
includes any personally identifiable informa-
tion relating to an individual’s access to or
use of any Federal Government Internet site
of the agency; or

(2) to enter into any agreement with a
third party (including another government
agency) to collect, review, or obtain any ag-
gregation of data, derived from any means,
that includes any personally identifiable in-
formation relating to an individual’s access
to or use of any nongovernmental Internet
site.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The limitations estab-
lished in subsection (a) shall not apply to—

(1) any record of aggregate data that does
not identify particular persons;

(2) any voluntary submission of personally
identifiable information;

(3) any action taken for law enforcement,
regulatory, or supervisory purposes, in ac-
cordance with applicable law; or

(4) any action described in subsection (a)(1)
that is a system security action taken by the
operator of an Internet site and is nec-
essarily incident to the rendition of the
Internet site services or to the protection of
the rights or property of the provider of the
Internet site.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this
section:

(1) The term ‘‘regulatory’” means agency
actions to implement, interpret or enforce
authorities provided in law.

(2) The term ‘‘supervisory’” means exami-
nations of the agency’s supervised institu-
tions, including assessing safety and sound-
ness, overall financial condition, manage-
ment practices and policies and compliance
with applicable standards as provided in law.

SEC. 934. (a) None of the funds appropriated
by this Act may be used to enter into or
renew a contract which includes a provision
providing prescription drug coverage, except
where the contract also includes a provision
for contraceptive coverage.

(b) Nothing in this section shall apply to a
contract with—

(1) any of the following religious plans:

(A) Personal Care’s HMO; and

(B) OSF HealthPlans, Inc.; and

(2) any existing or future plan, if the car-
rier for the plan objects to such coverage on
the basis of religious beliefs.

(c) In implementing this section, any plan
that enters into or renews a contract under
this section may not subject any individual
to discrimination on the basis that the indi-
vidual refuses to prescribe or otherwise pro-
vide for contraceptives because such activi-
ties would be contrary to the individual’s re-
ligious beliefs or moral convictions.

(d) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to require coverage of abortion or
abortion-related services.

SEC. 935. The Congress of the United States
recognizes the United States Anti-Doping
Agency (USADA) as the official anti-doping
agency for Olympic, Pan American, and
Paralympic sport in the United States.

SEC. 936. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, funds appropriated for official
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travel by Federal departments and agencies
may be used by such departments and agen-
cies, if consistent with Office of Management
and Budget Circular A-126 regarding official
travel for Government personnel, to partici-
pate in the fractional aircraft ownership
pilot program.

SEC. 937. None of the funds made available
under this or any other Act for fiscal year
2006 and each fiscal year thereafter shall be
expended for the purchase of a product or
service offered by Federal Prison Industries,
Inc., unless the agency making such pur-
chase determines that such offered product
or service provides the best value to the buy-
ing agency pursuant to governmentwide pro-
curement regulations, issued pursuant to
section 25(c)(1) of the Office of Federal Pro-
curement Act (41 U.S.C. 421(c)(1)) that im-
pose procedures, standards, and limitations
of section 2410n of title 10, United States
Code.

SEC. 938. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, none of the funds appropriated or
made available under this Act or any other
appropriations Act may be used to imple-
ment or enforce restrictions or limitations
on the Coast Guard Congressional Fellowship
Program, or to implement the proposed regu-
lations of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment to add sections 300.311 through 300.316
to part 300 of title 5 of the Code of Federal
Regulations, published in the Federal Reg-
ister, volume 68, number 174, on September 9,
2003 (relating to the detail of executive
branch employees to the legislative branch).

SEC. 939. Each Executive department and
agency shall evaluate the creditworthiness
of an individual before issuing the individual
a government travel charge card. The de-
partment or agency may not issue a govern-
ment travel charge card to an individual
that either lacks a credit history or is found
to have an unsatisfactory credit history as a
result of this evaluation: Provided, That this
restriction shall not preclude issuance of a
restricted-use charge, debit, or stored value
card made in accordance with agency proce-
dures to: (1) an individual with an unsatis-
factory credit history where such card is
used to pay travel expenses and the agency
determines there is no suitable alternative
payment mechanism available before issuing
the card; or (2) an individual who lacks a
credit history. Each Executive department
and agency shall establish guidelines and
procedures for disciplinary actions to be
taken against agency personnel for im-
proper, fraudulent, or abusive use of govern-
ment charge cards, which shall include ap-
propriate disciplinary actions for use of
charge cards for purposes, and at establish-
ments, that are inconsistent with the official
business of the Department or agency or
with applicable standards of conduct.

SEC. 940. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, no executive branch agency shall
purchase, construct, and/or lease any addi-
tional facilities, except within or contiguous
to existing locations, to be used for the pur-
pose of conducting Federal law enforcement
training without advance approval of the
Committees on Appropriations, except that
the Federal Law Enforcement Training Cen-
ter is authorized to obtain the temporary use
of additional facilities by lease, contract, or
other agreement for training which cannot
be accommodated in existing Center facili-
ties.

SEC. 941. From funds made available in this
or any other Act under the headings ‘‘The
White House’’, ‘‘Special Assistance to the
President and the Official Residence of Resi-
dence of the Vice President”, ‘Council on
Environmental Quality and Office of Envi-
ronmental Quality”’, ‘‘Office of Science and
Technology Policy”, and ¢Office of the
United States Trade Representative’, the
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Director of the Office of Management and
Budget (or such other officer as the Presi-
dent may designate in writing) may, 15 days
after giving notice to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and the House of
Representatives, transfer not to exceed 10
percent of any such appropriation to any
other such appropriation, to be merged with
and available for the same time and for the
same purposes as the appropriation to which
transferred: Provided, That the amount of an
appropriation shall not be increased by more
than 50 percent by such transfers: Provided
further, That no amount shall be transferred
from the heading ‘‘Special Assistance to the
President and the Official Residence of the
Vice President’ without approval of the Vice
President.

SEC. 942. Section 4(b) of the Federal Activi-
ties Inventory Reform Act of 1998 (Public
Law 105-270) is amended by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

‘() Executive agencies with fewer than 100
full-time employees as of the first day of the
fiscal year. However, such an agency shall be
subject to section 2 to the extent it plans to
conduct a public-private competition for the
performance of an activity that is not inher-
ently governmental.”’.

SEC. 943. (a) No funds shall be available for
transfers or reimbursements to the E-Gov-
ernment Initiatives sponsored by the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) prior to 15
days following submission of a report to the
Committees on Appropriations by the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget
or receipt of approval to transfer funds by
the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations.

(b) The report in (a) shall detail:

(1) the amount proposed for transfer for
any department and agency by program of-
fice, bureau, or activity, as appropriate;

(2) the specific use of funds;

(3) the relevance of that use to that depart-
ment or agency and each bureau or office
within, which is contributing funds; and

(4) a description on any such activities for
which funds were appropriated that will not
be implemented or partially implemented by
the department or agency as a result of the
transfer.

SEC. 944. (a) The adjustment in rates of
basic pay for employees under the statutory
pay systems that takes effect in fiscal year
2006 under sections 5303 and 5304 of title 5,
United States Code, shall be an increase of
3.1 percent, and this adjustment shall apply
to civilian employees in the Department of
Defense and the Department of Homeland
Security and such adjustments shall be effec-
tive as of the first day of the first applicable
pay period beginning on or after January 1,
2006.

(b) Notwithstanding section 913 of this Act,
the adjustment in rates of basic pay for the
statutory pay systems that take place in fis-
cal year 2006 under sections 5344 and 5348 of
title 5, United States Code, shall be no less
than the percentage in paragraph (a) as em-
ployees in the same location whose rates of
basic pay are adjusted pursuant to the statu-
tory pay systems under section 5303 and 5304
of title 5, United States Code. Prevailing
rate employees at locations where there are
no employees whose pay is increased pursu-
ant to sections 5303 and 5304 of title 5 and
prevailing rate employees described in sec-
tion 5343(a)(b) of title 5 shall be considered to
be located in the pay locality designated as
“Rest of US”’ pursuant to section 5304 of title
5 for purposes of this paragraph.

(¢c) Funds used to carry out this section
shall be paid from appropriations, which are
made to each applicable department or agen-
cy for salaries and expenses for fiscal year
2006.
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SEC. 945. (a) IN GENERAL.—Section 604(d) of
the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C.
1681b(d)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(d) LIMITATION ON USE OF CONSUMER RE-
PORT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A credit card issuer may
not use any negative information contained
in a consumer report to increase any annual
percentage rate applicable to a credit card
account, or to remove or increase any intro-
ductory annual percentage rate of interest
applicable to such account, for any reason
other than an action or omission of the card
holder that is directly related to such ac-
count.

‘(2) NOTICE TO CONSUMER.—The limitation
under paragraph (1) on the use by a credit
card issuer of information in a consumer re-
port shall be clearly and conspicuously de-
scribed to the consumer by the credit card
issuer in any disclosure or statement re-
quired to be made to the consumer under
this title.”.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—Section 604(a)(3)(F)(ii) of the Fair
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C.
1681b(a)(3)(F)(ii)) is amended by inserting
‘‘subject to subsection (d),”” before ‘‘to re-
view”.
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POINT OF ORDER

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I make a point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-
BALART) will state his point of order.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART. Mr.
Chairman, I make a point of order that
section 945 of H.R. 3058 is in violation
of clause 2 of rule XXI.

That rule precludes changes in exist-
ing law from being report in a general
appropriation bill. The section directly
amends the Fair Credit Reporting Act,
an Act within the jurisdiction of the
Committee on Financial Services re-
garding the use of credit reports.

The section beginning on page 222,
line 23, through 223, line 20, clearly
constitutes legislation on an appropria-
tions bill.

I would note further that House Res-
olution 342, the rule providing for con-
sideration of the bill, did not waive
points of order under clause 2 rule XXI
against this section.

I would urge the Chair to sustain the
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
wish to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to be
heard on the point of order.

Section 945 to which the gentleman
objects is in this bill for the purpose of
ending a practice under which a credit
card company can jack up a card-
holder’s interest rates to the default
rate which can be as high as 30 percent.
Even if that person has never missed a
payment and never been a day late on
any payment to that credit card com-
pany, that interest rate can be jacked
up if that consumer was 1 day late in
the payment of some other bill and
that was reported on a credit report.

This language is in here to correct a
glaring and obscene omission in legis-
lation which was passed by the House
several weeks ago, the infamous bank-
ruptcey bill.
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As I understand the rules, the gen-
tleman is objecting to this language
because it is legislation on an appro-
priation bill and falls under the juris-
diction of another committee. As I un-
derstand the rules, while the Rules
Committee did not protect this section
in the rule under which the bill is being
debated, this section could be passed by
the House if no Member chooses to ob-
ject to it.

I would respectfully suggest to the
gentleman, in the interest of pro-
tecting consumers in this country from
these bloodsuckers, I would suggest
that the gentleman would do the coun-
try a great service if he would with-
draw his point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member wish to be heard on the point
of order?

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, this issue has
been debated at length by the House.
There was a similar amendment that
was debated at length. It was rejected
by the membership of this House by a
significant vote. In this case today on
an appropriations bill, legislating this
issue, that has been debated and re-
jected in an appropriate forum, this is
not clearly an appropriate forum. I re-
iterate my point of order.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
have to reluctantly concede because of
the warped rules which the majority
party passed out of the Committee on
Rules, which protected countless other
provisions from points of order, but ne-
glected to protect this section so that
some of the biggest banks in the coun-
try can rip-off Americans, I would have
to confess that under that myopic and
misguided rule, I would have to con-
cede the point of order.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must
first dispose of the point of order. Does
the gentleman wish to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I will
wait until the point of order has been
disposed of and then claim my 5 min-
utes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule on the point of order.

The Chair finds that this section di-
rectly amends existing law. The sec-
tion, therefore, constitutes legislation
in violation of clause 2 of rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained, and
the section is stricken from the bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to repeat
some remarks that I made on the floor
the other day. I happen to have a Visa
card. I have had it for years.

The other day I received in the mail
a notification that this Visa card had
been transferred to another bank. If
you take a look at the fine print on the
notice that accompanies that transfer,
the fine print makes clear that the fol-
lowing can occur.

Let us say that for 10 years the gen-
tleman from Florida who just lodged
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the point of order, let us say for 10
years that gentleman has held this
same Visa card, and that for that 10-
year period he has not been late a sin-
gle day in any payment to this credit
card company. Nonetheless, the gen-
tleman from Florida, or any other cit-
izen of America, can have the interest
rate on this card raised to the default
rate if, for instance, that person had
gone on vacation and while on vacation
that person’s wife, let us say, had bro-
ken her arm. And let us say she was re-
sponsible for writing the checks each
month and because she was hurt she
could not write the checks for a couple
of weeks. And if that late payment be-
cause of that injury—to another com-
pany on another account—wound up in
a credit report totally unrelated to
your performance on the initial card,
nonetheless, that credit card company
claims the right to jack up interest
rates to 30 percent.

In my view, that is nothing but
blood-sucking usury, and I find it in-
credible that the majority party in this
House finds ways time and time and
time again to genuflect to the special
interests like these credit card compa-
nies and to use the technicalities of the
rules of this House to deny the average
American citizen the protection that
they ought to have a right to expect
from representatives of this body who
are supposed to represent the general
interests rather than the special inter-
ests of these credit card companies.

It is an outrage that this body would
allow this kind of a practice to con-
tinue. It is an outrage that the well-
connected shysters who engage in this
practice are not stood up to unani-
mously by 435 people in this House.

So all I can say is if the majority
wants to hide behind the technicalities
to protect yet another well-paying spe-
cial interest, I cannot do a whole lot
about it except raise my voice, and
that is what I am doing today.

I would hope that the American con-
sumers would take notice who it is
that decides that the technicalities of
the rules are more important than giv-
ing the consuming public a fair shake.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. As the designee of
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY), the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. OLVER) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, last week
the full Committee on Appropriations
voted 33 to 25 to accept this provision
that prevents credit card issuers from
using totally unrelated consumer infor-
mation to raise the annual percentage
rates on cardholders. The provision
could have been protected by the Com-
mittee on Rules. It was not. Therefore,
the point of order was possible. The
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
has accepted the point of order reluc-
tantly.

But this provision in no way prevents
companies from raising interest rates,
but simply states that banks can only
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base that decision on the interest rate
on information that is relevant to the
account that they issue. This provision
would make sure that people who pay
their credit card account on time and
remain within their credit limit do not
have their annual percentage rates in-
creased.

The practice of using unrelated infor-
mation to increase those rates is not
allowed when lenders issue home mort-
gages, and it simply should not be al-
lowed when they issue credit cards. It
is outrageous that this practice is
legal.

I hope that the discussion here, since
the issue has been ruled out of order,
will be the impetus for the Committee
on Financial Services, which has raised
the point of order, it will be the impe-
tus to get rid of this practice.

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

Mr. OLVER. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I find
this inexplicable. This is the House of
Representatives. We are here purpose-
fully to protect the interests of the
American people. There is no situation
in which it is more clear as to where
the interest of the American people lie
than in the context of this amendment
that has been offered today by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). I
assume that is why it passed the Com-
mittee on Appropriations by such a
strong vote.

But for political reasons, the Com-
mittee on Rules has decided not to pro-
tect the amendment, not to allow it to
come out here and not be subject to the
kind of opposition it received a mo-
ment ago from the gentleman from
Florida.

This issue should be debated on the
floor of this House. This amendment
should be passed. Why? Because the
credit card companies are increasingly
putting American families deeper and
deeper and deeper in debt. The average
debt now, according to the Federal Re-
serve, the average debt of the average
American family is 115 percent of in-
come and the main reason for that is
credit card debt.

The credit card companies attract
consumers, often attracting them in at
relatively reasonable interest rates,
and then very rapidly for extraneous
reasons and circumstances, increase
those rates. And the debt that people
owe to credit card companies is going
up and up and up.

That is one of the reasons why this
House of Representatives passed that
atrocious bankruptcy bill not long ago,
a bankruptcy bill which, in effect, in
large part was influenced strongly by
the credit card companies. What have
we become? This House, which is sup-
posed to represent the interests of the
American people, the average Amer-
ican, the average American family, has
fallen now to represent narrower and
narrower special interests, and the ob-
vious special interest in this case are
the credit card companies which has
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become the fastest growing and one of
the most lucrative businesses in Amer-
ica. And why? Because we are not
doing our job. This House of Represent-
atives is not doing what it is supposed
to do: Protect the interest of the aver-
age family and not allow usurious in-
terest rates to take place here over and
over and over again.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OLVER. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the prac-
tical result of the point of order lodged
by the gentleman from Florida is to
make the credit card companies the
only people in America who can raise
the price of something you bought
after you bought it. If people are com-
fortable putting themselves in that su-
pine position, I cannot do anything
about it. But I find it interesting that
the gentleman is a member of the
Rules Committee, which cleverly left
this measure exposed and then ex-
ploited that failure on the part of the
Rules Committee in order to knock
this language out of the bill. That is a
nice sleight of hand operation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 946. Unless otherwise authorized by
existing law, none of the funds provided in
this Act or any other Act may be used by an
executive branch agency to produce any pre-
packaged news story intended for broadcast
or distribution in the United States, unless
the story includes a clear notification within
the text or audio of the prepackaged news
story that the prepackaged news story was
prepared or funded by that executive branch
agency.

SEC. 947. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to administer, im-
plement, or enforce the amendment made to
section 515.5633 of title 31, Code of Federal
Regulations, that was published in the Fed-
eral Register on February 25, 2005.

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. SIMMONS

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 14 offered by Mr. SIMMONS:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . (a) LIMITATION ON USE OF
FUNDS.—None of the funds made available in
this Act may be used to enter into, imple-
ment, or provide oversight of contracts be-
tween the Secretary of the Treasury, or his
designee, and private collection agencies.
Notwithstanding this provision, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, or his designee, may
continue to utilize any private collection
contract authority in effect prior to October
22, 2004. Nothing in this provision shall im-
pact the administration of any tax or tariff.

(b) CORRESPONDING REDUCTION IN FUNDS.—
The amount otherwise provided by this Act
for ‘INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE-BUSINESS
SYSTEMS MODERNIZATION’’ is hereby reduced
by $5,000,000.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I reserve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman re-
serves a point of order.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
June 29, 2005, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SIMMONS) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. SIMMONS).

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

My amendment is very straight-
forward. It simply requires that the
collection of Federal taxes will con-
tinue to be done by officials of the IRS
and not by private contractors. This
amendment is similar to one that was
introduced by the gentlewoman from
West Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO) last year
and passed by voice vote, although it
was ultimately taken out of the bill in
conference.

I think all of us, Mr. Chairman, want
a Federal system that efficiently col-
lects taxes, but we cannot do it at the
expense of taxpayers’ rights or privacy.
If the IRS is allowed to go forward with
the outsourcing of tax collection, mil-
lions of taxpayer files will be made
available to private debt collection
companies. These companies, in turn,
will collect up to a 25 percent fee for
any collections from American tax-
payers.

This type of incentive system on the
part of collectors is ripe for abuse and
ripe for harassment, which is why the
IRS specifically prohibits its own em-
ployees from being engaged in a quota
system with regard to tax collection.

Mr. Chairman, each year millions of
Americans voluntarily disclose sen-
sitive personal information to the IRS
with the expectation that it will be
handled with the utmost discretion and
care, that it will be protected from er-
roneous or deliberate disclosure out-
side the IRS. Yet current law allows
the IRS to disclose this information to
third-party contractors. This cannot be
allowed to stand.

Do we really want to release commis-
sion-hungry tax collection agents on
the American public? Is this really
good public policy?

Mr. Chairman, at a time when we are
concerned about identity theft, we
should not be in the business of putting
sensitive information into the hands of
private contractors. Just today, the
Washington Post did an editorial, Have
You Been Stolen? And it says, ‘“‘Once
your name, date of birth, address and
Social Security number go astray, you
are permanently at risk.”

Yet, if we do not pass this amend-
ment that I have offered here today,
millions of American taxpayers will be
permanently at risk.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN
HOLLEN).

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to join with my colleague
from Connecticut in offering this
amendment to ensure the fair treat-
ment of the American taxpayer.

Mr. Chairman, it was just back in
1998 that, in response to overly aggres-
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sive IRS collection tactics, the Con-
gress passed the IRS Restructuring and
Reform Act. That act specifically pre-
vented IRS agents and their super-
visors from being evaluated based on
how much taxes they collected. They
couldn’t get a bonus based on how
much tax they collected. The reason
was pretty simple. We wanted to make
sure that the IRS agents had an objec-
tive approach, that they weren’t
harassing taxpayers for their own per-
sonal benefit.

That brings us to why we are offering
this amendment here today. The provi-
sion that was included last year in the
FSC corporate tax bill reversed that
policy. In fact, even worse, it said that
private collection agencies could go
out and collect these taxes and that
they would get a 25 percent bonus if
they collected those taxes. In other
words, they were on a commission,
based on how much they collected,
which creates exactly the wrong incen-
tive, an incentive that we tried to ad-
dress back in 1998 when we passed that
earlier legislation.

Furthermore, it hurts the American
taxpayer in another way. Right now,
when the IRS agent goes out and col-
lects taxes, 100 percent of those taxes
go to the public Treasury to be spent
on education and health care and other
things that this Congress may decide
to invest in for the American people.
Under the existing special interest pro-
vision that got stuck into the law last
year, 25 percent of those moneys are
now going to go, not to the Federal
Treasury for public purposes, but they
are going to be pocketed by these pri-
vate bounty hunters, essentially, debt
collectors who are out there, who have
an incentive to be overly aggressive
with the taxpayer, have an incentive
not to look at the issue fairly; and at
the end of the day, they pocket 25 per-
cent instead of those funds going to the
benefit of the American taxpayer.

Mr. Chairman, I commend my col-
league for offering this amendment and
I urge its adoption.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, could
I ask how much time I have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Connecticut has 30 seconds re-
maining.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, in
those 30 seconds I would like to say
that taxes today are complicated. Sen-
ior citizens have problems with them.
Single moms have problems with them.
Small business owners have problems
with them. Mistakes can be made. But
the collection should not be turned
over to commission-based bounty hunt-
ers. We should not adopt a policy that
turns these people loose on our citi-
zens.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this amendment be with-
drawn, as I understand that there is a
point of order against it.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman’s amendment is with-
drawn.

There was no objection.

H5489

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I do understand that
the point of order lies, and I under-
stand why my chairman has raised the
point of order. I just want to make
something clear on the record, how-
ever, that I believe that collection of
tax is an inherent role of government,
and if the point of order had not lay
against the provision, I would have
supported the amendment that was of-
fered by the gentleman from Con-
necticut.

Given the ongoing reports of identity
theft and lost data these days, I have
come to abhor the very idea of putting
private and sensitive information in
the hands of debt collectors. It seems
to me, as I have already pointed out, it
is an inherent role of government to
collect taxes. It is a fundamental re-
sponsibility of government. We
shouldn’t privatize this activity, par-
ticularly when it will cost taxpayers
more money than collecting the owed
taxes by Federal employees.

For that reason, I would have sup-
ported the amendment, but I do under-
stand the point of order as my chair-
man has raised it.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FLAKE:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title) insert the following:

SEC. . (a) None of the funds made avail-
able in this Act may be used to implement,
administer, or enforce the amendments made
to section 515.561 of title 31, Code of Federal
Regulations, as published in the Federal
Register on June 16, 2004, with respect to any
Member of the United States Armed Forces.

(b) The limitation in subsection (a) shall
not apply to the implementation, adminis-
tration, or enforcement of  section
515.560(c)(3) of title 31, Code of Federal Regu-
lations.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a
point of order on the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. A point of order is
reserved.

Pursuant to the order of the house of
June 29, 2005, the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. FLAKE) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE).

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
had assumed that a point of order
would be raised. I know that those op-
posing this amendment don’t want to
talk about this amendment, and I can
understand why.

Carlos Lazo escaped from Cuba in the
late 1980s. He hopped a raft, but unfor-
tunately he was caught; he was caught
by Castro’s forces. He was taken back
to Cuba where he spent 1 year in Cas-
tro’s prisons.

A little later he decided that the pull
from freedom was strong enough that
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he would try again, and he did. He got
on another raft and this time he made
it. He made it and he became an Amer-
ican. Not only did he become an Amer-
ican, he became a soldier. Not only
that, he went over to Iraq and served
us proudly. In fact, Sergeant Lazo was
recently awarded the Bronze Star for
bravery in action in Iraq.

Last June, when he came home from
Iraq, he wanted to visit his two sons
who are still in Cuba. He is divorced.
They and their mother live in Cuba. He
tried to do so. He went to the Miami
Airport only to find that since he had
been in Cuba once in the past 3 years,
he couldn’t go again for another 3
years. He was prevented from going to
see his family.

Here we are, our government, telling
one of its finest, a soldier who put his
life on the line in Iraq, a soldier that
we trust in Iraq, but don’t trust to be
able to go and see his family more than
once out of every 3 years. We acknowl-
edge that he should be able to go see
his family, but only once every 3 years.

What kind of a policy is that for us
to have? And who would object to that?
How hard-hearted do you have to be to
say a soldier serving his country can-
not go home and see his two kids?

Those on the other side might say,
well, why don’t we just bring his fam-
ily over here? And he says, well, I have
a good relationship with their mother
and she wants them to stay there, and
who am I to say any different? He also
would like to see his grandmother and
relatives while he is over there, that
couldn’t come here.

The notion that we should tell him
what is best for him is at the root of
this whole policy of denying Cuban-
American families the right to see
their families. If this amendment is in-
deed ruled out of order and we are un-
able to decide the fate of Sergeant
Lazo, the only alternative is to vote for
the Davis amendment that will be of-
fered shortly.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Point of order, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Is debate supposed to be on the
point of order?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida reserved a point of order.
The Chair has recognized the gen-
tleman from Arizona for 5 minutes on
his amendment pursuant to the unani-
mous consent agreement.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, let me
point out again, this is another thing
that the other side doesn’t want you to
hear. That is why I was just inter-
rupted.

O 1100

The only way we can allow Sergeant
Lazo to see his family is to vote for the
Davis amendment, which will allow
him and other Cuban American fami-
lies to go see their families better than
once every 3 years.
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I think Sergeant Lazo says it best.
He says, Cubans pray every day that
their parents die 3 years apart if their
parents are in Cuba, so they are able to
go see them.

Who are we? Who are we as Ameri-
cans to tell other Americans that they
should only be able to go and see their
family, their mother, their father, or
their kids in this case once every 3
years? What kind of policy is that?

Again, I am not able to offer this
amendment. It is going to be ruled out
of order. So the only way we can allow
Sergeant Lazo or other Cuban Ameri-
cans or others to see their families
more than once every 3 years is to vote
for the Davis amendment that will be
offered shortly.

Again, Cuban Americans are only al-
lowed once every 3 years. If they have
a mother in Cuba and she dies and they
decide to attend her funeral, if their fa-
ther’s dies 2 years later, they cannot go
to his under this policy unless we vote
for the Davis amendment.

I ask my colleagues to please look at
their hearts here, see if this is what
they want to do as an American to
deny another American the right to see
their family in Cuba. That is what this
amendment is all about. Because we
are unable to offer this one, that is
what the Davis amendment will be
about.

When we are debating the Davis
amendment, I suppose we will hear on
the other side, as we have heard in the
past, hey, we oppose this, we live in a
Cuban American community, we know
that they do not want to go see their
families. Perhaps the people they know
feel that way, but I can tell my col-
leagues, I represent some Cuban Ameri-
cans as well. People do all over.

Sergeant Lazo comes from the State
of Washington, and they would like to
go. And who are we, who is anyone to
tell others that they cannot go there?

At the root of what we are trying to
do is to give people the freedom to
make that choice themselves rather
than imposing that choice upon them,
a choice whether to go see their fami-
lies, to be able to visit their kids, as a
soldier. And there are other soldiers as
well; he is not the only one.

I would ask Members to please vote
for the Davis amendment if we are un-
able to vote for this one.

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, the hypocrisy of
this Administration is stunning. Sergeant Lazo
was sent by his commander in chief to fight in
a war that President Bush has claimed is a
“fight for freedom.”

Yet this same Sergeant Lazo, an American
citizen, has been told by the Government he
serves that he is forbidden from seeing his
children simply because they live in Cuba.

This tragedy is an extension of the adminis-
tration’s idiotic policy to restrict travel to Cuba.

This myopic policy is anti-family, anti-demo-
cratic values and it must be repealed.

| have been a strong supporter of lifting the
travel ban and embargo; there is no better
way to spread democracy and improve rela-
tions between Cuba and the United States
then by allowing for people-to-people ex-
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changes and unlimited family travel and pro-
moting trade between our two countries.

But because of the restrictive travel policies
implemented by this administration, each and
every U.S. citizen should be very concerned
that fellow American citizens do not enjoy the
same rights and freedoms that each one of us
has.

Sargeant Lazo is a tragic victim of a flawed
40-year-old policy. It is time for change. Sup-
port the Flake amendment and allow Sargeant
Lazo to visit his children.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I make a point
of order against the amendment be-
cause it proposes to change existing
law and constitutes legislation in an
appropriation bill and therefore vio-
lates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The rule states in pertinent part:

“An amendment to a general appro-
priation bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.” The amend-
ment at hand requires a new deter-
mination. And so I make the point of
order against this amendment.

We will have discussion today, Mr.
Chairman, on the right of all the peo-
ple of Cuba to be free and the right for
them not to have families divided.
They pray every day for freedom, and
they work for it. We will have that de-
bate. But not on amendments that vio-
late the rules of this House.

I ask for a ruling from the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member wish to be heard on the point
of order?

Hearing none, the Chair is prepared
to rule.

The Chair finds that this amendment
includes language requiring a new de-
termination by Federal officials to dis-
cern whether a person is a member of
the Armed Forces. The amendment
therefore constitutes legislation in vio-
lation of clause 2 of rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained, and
the amendment is not in order.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot believe what
has just happened on the floor of this
House. In effect, what has happened is
that some of these same people who
tried to stick their noses into the ques-
tion of how the Schiavo family should
deal with an end-of-life issue at a time
of great pain for that family, some of
the people in this House who felt com-
pelled to stick their noses into that
case are now trying to stick their noses
into the question of how often someone
who is wearing the uniform of the
United States can see their family.

I am getting awfully tired of having
people on this floor bleat about family
values and then take actions which
keep families apart. I am awfully tired
of hearing people, in effect, suggest
that because we dislike Mr. Castro so
much that the only way someone wear-
ing the uniform of the United States is
going to be able to see his family in
Cuba is only if they are lucky enough
to see Castro go.

What happens in the meantime?
Where are these vaunted family values?



June 30, 2005

I will tell the Members where they
are. When they get in the way of peo-
ple’s political ideology or family
squabbles in Cuba, they get tossed out
the window. What a pitiful joke.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF

FLORIDA

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. DAVIS of
Florida:

Page 224, insert the following after line 8:

SEC. 948. (a) None of the funds made avail-
able in this Act may be used to implement,
administer, or enforce the amendments made
to section 515.560 or 515.561 of title 31, Code of
Federal Regulations (relating to travel-re-
lated transactions incident to travel to Cuba
and visiting relatives in Cuba), as published
in the Federal Register on June 16, 2004.

(b) The limitation in subsection (a) shall
not apply to the implementation, adminis-
tration, or enforcement of section
515.560(c)(3) of title 31, Code of Federal Regu-
lations.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of June 29, 2005, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DAVIS)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
may I first ask, as a matter of proce-
dure, who will be claiming time on the
other side?

The CHAIRMAN. Time has not yet
been claimed.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 23 minutes.

Today I am offering an amendment
to repeal the administration’s rules re-
stricting family travel to Cuba. I of-
fered this same amendment last Sep-
tember. It passed by a vote of 225 to
174. Unfortunately, the amendment was
not included in the conference report. I
am asking my colleagues, Democrats
and Republicans, to join me again
today in correcting this cruel injustice.

As was just described in the prior
amendment, the Department of Treas-
ury introduced rules in June of 2004
that limit to once every 3 years the op-
portunity of anybody in my home
State of Florida of the United States to
visit their own flesh and blood, their
family, in Cuba regardless of the cir-
cumstances.

Furthermore, the policy that I seek
to repeal through this amendment is
an unforgivable policy that redefines
the family to exclude aunts, uncles,
and cousins. And I ask anybody on the
floor of the House today to stand up
and defend this indefensible aspect of
the policy.

A vote for my amendment is to rein-
state the prior rule that allowed people
here in the United States to visit their
own family once a year and to apply
for a specific license if there were an
emergency: a birth, a death, or some-
one who is very sick and might die.

I represent hundreds of people in the
Tampa Bay area, like many Americans,
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who simply would like to be with their
family in these tragic times. This pol-
icy prohibits it.

Let me be clear. My amendment does
not address the broader issue of the
embargo or unfettered travel to Cuba.
That is a debate for another day. This
is simply about families. This Con-
gress, this country should be in the
benefit of supporting families, not un-
dermining them, not separating. This
policy punishes Cubans on both sides of
the straits, and it has no positive im-
pact on the embargo issue. I represent
many people who are trying to reach
out to their families at a time they
have little hope, little support, under
this oppressive regime in Cuba I have
seen with my own eyes.

As was mentioned earlier, Sergeant
Lazo was good enough to be sent to
Iraq to defend our country as part of
the Washington National Guard. He
has two sons in Cuba, one of whom, I
understand, is in the hospital. He is not
allowed to go visit his own son because
he was in Cuba 2 years ago.

A deputy assistant secretary of the
United States State Department
summed this up last year. He said, an
individual can decide whether they
want to visit Cuba once every 3 years
and the decision is up to them, and if
they have a dying relative, they have
to figure out the best time to travel.
These are words that no one would dare
speak on the floor of this House of the
United States of Representatives. How
outrageous.

This Chamber is constantly taking
steps to defend and support families:
tax relief, marriage penalty relief,
child tax credits. Everyone on the floor
of this House of Representatives talks
about family values here and at home.
This is a chance to act on family val-
ues. We have an opportunity today to
support families who may be divided in
geography, but they are not divided in
flesh and blood and commitment to
each other.

I hope this body, which is divided on
the embargo, will come together, sup-
port families, and adopt the Davis
amendment.

Today | am offering this amendment to re-
peal the administration’s rules restricting family
travel to Cuba.

As you may remember, | offered this same
amendment last September. The House of
Representatives recognized this injustice and
passed my amendment by a bipartisan vote of
225 to 174. Unfortunately, my amendment
was not included in the conference report. |
call on my colleagues to pass this amendment
once again.

On June 30, 2004, the Department of
Treasury implemented new restrictions on
family travel to Cuba. Cuban Americans are
now limited to one 14-day visit with their
Cuban relatives every 3 years.

The administration has also attempted to re-
define the Cuban family. Cuban-Americans
are no longer permitted to visit their aunts, un-
cles or cousins in Cuba.

My amendment would prohibit funds in this
bill from being used to implement, administer
or enforce the changes made to family travel.
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A vote in favor of my amendment is a vote
to reinstate the previous policy, which allowed
Cuban-Americans one trip per year under a
general license, allowed for additional emer-
gency visits under a specific license and kept
aunts, uncles and cousins where they be-
long—as part of the family.

Mr. Speaker, let me be clear. This amend-
ment deals exclusively with keeping families
together and would not permit unfettered trav-
el.

But the United States should not be in the
business of separating families. The new fam-
ily travel rules undermine families, punish Cu-
bans on both sides of the Florida straits and
have minimal effect on the Government of
Cuba.

The Cuban people are talented and ambi-
tious, but under Castro’s oppressive rule, they
are left with little hope. For many, their only
lifeline is the emotional and financial support
they receive from relatives in America.

Mr. Chairman, | have spoken with numerous
Cuban Americans in my district of Tampa Bay
and across Florida who were heartbroken by
these regulations. And, most recently, | met
with SGT Carlos Lazo, a Cuban American
who bravely served our country in Irag. He is
not even permitted to visit his two sons in
Cuba.

In fact, last year, a deputy assistant sec-
retary at the U.S. Sate Department summed
up the outrageous insensitivity of these rules
when he was quoted by Reuters as saying,
“An individual can decide when they want to
travel once every three years and the decision
is up to them. So if they have a dying relative
they have to figure out when they want to trav-
el.”

Mr. Chairman, this chamber is constantly
celebrating and supporting America’s families.
We've passed marriage penalty relief and
child tax credits. But these sweeping changes
on family travel to Cuba were enacted without
so much as one hearing in Congress.

Again, we have an opportunity to right this
wrong. We have an opportunity to celebrate
the positive relationships between the United
States and Cuba. We have the opportunity to
support families who may be divided in geog-
raphy, but not in flesh and blood and certainly
not in love.

This body may be divided on whether the
United States should allow travel to Cuba for
tourism or business reasons, but | hope that
today we can unite in support of families. |
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of the
Davis amendment.

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

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I rise to claim
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-
BALART) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ).

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the gentleman
from Florida’s amendment.
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A year ago I too had concerns about
the changes in the regulations on fam-
ily travel when they were first intro-
duced, and I voted with the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DAVIS) because I be-
lieved that Cuban Americans had vir-
tually no notice that the regulations
were about to be changed and they
could not plan their travel to Cuba ac-
cordingly. But a year later my view of
these concerns no longer applies.

So now the question becomes the
focus on the impact of travel to Cuba,
and I would like to share with Members
of the House a letter that many of us
recently received from the Ileading
Cuban opposition leaders: Martha
Beatriz Roque Cabello, Rene de Jesus
Gomez Manzano, Felix Antonio Bonne
Carcasses. These are the same opposi-
tion leaders who, on May 20 of this
year, organized an historic Assembly
to Promote Civil Society on the 103rd
anniversary of Cuban independence.

This event brought many civil soci-
ety organizations together for the first
time to discuss democracy in Cuba.
And as we learned in a hearing earlier
this year in the Subcommittee on the
Western Hemisphere, of which I am the
ranking Democrat, the organizers and
the participants in this event risked
their personal freedom for the freedom
of the Cuban people. In fact, these lead-
ers have already suffered in Castro’s
jails for speaking out on behalf of the
Cuban people. And it is the same group
of leaders who risked their lives for de-
mocracy in Cuba, not those here in the
diaspora, but those who are inside of
Castro’s Cuba, who ask this Congress in
their letter not to adopt any changes,
any changes, which would either par-
tially or totally change the nature of
the embargo.

In fact, they clearly state that any
such change would be interpreted as a
new policy of compromise with the
Castro regime and cite that nothing
has been done by the regime to move
forward to an accommodation with
that element of civil society that ulti-
mately seeks to change the funda-
mental basics of human rights that we
seek to promote throughout the world.
And I think we have to heed the warn-
ing that they are sending, and we must
send a clear message to the Castro re-
gime that we will not compromise
when it comes to human rights, free-
dom, and democracy in Cuba; that we
will not dilute the embargo in any way
and that we must respect the voices of
those very same Cubans who suffer
under the regime.

And, finally, let me just say that one
cannot seek political asylum from a
country and then constantly travel
back to it. One is either a political
asylee or one is not. One cannot keep
traveling back to a country from which
they are a political asylee.

And, lastly, we all know the great
difficulties, those of us who are not
only Cuban Americans but who rep-
resent 99 percent of all Cuban Ameri-
cans in the country; and they have one
voice, and that voice is to do every-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

thing we can to end the suffering of the
Cuban people.

We hear those voices from Cuba. We
should listen to them.

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

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, some may ask why
the Cuban American community over-
whelmingly not only supports these
measures to limit resources to the ter-
rorist regime, but elects Members,
each and every Member, Cuban Amer-
ican Member whether they are Repub-
licans or Democrats, who also agree
with the overwhelming majority of the
Cuban American community on meas-
ures to limit resources to the terrorist
regime.

Among the reasons for that, obvi-
ously, it is because it is a terrorist re-
gime, an anti-American terrorist re-
gime, that oppresses the Cuban people
and has done so for 46 years; but also
because Cuban Americans know that
freedom never comes free. The only
country in the world that has the ben-
efit of a law here in the United States
that says one reaches soil in the United
States and they are treated like a po-
litical asylee are Cubans. And with
those great privileges, the great privi-
lege of the Cuban Adjustment Act,
come responsibilities.

If one is from any other country in
the world, as the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) said, and they
are a political asylee, they cannot go
back once every 3 years. They cannot
go back, period, until the political sit-
uation changes in the country they
have left. But Cubans not only are
treated, and rightfully so, because they
are fleeing a Communist tyranny in
this hemisphere, as though they were
jumping over the Berlin Wall, they are
treated as political asylees, but they
can go back and visit family every 3
years; whereas from any other country
in the world, political asylees cannot.
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So, at this point, I would say this is
a very serious issue, but suffice it to
say that it is not by chance that all the
Cuban American Members of this
House and the overwhelming majority
of the community support all of these
measures to limit resources from the
terrorist regime.

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

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 1 minute.

The argument has been made that
this debate is about limiting resources.
Does anyone want to stand on the floor
of this House of Representatives and
tell anyone that they cannot go visit a
dying member of their family because
that is an appropriate limitation on re-
sources?

I have been down to Cuba and seen
with my own eyes the suffering and in-
justice and misery under this oppres-
sive regime. This government is treat-
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ing their people terribly. One of the few
things they have left in life, apart from
their own faith and pride, is the sup-
port of our own family. No one, no one
dares stand on the floor of this House
today and answer the question, what do
you tell somebody I represent or you
represent when someone in their fam-
ily is having a baby, is approaching
death or may die and cannot go down
to visit their own family because they
were just there 2% years ago. That is
indefensible. It is unforgivable. This is
not a debate about the embargo. This
is a debate about whether we are going
to stand on the floor of the House of
Representatives and support families
and support family values.

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

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I yield the bal-
ance of my time to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN), the
distinguished leader and Member from
the International Relations Com-
mittee.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
when we eliminate all the emotional
rhetoric here on the floor, what we get
to is this amendment. This amendment
provides an economic lifeline to the
dictatorship. By prohibiting OFAC
from enforcing U.S. laws and regula-
tions, this amendment removes those
safeguards and it provides the Castro
regime with the much needed currency
to continue its reign of terror.

Prisoners of conscience are lan-
guishing in squalid cells in Cuba, and
yvet, what are we doing? We are going
to bestow this pariah state another vic-
tory. Castro is very happy when we do
these amendments. Former political
prisoners in my Congressional district
who endured the most inhumane treat-
ment are the first ones to oppose any
weakening of these restrictions.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’” on
the Davis amendment.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 15 seconds to anyone who op-
poses this amendment, that wants to
defend a policy that says that your
family or mine or anybody’s family
cannot include aunts, uncles or cous-
ins.

I would be happy to yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN
DIAZ-BALART).

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, the reason that
President Bush implemented these
regs, the reason we have an embargo is
because we want the political prisoners
freed, because we want political parties
legalized, labor unions legalized, the
press legalized, and elections sched-
uled, and we want to retain the lever-
age of those billions of dollars in travel
until the dictatorship releases political
prisoners. And you know something,
yes, there is pain involved in the Cuban
tragedy. But the pain comes from the
tragedy of the dictatorship and not be-
cause of our policies.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
reclaiming my time, the silence is
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deafening here. With all due respect to
my colleague, with whom I agree on
many Cuba policies and respect, no one
dares stand on the floor of the House of
Representatives and answer the ques-
tion why we are supporting a policy
that says that your uncle, aunt or
cousin is not a member of your own
family, your own flesh and blood.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Florida.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Did the gentleman not hear
when I spoke 10 seconds ago?

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
reclaiming my time, this is not a de-
bate about the embargo. This is a de-
bate about who is considered a member
of the family. No one dares stand on
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives today and answer the question
why we are going to deny to an indi-
vidual the right to visit a member of
their own family who may be having a
child, who may be dying. I represent
people who every day are facing the
cruel injustice of this policy. For them
it is not about a message. It is not
about rhetoric. It is about the facts.
The fact is we are denying Sergeant
Lazo, who was good enough to rep-
resent our country and our families, in-
cluding our aunts, uncles and cousins
in Iraq, the ability to visit his own
sons in Cuba, including one who in the
hospital. This is an unforgivable inde-
fensible policy.

I would urge Democrats and Repub-
licans to once again adopt the amend-
ment.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, the author and
proponents of this amendment, which would
lift the longstanding prohibition on American
travel in Cuba, support it for perfectly valid
motives. They believe the infusion of both
American money and American culture—how-
ever limited—will be a net positive for Cuba’s
struggling economy. And if, in fact, Cuba’s
economy was simply struggling, | would
whole-heartedly support this amendment. But
Cuba’s economy is not struggling—it is stran-
gled. It is dominated, oppressed, and leeched
by Fidel Castro’s terrorist regime in Havana.

Cuba has no economy, not in the way we
understand the term; it merely has economic
extensions of Castro’s tyranny. In Castro’s
Cuba, any money taken in from tourists is pil-
fered by the government and used to fund its
decades-old machinery of oppression. There
is no free market; just a command economy.
There are no small businessmen; just Castro’s
button-men. There is no service industry; just
a giant money-laundering apparatus for a mur-
derous tyrant. Proponents of this amendment,
Mr. Chairman, would have us believe Cuba
could become America’s playground if only the
economic sanctions were lifted—that once
Cuba’s economy and culture were exposed to
American dollars and sensibilities, we would
have a tropical paradise, an exotic vacation
Mecca, right around the corner.

But Mr. Chairman, the difference between
Cuba and Bermuda is not the absence of tour-
ists in the former but the absence of secret
police in the latterl The money Americans
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would spend in Cuba under this amendment
would directly—not indirectly, but directly—
benefit Fidel Castro’s dictatorship, his aiding
and abetting of international terrorism, his op-
pression of the Cuban people, and his hijack-
ing of Cuban history. The only solution is to
not spend that money in the first place.

President Bush is right, as he has been for
four years, to promise to veto any legislation
that enriches Fidel Castro or benefits his re-
gime. The president is right. | stand with him,
and | urge all my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, these cruel
anti-family restrictions need to be reversed.
They have already caused too much human
pain and suffering.

Nelson Diaz arrived in the U.S. in 1981,
leaving his father, brothers and extended fam-
ily in Cuba. He visited his family in May
2004—and is now not eligible to return until
May 2007. His father is 87 years old and in
failing health. If he is forced to wait the full
three years, Diaz will not see his father alive
again.

Waldo Parravicini left his family behind in
1958 when he came to the U.S. Until last
June, he saw them on a regular basis, deliv-
ering vital medicines to his aging father. Under
the new restrictions, Waldo has missed the
deaths of his father and grandfather, aunts,
uncles, cousins and friends, as well as the
births and baptisms of nieces and nephews. If
Waldo and his 93-year-old mother have to
wait two more years, she may never see her
oldest daughter and grandchildren again. Re-
garding the new limits on family travel, Waldo
says they are “not worthy of any nation that
truly values family and God.”

Ana Karim, a pastor with the Richmond
Mennonite Fellowship in Richmond, Virginia,
has family throughout Cuba, who she visited
regularly until last year. She brought medicine,
clothing and food to her two uncles, one suf-
fering from cancer and the other from Parkin-
son’s disease. Now Ana cannot visit any of
her family in Cuba because the new law de-
clares that her uncles, aunts and cousins are
not immediate family.

Mr. Chairman, who in this Chamber can
possibly, in good conscience, support a policy
that deliberately creates such family pain and
suffering?

We’re supposed to be the good guys.

Stop punishing these innocent families.

Support the Davis amendment.

PROFILES OF CUBAN-AMERICANS HARMED BY
THE NEW FAMILY TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS ON
CUBA

MARISELA ROMERO

Marisela Romero is a 56-year-old Cuban-
American woman who lives in Miami. Her
only sister and her mother had died in Cuba
several years ago, leaving her to manage the
care of her elderly and demented father who
lived in a small coastal town on the island.
Prior to last summer she had traveled every
two to three months to visit him. She sent
him medicines, diapers, and other supplies to
make his life easier, and hired several Cu-
bans who provided him with the round-the-
clock care that allowed him to stay in his
own home. Then, in 2004 our government dra-
matically restricted Cuban-Americans in
terms of both traveling to Cuba and sending
material aid. She was forbidden to send
money to those who were caring for him. She
was forbidden to visit him more often than
once every three years. She was even forbid-
den to send him the diapers he needed be-
cause they were not deemed to be ‘“‘medi-
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cine.” After several months of not seeing his
only living child, he died. Both he and his
daughter suffered irreparable harm because
of the new regulations. It is unacceptable to
treat either American families or Cuban
families with such cruelty.

NELSON DIAZ

Nelson Diaz arrived in the United States in
1981, leaving his father, brothers, and ex-
tended family in Cuba. He was able to visit
the island in May 2004 and is not eligible to
return until May 2007. However, his father is
87 years old and in failing health. Diaz fears
that if he is forced to wait the full three
years that he will not see his father alive
again. He also worries about his limited abil-
ity to send money and goods to the rest of
his family. Despite having built a successful
life in the United States, according to Diaz,
“I cannot be completely happy if my family
and friends in Cuba are in need and I cannot
help them.”

WALDO PARRAVICINI

Leaving behind his family in Cuba, Waldo
Parravicini came to the United States in 1958
to attend college after Batista shut down the
University of Havana. Until last June when
the regulations governing family travel to
Cuba changed and restricted visits to once
every three years, Parravicini visited his
family on a regular basis, delivering vital
medicines to his aging father during his long
battle with illness.

Referring to the travel restrictions,
Parravicini says, ‘‘its hypocrisy and double
standard are incredible . . . and not worthy
of any nation that truly values family and
God.”

Because of the limitations on travel to
Cuba, Waldo has missed important family
events including the deaths of his father and
grandfather, aunts, uncles, cousins, and
friends; and the births and baptisms of nieces
and nephews. If Waldo and his 93-year-old
mother have to wait two more years to visit
Cuba, his mother may not be able to see her
oldest daughter and grandchildren again.

ANA KARIM

Ana has family throughout Cuba and has
made a habit of visiting them at least once
a year. On her visits to Cuba, Ana brings
medicines, clothing, and food. These gifts are
particularly helpful to her two uncles, one
suffering from cancer and the other from
Parkinson’s disease.

While her uncles have received free med-
ical treatment from the Cuban government,
they face a drastic shortage of medicine, par-
ticularly ibuprofen. When Ana visited last
May, she took several bottles of the pain
medicine with her; a gift which was im-
mensely appreciated.

Under new travel restrictions, effective
June 30th, Ana is no longer able to visit her
family in Cuba. The new law dictates that
aunts, uncles, and cousins are not in one’s
“immediate family” and Cuban Americans
cannot legally visit those relatives.

Ana works as a pastor with the Richmond
Mennonite Fellowship in Richmond, VA. She
has traveled to Cuba in this capacity as well
leading two-week seminars in Cuba that ful-
fill a class requirement for students at Bap-
tist Theological Seminary at Richmond. The
new restrictions now prohibit any programs
lasting shorter than 10 weeks, severing this
opportunity from her as well.

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of the Davis amendment to the Treas-
ury Transportation bill.

Our foreign policy should reflect our Demo-
cratic values. The Administration claims that
family values are the bedrock of our society,
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yet this same Administration has instituted one
of the most anti-family policies in US history.

In June 2004 the Office of Foreign Assets
Control issued regulations that only permit
Cuban-Americans to visit their immediate fam-
ily members in Cuba every three years.

Are any of us willing to trade places with
Cuban-Americans living in the United States
who are denied the opportunity to visit freely
with their family members . . . because of ge-
ography? | think not.

What does such a restrictive policy say
about American values to Cuban Americans?
What does such a restrictive policy say about
American values to the rest of the world?
What does such a policy say about the civil
rights of Cuban Americans living in the United
States?

It is akin to a ‘“separate but equal”’ policy
since Cuban Americans, who should enjoy the
same civil liberties that all other Americans
enjoy, cannot freely visit their families in Cuba.

As this Nation prepares to celebrate its
229th birthday on July 4, | urge my colleagues
to remember the democratic principles our
Founding Fathers enshrined in the Constitu-
tion. Don’t treat Cuban Americans as ‘“sepa-
rate but equal.”

Overturn the ban on travel to Cuba and sup-
port the Davis amendment.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, none of us
come here to defend the Cuban Government
or its historically poor human rights record and
repressive system of government. But 46
years of the same failed policy have accom-
plished nothing. And the more we normalize
relations with Cuba, the faster Fidel Castro will
lose his grip on the Cuban people. This is why
we should be making it easier for Americans
to go to Cuba.

Yet we seem to be going in the opposite di-
rection. Rather than being committed to polit-
ical openness and the free exchange of goods
and ideas—powerful forces—we are clamping
down on our own citizens—in the process,
preventing any liberalization of the Castro re-
gime and penalizing law-abiding Americans.

Last week, | met with U.S. Army Sgt. Carlos
Lazo, who has two sons in Cuba, one critically
ill. This is a man who won the Bronze Star for
fighting in Irag, but our government will not let
him visit his own son. Why? Because he trav-
eled to Cuba last year. Even the Cuban gov-
ernment has said Sgt. Lazo’s son can come
here to visit his father.

So, Mr. Speaker, this is an issue of human
rights and economic freedom. Limiting the
rights of Americans to travel back to Cuba, or
to send money home to their families is no
way to bring change to Cuba.

In committee, we already acknowledged as
much from the business end. There, we rec-
ognized how much progress we have made in
the last few years on the economic front, with
agriculture sales growing to almost $400 mil-
lion from almost nothing 4 years earlier. That
is why the committee unanimously agreed to
loosen traveling restrictions to Cuba with re-
spect to agribusiness.

There is no reason we should not do the
same for these families. Now is a time for
compassion. Particularly when we are talking
about men and women in the United States
military uniform, who are defending our free-
dom overseas, we should show them that their
Congress recognizes that freedom begins at
home. Support this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DAVIS).
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The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DAVIS) will
be postponed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FLAKE:

Page 224, insert the following after line 8:

SEC. 948. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to amend section
515.566 of title 31, Code of Federal Regula-
tions (relating to religious activities in
Cuba), as in effect on June 29, 2005.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a
point of order on Mr. FLAKE’s amend-
ments. He has got, I believe, eight of
them, and I am not sure if all of them
are consistent with the rules of the
House. So what I would like to do be-
cause I do know that some at least or
at least another one is not, I reserve a
point of order on Mr. FLAKE’s amend-
ments.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is reserved.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
June 29, 2005, the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. FLAKE) and the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-
BALART) each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE).

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, I would rather re-
spond to the questions on this. What
this amendment simply does, those
who are opposed to change in Cuba
have said let us keep the current regu-
lations. Let us keep the current exemp-
tions that we have. Let us keep it all
the same. The gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) just stood and
said the dissidents are saying that, let
us keep it exactly the same.

This amendment, with regard to the
religious exemption that exists, says
keep it the same. That is what we are
doing with this amendment.

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

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, again, I was
not aware of which of the multiple
amendments that the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) has filed he was
going to bring up at this time. My un-
derstanding is that this particular
amendment, of the many that he has
filed, is in order. So I look forward to
the debate.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
withdraw his reservation of the point
of order?

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the
reservation of the point of order.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

My understanding of this, of the
many amendments that Mr. FLAKE has
filed with regard to matters that would
increase currency to the regime, this
amendment states that he wants to tie
the President’s hands from issuing any
further regulations that could have the
effect of changing the current regula-
tion that does permit religious travel
to Cuba. So I want it to be clear, there
is currently a category in U.S. law that
permits travel for religious purposes to
Cuba.

What the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. FLAKE) is saying is, well, I do not
know if in the future the President
could do something that I disagree
with, and so I want to prohibit some-
thing the President may do in the fu-
ture with this amendment. For exam-
ple, the regime, colleagues, I am sure
are aware of the fact, has had about 15
spies arrested in the United States in
the last 3 or 4 years. If the administra-
tion should find that the religious trav-
el category were being utilized to ei-
ther train spies or intensify the efforts
of Cuban state security against the
United States, this amendment would
prohibit the President from issuing, in
effect, further regulations on that.

Religious travel is legal. That is not
being debated at this time. What the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) is
saying is that he wants to tie the hands
of the President in the future with re-
gard to one of the six remaining ter-
rorist states in the world. It is wrong.
We should not tie the President’s
hands, and so I oppose the amendment.

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

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute. I offered this amend-
ment to see what the other side would
do on this, and just to let this body
know how far we are going here. They
claim to respect religious liberties and
to allow religious visits to Cuba. Yet,
when I say let us protect that current
exemption that exists, they say we
might want to go further. We might
want to apply a religious test and, in
fact, it is happening right now in
Miami. There are groups that are going
down under a certain religion, and now
we have our own Department of Treas-
ury and the Congress apparently say-
ing we are not sure you are really that
religion, we are not sure you really be-
lieve that. And so we might restrict
that further.

In fact, regulations were just issued a
few months ago to say that, you know,
we think, and this is without approval
of Congress, just new regulations say-
ing it ought to only be 25 people that
could go at one time. Anything else is
unreligious apparently. That is where
we are going. It just baffles me to see
where we are going here.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute
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to the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
MENENDEZ).

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
think the gentleman from Arizona’s
amendment is very dangerous. Let me
tell you why. Read the amendment. It
says none of the funds made available
in this Act can be used to amend this
section relating to religious activities.
If the administration or any future ad-
ministration, if this amendment were
adopted, wanted to increase the flow of
religious activity into Cuba, which is
permitted under existing law by li-
cense, is permitted under existing law
by license, if there came a point in
time in which the floodgates wanted to
be open, the gentleman from Arizona’s
amendment would prohibit the Federal
Government from doing so.

That is a prohibition that is not in
the national interest, security or in the
foreign policy of the United States, and
it is very clear that religious institu-
tions right now have all the where-
withal and have been traveling to
Cuba.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes. Mr. Chairman, be-
lieve me, given the history of this
issue, the last thing any of us worry
about is for those who oppose changes
on the Cuba issue to liberalize or to
allow more religion and more religious
travel, because every effort is to re-
strict, is to tell people we know better
than you. We apparently can define
whether you are really religious or not
or whether you really believe in that
faith. That is what this is about. We
are simply trying to protect it.

I would love the President to say,
hey, let us open it and I would sponsor
legislation to do that certainly. I have.
But the last thing we are worried about
here is for religion to be opened up be-
cause every effort by those who oppose
the freedom to travel to Cuba has been
to restrict people’s freedoms and rights
and religion.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I yield the bal-
ance of my time to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN).

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
I thank my friend from Florida for
yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
prospective. It seeks to prohibit the
use of funds on something that may or
may not happen, may be looser, may be
stricter, legislating on hypotheticals.
And once again, U.S. law already al-
lows individual members of religious
organizations to travel to Cuba for reli-
gious purposes. The only requirement
is that they have a specific license.
That is a safeguard in U.S. law to en-
sure that travel is in fact for the stated
purposes, and not for the purposes of
tourism.
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The regulations ensure that financial
donations are not provided to the re-
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gime under the guise of religious activ-
ity. Current law seeks to prevent the
manipulation of legitimate activities
to practice or share as one believes
about the Cuban people.

The practice of religion should be
reaching out, in solidarity, in total re-
spect for the fundamental rights of
each and every human being. But what
happens in Cuba? The Cuban people
continue to live mired in misery and
oppression. In Cuba, people are denied
their freedom of conscience, their free-
dom of belief, their freedom of religion.
They are persecuted, prosecuted for
those beliefs because they run contrary
to the Communist doctrine.

Proponents of this amendment and
others seeking to revoke U.S. policy
toward the Castro dictatorship argue
that they are doing it to help the
Cuban people. But when we speak of
helping the Cuban people, Mr. Chair-
man, we need to focus on the freedom
of the Cuban people. Help is liberty.
Help is helping to ensure that every
Cuban can speak their minds, not be
imprisoned or threatened or beaten to
death for it. Help is ensuring that the
Cuban people are permitted to practice
their religion in true freedom. That is
not taking place in Cuba right now.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this amendment. This amendment will
just free, open so much of the lawless-
ness that is going on with the permit-
ting process. It promotes lawlessness
because it states we are not going to
regulate it in the future. We do not
know what will happen.

Reject this amendment.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, how
much time remains?
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Arizona has 2% minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I offered this amend-
ment to allow people to see what this
is all about. And the notion that what
the other side wants to defeat this
amendment for, because they might
allow more religious travel, is pretty
much laid bare by opposition to the
other amendments that have been of-
fered, allowing family members to
travel or military members to travel,
or support for regulations in the past
to restrict religious freedom; to say,
hey, if you are of a certain religion,
then we at the Department of Treas-
ury, we are going to decide how many
are really in your congregation, what
kind of religion you have or whether it
is really a religion at all. That is what
this is about.

But I am cognizant of the fact that if
this is twisted, like many of the
amendments offered on Cuba are, and
people misunderstand it as this is
something to lift the whole embargo,
in fact, the talking points just read
refer to a different amendment because
it talked about lessening.

I am talking about keeping. I am
cognizant that if this were to go down,
that would embolden this side to re-
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strict religion even further, saying we
have license. The House has said, let us
restrict religion even further.

That is the last thing I want, and I
will not be party to that.

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

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. LEE

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Ms. LEE:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to implement, ad-
minister, or enforce the amendments made
to paragraphs (a) and (b) of section 515.565 of
title 31, Code of Federal Regulations (relat-
ing to specific licenses for United States aca-
demic institutions and other specific 1li-
censes), as published in the Federal Register
on June 16, 2004 (69 Fed. Reg. 33772). The limi-
tation in the preceding sentence shall not
apply to the implementation, administra-
tion, or enforcement of section 515.560(c)(3) of
title 31, Code of Federal Regulations.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of June 29, 2005, the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LEE)
and a Member opposed will each con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE).

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
very simple and, hopefully, should be
very noncontroversial. It passed this
body last year by voice vote, and I am
asking for support again this year.
This amendment is good for education,
the budget, and our national security
concerns and it supports our students.
It is good for the spread of democracy.
Let me explain why I say that.

This amendment prohibits funds in
this bill from being used to enforce new
regulations, promulgated in June of
2004, that severely restrict and in many
cases eliminate opportunities for
United States students to study abroad
in Cuba.

The revised travel regulations take
our policy towards Cuba in exactly the
wrong direction. These regulations are
plain punitive and undemocratic. They
simply do not make sense for Ameri-
cans. Regulations that have already de-
nied and will continue to deny many
American college students the basic
opportunity to gain experience, knowl-
edge and insight through study abroad
in Cuba should not be funded.

This is an issue of freedom for our
students to travel and gain invaluable
experience and educational opportuni-
ties that only international study
abroad programs can provide.

After the House passed this amend-
ment last year, students and institu-
tions from across the country were
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very relieved. They want the opportu-
nities to conduct their studies, learn
about other cultures, and make inde-
pendent judgments for themselves.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment sim-
ply moves students closer to what they
really deserve. And make no mistake,
isolating Cuba and preventing these
important contacts between students
and Cuba will not change the Govern-
ment of Cuba.

In 1963, let me remind you that At-
torney General Robert Kennedy sought
to lift the entire U.S. travel ban to
Cuba. He believed that the travel ban
was inconsistent with our views, our
views of a free society. More than 40
years later we are still debating an
outdated policy from a bygone era, but
this is just a very simple amendment
that will speak right to our American
students. We need this policy to allow
our young people to change ideas, val-
ues and experiences.

These types of exchanges are what
will truly bring change to Cuba. Our
students are the best ambassadors for
democracy. Also, Mr. Chairman, money
spent enforcing these regulations, I
think this money would be better spent
tracking down terrorist finances.

Before the new regulations were en-
acted, the Miami Herald reported that
the Office of Foreign Assets, which, of
course, is the department responsible
for tracking the finances of terrorists,
international narcotics, and weapons of
mass destruction, has six more times
personnel, I could not believe this, six
more times personnel working on Cuba
licensing than tracking bin Laden.

Now, OFA officials are tracking stu-
dents and Cuban American families in-
stead of focusing on terrorists.

Today, I stand against squandering
our resources to enforce these ineffec-
tive, outdated policies as they relate to
our students and to our education. And
I ask Members to support the ranks of
American students to be educated, to
travel abroad, to gain experience and
to make judgments for the themselves.

American students are allowed to
visit and participate in educational op-
portunities and programs in China and
in other countries which we may or
may not agree with, and so I believe
that our own young people deserve this
right. It is basic to their educational
desires if they choose to do this.

Finally, I want to remind my col-
leagues that last year the State De-
partment and the 9/11 Commission both
underscored the importance of our
youth in spreading American values.
Patricia Harrison, Assistant Secretary
of State for Educational and Cultural
Affairs, stated before the Committee
on International Relations, on which I
serve, she said, One of our greatest as-
sets in public diplomacy is the Amer-
ican people themselves. Programs, she
said, that which bring Americans and
foreign citizens in direct contact, can
and do have tremendous positive im-
pact.

The recommendations of the 9/11
Commission report stated that we
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must rebuild the scholarship exchange
and library programs that reach out to
young people and offer them knowledge
and hope. I cannot agree more. It is in
our best interest to allow our youth to
spread the message of American values
and hope so that people can see for
themselves who America is and what
we stand for.

This amendment is straightforward,
Mr. Chairman, and should not be con-
troversial. We are talking about main-
stream family values, education, free-
dom to learn and the freedom to export
our American principles.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes”
on the Lee amendment.

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

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I rise to claim
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, it is interesting how
amendments make themselves to the
floor, find their way to the floor with
regard to the Cuban terrorist dictator-
ship, with language of freedom, talking
about education, talking about reunifi-
cation, talking about students.

Over 100 pro-democracy activists,
leaders in Cuba met last month at
great risk to their lives and to their
families’ lives, and they met publicly
for the first time in 46 years. They held
a convention. Many of them were not
permitted to arrive. State security
kept them in their homes, threw them
in prison, but over 100 did arrive at the
convention.

They met there and for the first time
in 46 years they had elections and they
elected leaders of the prodemocracy
movement. They issued positions call-
ing for the release of political prisoners
and democracy, free elections. And
they sent us a letter, Mr. Chairman,
signed June 24, the three leaders of the
Assembly to Promotes Civil Society.

They asked us in this letter with
great respect for the decisions of a sov-
ereign Congress, to reject each and
every amendment that was going to be
presented this week, either completely
or partially eliminating sanctions
against the dictatorship. And the dic-
tator, Mr. Chairman, has gone on his
state television, obviously, the only
channel that belongs to him, and has
said, ‘A severe response’’ awaits those
mercenaries.

The omnipotent, totalitarian dic-
tator, Mr. Chairman, until one day,
omnipotent, goes on television and
says ‘‘a severe response’’ awaits. The
Cuban people know what that means.
At any moment these leaders or their
families will be thrown in dungeons
and subjected to the torture that thou-
sands of political prisoners are sub-
jected to in Cuba each day and hun-
dreds of thousands have been subjected
to for 46 years.

Now, this letter, should we give it
the credence and authority and respect
that its courage, its heroism demands?
I believe we should. This is a very seri-
ous issue. We have a policy to help the
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Cuban people and not the jailers of the
Cuban people, not the oppressors of the
Cuban people.

Mr. Chairman, how much time is re-
maining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-
BALART) has 2v2 minutes remaining.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the
balance of my time.

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

First, let me comment with regard to
the gentleman’s presentation, and I
thank the gentleman for calling to our
attention the letter. But I am opposing
U.S. foreign policy. And it is my con-
tention that we should not allow let-
ters from foreign citizens to dictate
those types of foreign policy measures
that the United States of America
should be making in terms of our edu-
cational programs for our American
students.

This is about American students and
their right to participate in edu-
cational programs. It has nothing to do
with any of the issues that this letter
addresses.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute
to the distinguished gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN).

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
with over 160,000 American students
studying abroad each year, the United
States acknowledges the potential con-
tribution of true educational ex-
changes, and Cuba is no exception.

Under current law, educational ac-
tivities by American students in Cuba
are permitted. In fact, under current
law, these activities are enhanced by
regulating the manner in which stu-
dents may fulfill these study semesters
abroad. Therefore, if it is truly the op-
portunity for education that the Lee
amendment attempts to preserve, then
I would like to respectfully remind my
colleagues here today that American
students are afforded this opportunity
through the implementation of current
regulations.

The regulations in place merely serve
to ensure that those students traveling
for educational purposes are doing just
that. Current law establishes that spe-
cific licenses for educational activities
be preserved for undergraduate and
graduate institutions. These measures
were enacted and must been enforced
to prevent the abuse of educational ac-
tivities such as spring break getaways
and island shopping sprees.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
voting ‘“‘no’’ for the Lee amendment be-
cause educational travel is already per-
mitted.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, how much time
is remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-
BALART) has 1%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute
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to the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MARIO DIAZ-BALART).

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Mr. Chairman, I have been listen-
ing to this debate, and one of the
things that was said today is that we
should not accept letters from even
freedom fighters, heroes who are suf-
fering under Castro’s oppression.

If we should not listen to them,
maybe we should listen to what the
dictator himself has said about amend-
ments such as this in the past. When an
amendment such as this passed a cou-
ple years ago, he said, ‘“The House of
Representatives voted with determina-
tion and courage for amendments that
bring glory to that institution. We
should always be grateful for that ges-
ture.”

That is the dictator himself, grateful
for amendments like this. Should we be
on the side of the Cuban people or
should we be taking actions that the
dictator himself calls glorious?

O 1145

I think that is something that clear-
ly this body needs to take in consider-
ation.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself
the remaining time.

I would ask all of colleagues who
may be watching this debate to realize
this is a very serious issue, that the
policy of the United States is a well-
thought through policy. It permits
travel for educational reasons, humani-
tarian reasons, family reasons. There
are 13 categories of legal travel.

Remember, it is terrorist state that
has shot down Americans just years
ago, that has the head of its air force
indicted for murder of American citi-
zens, shot down over the straits of
Florida. It has the head of its navy in-
dicted for drug trafficking. It is a ter-
rorist state, one of six remaining
states.

So these are serious issues. We must
keep this policy to deny hard currency
to the regime while permitting the 13
categories of legal travel.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Ms. LEE) will
be postponed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SANDERS:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following: ‘“None of the
funds made available in this Act may be used
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to provide for the competitive sourcing of
flight service stations.”’

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of June 29, 2005, the
gentleman from Vermont (Mr. SAND-
ERS) and the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. KNOLLENBERG) each will control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS).

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

This tripartisan amendment is being
cosponsored by the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. HOSTETTLER), the gentle-
woman from South Dakota (Ms.
HERSETH), the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO), the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. BOREN), the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS),
and the gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Ms. DELAURO). It also has the strong
support of the AFL-CIO, representing
13 million American workers, the
Transportation Trades Department,
the Professional Airway Systems Spe-
cialists and the National Association of
Air Traffic Specialists.

Mr. Chairman, on February 1, 2005,
the FAA awarded a $1.9 billion contract
to Lockheed Martin to close 38 out of
61 automated flight service stations
across the country and privatize 20 oth-
ers. This contract is not scheduled to
go into effect until October 1, 2005.

If this contract is implemented, over
1,000 highly trained air traffic control
specialists will be in danger of losing
their jobs, and the retirement benefits
of some 2,500 Federal aviation workers
will also be in jeopardy.

Mr. Chairman, this privatization
scheme is a bad idea, a wrong idea for
a number of reasons. First and fore-
most is the question of air safety,
something that is on the mind of every
Member of Congress and every Amer-
ican person who flies.

Flight service stations are crucial to
the safety and security of our Nation’s
air space. They provide a host of crit-
ical services to more than 600,000 gen-
eral aviation pilots, as well as pro-
viding assistance to military and com-
mercial pilots.

Air traffic control specialists advise
pilots on such information as terrain,
pre-flight and in-flight weather infor-
mation, suggested routes of flight, alti-
tudes and indications of turbulence or
icing. As a matter of fact, when this
country was attacked on September 11,
2001, the key national security function
of air traffic control specialists was on
full display. During that national trag-
edy, air traffic control specialists com-
municated crucial information to
planes in the air and on the ground and
were responsible for restarting air traf-
fic in the days following. In addition,
Mr. Chairman, keeping airplanes out of
restricted air space is the responsi-
bility of air traffic control specialists.

Further, air traffic control special-
ists are critical to protect our airways
during a natural disaster. When hurri-
canes hit the southeast last year, flight
service stations remained open, and air
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traffic control specialists remained
working to ensure the safety of airline
passengers, even though other FAA fa-
cilities were shut down.

Mr. Chairman, it is my very strong
opinion that we should not be compro-
mising air safety by privatizing air
traffic control specialists to a corpora-
tion, Lockheed Martin, whose main
function in life is making a profit.
When passengers get on a plane, when
passengers take off and land at an air-
port, they want to know that every-
thing possible is being done to protect
the safety of those flights and not that
operations have been turned out to the
lowest possible bidder.

Interestingly enough, Mr. Chairman,
Congress has already passed a provi-
sion prohibiting three flight service
stations in Alaska from  being
privatized, and that provision has been
signed into law by the President. Mr.
Chairman, I support that law and be-
lieve that what is good for Alaska, a
State highly dependent on air travel,
should be good for the rest of the coun-
try and that we should prevent flight
service stations across the country
from closing, which is exactly what
this amendment will do.

Mr. Chairman, the second important
reason that we should pass this amend-
ment is that at a time when millions of
American workers are worried that the
pensions that have been promised to
them will not be there when they re-
tire, we must show that Congress will
not be complicit in that process and
that we will stand up for them when
their pensions are going to be slashed.

Mr. Chairman, if this amendment
fails, not only will 1,000 highly trained
air traffic control specialists be in dan-
ger of losing their jobs, but the retire-
ment benefits of some 2,500 Federal
aviation workers, most of whom are
over the age of 40, will be in jeopardy.
That is wrong.

The Federal Government must set an
example to the private sector. When we
promise a Federal employee that he or
she will get a pension, that promise
must be kept. If we do not keep our
promises regarding pensions to Federal
employees, how can we expect that
United Airlines or other major corpora-
tions will keep their promises?

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

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Let me respond to the Sanders
amendment, which I am opposed to. It
is a transparent attempt to void a con-
tract that would deliver tremendous
benefits to the general aviation com-
munity and save the FAA $2.2 billion
over the next 10 years.

It also could result in up to $350 mil-
lion in additional costs to the FAA in
the form of termination penalties.

There is no erosion of safety associ-
ated with contracting out flight service
stations. Simply put, flight service sta-
tions do not control air traffic. Flight
service stations receive and file flight
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planes and provide pilot weather brief-
ings, en route communications, and
search and rescue services to general
aviation pilots.

The contract will enhance all of
these services to the general aviation
community. It has strong support from
private pilots because they know that
better services will result in a safer
system.

This contract will have little or no
impact on commercial or military pi-
lots who get these services from dif-
ferent sources.

It also protects existing flight service
station employees. Lockheed Martin
will offer jobs to all incumbent em-
ployees. Salaries will be matched, in-
cluding locality pay. Lockheed Martin
will provide a sign-on bonus, as well as
a retention bonus for many positions,
as well as up to $50,000 for relocation
allowances. Additionally, LocKkheed
Martin will offer a 401(k) savings plan,
income protection plan and perform-
ance bonuses.

The contract was fairly bid, and the
flight service station employees com-
peted in the offering.

This contract has been years in the
making. Congress should not step in
after the fact to stop this contract and
deny better services to more than
600,000 private pilots.

Let me turn to some of the pilot pri-
vate pilots on this. This is a quote:
““After spending 90 minutes getting an
advance look at a 21st century flight
service station and asking hard ques-
tions, all I can say is, Wow! On the
basis of what the contractor will de-
liver under the contract, pilots are
going to be much better served and
much safer.”

Another: ‘“For the first time in his-
tory, pilots are going to get a contrac-
tual guarantee that a live briefer will
answer their phone calls within 20 sec-
onds and acknowledge their radio calls
within 5 seconds. Flight plans will be
filed within 3 minutes. It’s in the con-
tract.”

Then: ‘““‘And as any pilot who has been
stuck on hold for 20 minutes trying to
get a weather briefing can tell you, the
system is overloaded and frequently
non-responsive.”

These are all quotes from people who
actually are involved in this process.
So I strongly urge the defeat of this
amendment.

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

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. BOREN).

Mr. BOREN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong support of the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), of which I am
a cosponsor.

It is very important that we pass this
amendment to protect aviation secu-
rity and safety. The service provided
by the flight service station specialists
is an inherently governmental func-
tion. It is important to the community
of McAlester, Oklahoma, in my district
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where we have many, many people em-
ployed and not only to McAlester,
Oklahoma, but to our Nation because
flight service stations across the coun-
try are a critical component of our air
traffic system.

At a time when we all agree it is crit-
ical to strengthen aviation security
and safety, privatizing these jobs is the
wrong way to go. While there is a role
for the private sector to competitively
provide certain government services,
this is not one of those services.

It is imperative they not be turned
over to a for-profit company. We
should not outsource our Nation’s air
traffic control functions. The safety of
the flying public should not be offered
to the lowest bidder, and these highly
trained and experienced specialists
should continue to provide their crit-
ical service to keep our Nation’s air
space safe and secure.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MICA).

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me time, and I
rise in very strong opposition to the
Sanders amendment.

I chair the Subcommittee on Avia-
tion, and I can say that we have been
involved for a number of years. We
have had a comprehensive 3-year study
by the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, and in February of 2005, we award-
ed a contract to provide automated
flight services for the next 10 years by
a competent contractor.

This competitive sourcing process
was supported by the aircraft owners
and pilots association. They are the
primary organization that represents
many of the 600,000 pilots that we heard
the sponsor of the amendment refer to.
They are the main users of flight serv-
ice stations, private pilots.

Flight service stations do not control
air traffic. Flight service stations re-
ceive and file flight plans and provide
pilot weather briefings, en route com-
munications, and search and rescue
services to the general aviation pilots.

According to their pilots, again
AOPA, and this is Phil Boyer, he said
this is the way the current system
works for the safety of our pilots and
so-called security in the air: ‘““‘Any pilot
who has been stuck on hold for 20 min-
utes trying to get a weather briefing
can tell you, the system is overloaded
and frequently non-responsive. The
system had to change, and this is a
change for the better.”” He also said,
“Pilots are going to be much better
served and much safer.”
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Now, private pilots do recognize that
the current system that we have in
place is antiquated and it is costing us
more than $600 million a year. So the
worst part about this is we are paying
more and getting bad service, or no
service, as the head of the Aircraft Pi-
lots Association has said.

So this contract is estimated to save
the taxpayers about $2 billion over the
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next 10 years and provide dramatically
improved service. If this amendment
passes, in fact, there will be no transi-
tion money; and on top of that, there
will be a $350 million penalty for termi-
nation of the contract.

Under the FAA reform plan, $2.2 bil-
lion in taxpayers’ dollars will be saved,
and again we will have new technology
to make the airspace for our general
aviation pilots safer, with the best,
most efficient, cost effective tech-
nology and, at the same time, we pro-
tect the employees that are in place.

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to
consider this amendment and defeat it.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this amendment to pro-
tect hard working Federal employees
in my district from having their jobs
transferred to the private sector and
ultimately lost.

The Federal Aviation Administration
recently awarded to Lockheed Martin
to run the Flight Service option of air
traffic controller. The AFSS facilities
in Cleveland, Ohio, will be closed down
in the next year or 2, and approxi-
mately 32 jobs will be lost.

The only winner here is the con-
tractor, Lockheed Martin, who will
certainly profit handsomely. From my
past experiences with the A76 process, 1
can predict with certainty that the
Federal Government will lose money,
many jobs will be lost, and the essen-
tial services of air traffic control will
suffer. Privatization of essential gov-
ernment jobs is dangerous and unneces-
sary.

The FAA has steadfastly refused to
answer several questions I and several
other Members of Congress have asked
about this privatization effort. We
asked questions about the process of
this privatization effort, employee
transfers, the retirement options, op-
portunities to challenge the privatiza-
tion, and future health care benefits.
These are the sort of questions that
employees should have had answers to
months ago but still lack today.

We raised concerns as Members of
Congress about how the vendor bids
were evaluated, how risk was assigned
to these bids and how the priority of
the relationship between the FAA and
the winning vendor was justified. We
asked for copies of various vendor bids
to make sure the process was fair. To
date, the FAA has not responded to any
letters that Members of Congress who
are concerned about this have sent.
This is outrageous and evidence that
FAA privatization is faulty.

If the FAA cannot even respond to
simple Congressional inquires, I ques-
tion their ability to perform a fair
process. Employees deserve better.
Support the Sanders amendment and
stand up for Federal employees.

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

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
12 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATERS).
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Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to thank the gentleman from Vermont
for bringing this issue before us today.

Mr. Chairman, I have a station in my
district that would be impacted by
this; hard working people who work to
protect all of the general pilots that
come into that area, the City of Haw-
thorne, will lose their jobs. I do not un-
derstand why somehow the Alaska
Flight Service Stations are protected
from this privatization effort but all of
the other stations are not, and they are
going to consolidate and basically
close down most of these 61 Flight
Service Stations in the United States
that service the needs of general avia-
tion pilots, but not the Alaskan service
stations.

In addition to that, I do not know
what pilots the gentleman is referring
to who have gotten behind consolida-
tion and closing down these stations. It
is not true of the pilots who call me.
They do not like the privatization.
They want to do away with it. They
support the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Vermont that we have be-
fore us, and I would ask the Members
of this Congress to stand behind this
amendment.

Save these Federal jobs and keep the
protection that we have with these
very caring Federal employees who do
not want to be placed in a situation of
unemployment.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
pardon me, but what is the time allot-
ment on the other side and here?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) has 30
seconds remaining and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) 3%
minutes remaining.

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

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, may 1
inquire as to how many more speakers
the gentleman from Michigan has?

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I have no
speakers left, but I reserve the right to
close, so I want to continue to reserve
my time.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, the issue here is a
simple one: We cannot compromise the
air safety of the United States of
America to the lowest bidder, whose
main function in life is profiteering
rather than protecting the needs of
American air travelers.

Equally important, we cannot turn
our backs on the promises made to
2,600 Federal employees in terms of
their pensions. If we turn our backs on
them, we are turning our backs on mil-
lions of American workers whose pen-
sions can also be slashed. Let us pro-
tect Federal employees. Let us pass
this amendment.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself the balance of my time.

Let me close with just a few points,
Mr. Chairman. To summarize: Con-
tracting out Flight Service Stations
will result in no erosion in safety. It is
a safer system and 600,000 general avia-
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tion pilots will get better service. The
contract will save taxpayers money.
Not a bad idea. Employees will be pro-
tected. This, in my judgment, is a no-
brainer.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the gentle-
man’s amendment very strongly and

urge all Members to oppose this
amendment.
Ms. HERSETH. Mr. Chairman, | rise in

strong support of this amendment, and | urge
my colleagues to support it for several rea-
sons.

This amendment would prevent the FAA
from privatizing the critical flight safety func-
tions that are currently performed by highly
trained flight service professionals. Some gov-
ernment functions, like ensuring safe airspace
for the flying public, play such a significant
role in protecting public safety and enhancing
homeland security, that we must insist that
they remain government functions. Privatiza-
tion, when used selectively, can deliver sav-
ings and efficiency, but not all functions are
good candidates for privatization. Flight serv-
ice falls into this category.

We have a flight service facility in Huron,
South Dakota, that employs specialists who
live in the community, and many of them are
pilots themselves. The decision by the FAA to
close Automated Flight Service Stations
across the country would include the Huron
station. Its functions are set to be delegated to
facilities hundreds of miles away in other
States. Taking this step would greatly strain
the national capacity of the flight service and
reduce pilots’ access to the localized knowl-
edge of weather and topography that the
Huron station currently provides.

Of even more concern, this decision also
could mean the elimination of virtually all of
the flight service stations across the Northern
Plains; an area of the country that relies on
general aviation much more than the more
densely populated regions of the country.

Finally, this step will not only weaken our
Nation’s air safety system, it will unfairly treat
thousands of dedicated flight service employ-
ees that would be affected. While | agree that
we cannot oppose privatization proposals
solely because some Federal employees
might lose their jobs, we also have an obliga-
tion to treat our dedicated public servants fair-
ly. Most of the professionals that would be af-
fected by this change, including many at the
Huron flight service facility, have given many
years of their professional lives to the Federal
flight service. Many are within years or even
months of qualifying for their Federal Govern-
ment pensions. This policy would have the ef-
fect of unfairly slashing the retirement benefits
that they have earned, and it is another rea-
son why we should delay this action for a year
and devise a more reasonable approach.

This amendment will give us time to devise
a plan to ensure that vital aviation safety func-
tions are provided by a well-trained and highly
qualified workforce, and it would enable us to
treat fairly those that have worked for many
years to provide this important service. | urge
my colleagues to support this amendment.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.
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Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)
will be postponed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RANGEL

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RANGEL:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title) insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to implement, ad-
minister, or enforce the economic embargo
of Cuba, as defined in section 4(7) of the
Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidarity
(LIBERTAD) Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-114),
except that the foregoing limitation does not
apply to the administration of a tax or tariff.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of June 29, 2005, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL).

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

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

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, right
now in the Committee on Ways and
Means there is a lot of discussion going
on in reporting out a Central American
Free Trade Agreement, which includes
the Dominican Republic. This is part of
an effort on the part of our great coun-
try to try to open up the doors and to
make certain we give an opportunity
to people throughout the world, but es-
pecially those in our own hemisphere
to have an opportunity for a better
quality of life.

This concept has been extended to
Communist China, to North Korea, and
to other countries. But here, we be-
lieve, in Cuba, it has nothing to do
with anything except politics. It has
nothing to do with the economy. It has
everything to do with a small group of
people in Florida. With all due respect
to their strong feelings against Castro,
it would seem to many of us that the
best way to get rid of a dictator is to
really open up the country; to be able
to go to send remittances to families;
to be able to travel; but certainly to be
able to have an exchange of commod-
ities between their country and ours.

It seems to me that American busi-
nesses are losing billions of dollars by
not being able to trade. And who is
being hurt? It is certainly not Castro.
It is the poor people in the country.
And if we cannot believe or bring our-
selves to see that this policy for over 45
years has cost us in prestige around the
world that respects international trade
agreements; that has cost us in money;
but I really believe it has cost us by al-
lowing Castro to tell the people in
Cuba that every economic crisis that
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they have is based on the United
States’ embargo.

As an American, if every country in
the world has recognized this man, why
can we not say that we recognize the
Cuban people? Why can we not allow
our business people to establish a rela-
tionship so that we are not blamed for
what is happening in Cuba?

We have tried to do this before. The
United Nations believes that we are in
violation of international law. The
CARICOM nations in the Caribbean be-
lieve that we are violating the law. The
World Trade Organization certainly
cannot support what we are doing. In
many areas it is considered an act of
war to surround a nation and not allow
ships to go in or to penalize a country.

Most importantly, however, this is
an un-American concept. We should
not be afraid that any small island na-
tion can take away from the strong
deep-seated principles of democracy
that we enjoy here.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Rangel amendment. The
current policy of trying to starve Cas-
tro out of Cuba by imposing travel
bans and embargoes was put in place in
1960. Since then, Castro has outlasted
nine Presidents, from Eisenhower to
Clinton, and he may outlast a 10th.

It does not seem like this policy has
been very successful. It has not driven
Castro from power. It has not caused
him to improve his human rights’
record. It has not prevented him from
oppressing his people. In the meantime,
the power of American economy and
culture has brought about changes in
terrible and despotic regimes in var-
ious corners of the world.

This amendment, and others like it,
simply recognizes the truth about the
situation; that our current policy is a
failure and needs to be replaced by
something that has demonstrated suc-
cess. By easing travel restrictions and
the economic embargo we have a
chance to overwhelm Castro with
America’s culture of freedom, democ-
racy, and free markets. I urge a ‘‘yes”
vote on the Rangel amendment.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I claim time in
opposition, and I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, just 2 years ago three
young men, three young black Cubans,
tried to leave Cuba to come to the
United States for a better life; obvi-
ously fleeing the oppression of the to-
talitarian regime. They were captured
by the dictatorship and, under orders
of the dictator, they were summarily
executed.

The distinguished gentleman from
New York at that time stated, and I
saw his quote in a New York news-
paper, La Prenza, ‘I am shocked,” he
said. ‘“There is nothing that the Cuban
government could tell me that would
interest me. It is totally incredible
that a government would justify this
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type of action. The execution of these
people puts an end to any possible dis-
cussion there could have been.”

Now, that was 2 years ago. What we
have seen in the interim, further re-
pression, further torture of political
prisoners, and, just in the last 2
months, more than 500 young men, over
90 percent of them black, have been
rounded up by the dictatorship in Cuba
and thrown in prison under what is
known as preventive, preventive deten-
tion. And they are thrown in the most
brutal of gulags under the concept of
preventive detention.

That is what is new since the author
stated that he was shocked. Also what
is new, what is current, is that there
are indictments at this time against
the head of the Air Force of the Cuban
dictatorship for murder of American
citizens, indictments at this time for
drug trafficking against the head of the
navy of the Cuban dictatorship; that 15
spies of the dictatorship have been sent
to prison in the United States in the
last year alone for spying against
American interests. That is what is
new. What would be rewarded, in effect,
Mr. Chairman, by the amendment if it
were to pass.

This is a normalization of relations
amendment that would reward the
most brutal conduct by the only dicta-
torship in the Western Hemisphere. I
ask our colleagues to reject it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. EMANUEL).

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Chairman, in the
Committee on Ways and Means we are
debating CAFTA, and market analysts
estimate the U.S. economy is losing up
to $1.24 billion annually in agricultural
exports alone because of the Cuban em-
bargo.

According to the USTR, CAFTA
would bring $1.5 billion in agricultural
trade. Six countries, $1.5 billion; one
country, $1.24 billion in trade.

The administration says CAFTA is a
way for America to support freedom
and democracy and economic reform in
our hemisphere, yet the Cuban embar-
go they say is also a way to support
freedom, democracy and economic re-
form to developing Cuba.

The consistency in your trade policy
would bring a smile to George Orwell’s
face.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute
to the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MACK).

Mr. MACK. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in opposition to this amendment
and would start off with the simple
question: Do we want to reward the
most notorious human rights abuser in
our hemisphere with American trade,
American travel, and American cur-
rency? Does this House want to ap-
pease the only state sponsor of ter-
rorism in this hemisphere? I think the
answer to that is no.
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This is a call to conscience in this
body. Do we stand for freedom, or do
we stand with tyrants? The choice
today could not be more black and
white. Either you stand for freedom, or
you stand with Fidel.

I urge all of my colleagues to vote
no’’ on this amendment. There have
been many examples where Fidel Cas-
tro has abused any kind of trade, any
kind of currency that is brought to his
country, where he has done so only for
himself, always looking to oppress and
to hold down the wishes and hopes of
others.

I today stand with the Cuban people,
not with a dictator who only seeks
harm.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL) for his leadership and for helping
us correct a failed 40-year policy which
does not work.

This is about the right of American
businesses, the right of Americans to
travel, to create jobs, to create a level
playing field for our country and the
world economy.

Let me just respond to the gentleman
from Florida. I think what the gen-
tleman just talked about in terms of
Cuba’s black population, I need to re-
mind the gentleman of the prison popu-
lation here in America of African
Americans. Look at the health dispari-
ties and look at the unemployment
rates.

I think we need to understand that
we who are supporting this amendment
are talking about the right of Ameri-
cans to travel, to create businesses, to
create business opportunities and jobs.
This is about giving Americans the op-
portunity to develop their own perspec-
tives and own opinions. It has nothing
to do with incarceration rates, and it
has nothing to do with our own incar-
ceration rates in America.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

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

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate what was pointed out by the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE). 1
have no idea why the gentleman from
Florida would refer to the victim of
this atrocity that was committed in
Cuba as being black. I do not see what
that adds to the discussion as to
whether or not as a free country we
should not continue to respect inter-
national trade. I think that is what we
are trying to do.

We are trying to say the best way to
get after dictators is to make certain
that we have communication between
nations. The best way to have people to
understand what democracy is all
about is to demonstrate what democ-
racy is about by allowing Americans to
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go where they want to go when they
want to go, to allow Americans to send
money to whomever they want to send
money to in Cuba.

I truly believe all of the things that
have been said, we would all agree. I
believe that Saddam Hussein was a ter-
rible man; but I do not believe we had
a right to have a preemptive strike
against a country. What we are trying
to talk about is the value of trade, the
value of countries communicating with
each other.

Who is being penalized? No embargo
works when only one country is perpe-
trating the embargo. If all of the coun-
tries in the world are trading with
Cuba, the best we do is lose money and
restrict ourselves from showing that
when it comes to competition, quality
goods, farm goods, that America is the
best. But when people say they do not
want to offend a handful of people in
Cuba, and therefore we put an embargo
against an independent country, it is
not the democratic, American thing to
do.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I simply
add to the gentleman’s thoughts this
point. I find it quaint, indeed, that this
House would appear to want to try to
promote the freedom of Cubans by de-
nying freedom to Americans. That
makes no sense to me.

The last time I looked at it, we are
supposed to be representing Americans;
and the people I represent ought to
have a right to travel anywhere they
choose so long as they are citizens of
what is supposed to be the greatest,
freest democracy in the world. I wish
everyone in this Chamber would have a
better understanding of that than they
seem to have. I thank the gentleman
for his efforts.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Chairman, the previous
speaker asked as to the relevance of
the fact that the dictator had sum-
marily executed three young black Cu-
bans 2 years ago. It is quite relevant
and it is quite consistent with the fact
that the dictator has consistently em-
barked on policies of hatred against
the Cuban people, especially the black
people of Cuba, which should not sur-
prise anyone, because at the end of the
19th century, his father was sent to
Cuba as a member of the Spanish Army
that was fighting against Cuba. He is,

in effect, the historical revenge of
Spanish colonialism.
And, yes, the prisons are full of

young men and women, especially
young black men, that he summarily
rounds up and puts under preventive
detention. This is a very relevant issue,
Mr. Chairman. It is very relevant. The
oppression of the Cuban people and the
hatred of the dictator against the
Cuban people, especially the black peo-
ple, it is very relevant.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ).

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, we
have had sanctions in different parts of
the world: Jackson-Vanik with Soviet
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Jewry, disinvestment in South Africa.
There are those who would seek dis-
investment and sanctions in the Sudan
and many other parts of the world, so
we understand that these are ways that
we can ultimately bring the end of to-
talitarian regimes and democracies to
those people, yet we hear no voices in
opposition to that.

After 2 million people visit Cuba
every year, spending $2.3 billion, this
regime has become more repressive,
not less repressive. Let us not add to
that repression.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL)
will be postponed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SOUDER

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SOUDER:
Page 224, insert after line 8 the following:

TITLE X—LIMITATION

SEC. 1001. None of the funds contained in
this Act may be used to enforce section 702
of the Firearms Control Regulations Act of
1975 (sec. 7—2507.02, D.C. Official Code).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of June 29, 2005, the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER)
and the gentlewoman from the District
of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER).

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to offer an
extremely simple, commonsense
amendment that is a first step towards
restoring the rights of self-protection,
a right guaranteed under the second
amendment to the citizens of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

My amendment would restrict funds
from being used to enforce section 703
of the D.C. Firearms Control Act. This
section requires that every registered
gun owner ‘‘shall keep any firearm in
his possession unloaded and disassem-
bled or bound by a trigger lock or simi-
lar device unless such firearm is kept
at his place of business or while being
used for lawful recreational purposes
within the District of Columbia.”

This amendment does not legalize
anything that cannot be legally owned
now: No machine gun, sawed-off shot-
guns, AK-47s, or Ugzis. All it does is let
people keep the handguns purchased
before 1976, shotguns, or rifles unlocked
or loaded that they already have reg-
istered in their homes.

My amendment gives D.C. citizens
the same rights at home as they have
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at work. Under the current law, a legal
gun owner who owns a business in the
District of Columbia can register a gun
at their place of business to defend
their business against criminals. The
same person cannot use a legally reg-
istered gun to protect his or her life or
family at home.

Over the past 30 years, there have
been too many times where staffers or
residents who live and work right here
on the Hill have been at home and have
come under attack from dangerous
criminals. The way the current law is
set up, these law-abiding citizens are
forbidden from using a legally reg-
istered gun in defense of his or her
home or family. I believe the good peo-
ple of D.C. deserve the recognition of
this basic civil right.

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

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER)
has pulled back from total repeal of
our gun safety laws. I wish I could
thank him, but I do not think Mayor
Williams or Chief Ramsey would yet be
ready to do so. Our moderate, even-
tempered Mayor, who has worked so
well with this Congress and the admin-
istration, is much praised in this Con-
gress, is really beside himself when at
a time crime is at a 20-year low, here
comes the Congress to do what he and
the police chief say will surely increase
crime.

Disassembled weapons, yes, citizens
may have them in their house. Look
what this does: loaded shotguns, loaded
handguns, as long as citizens had them
before 1976, in your home or in your
place of business. Let me say that the
Board of Trade does not want them in
our places of business. They came to
testify in total support of the laws as
they are. The businesses of the District
of Columbia have petitioned the Con-
gress to keep our laws exactly as they
are. Businesses say the last thing they
want is the kind of liability and re-
sponsibility they would have for keep-
ing a gun in the place of business, so
they do not do it.

Post-9/11, do Members really want to
legalize shotguns, handguns grand-
fathered in the District of Columbia at
a time when we are still stopping peo-
ple at checkpoints to see whether they
are terrorists? Do Members know what
can happen here? Someone can take
one of these rifles or shotguns to the
roof of an apartment or office building,
aim it at foreign visitors, tourists,
Members of Congress or their families,
not to mention residents of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. I am particularly
worried about children, teens.

Imagine big long guns, now loaded.
Some people would call that an attrac-
tive nuisance. That is a term of art in
the law. Parents, I think, would call it
an unattractive, deadly, very lethal
weapon. That is who is most likely to
be attracted by this new set of gear
that you can have loaded in your home.
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There must be countless handguns
that have been disassembled that were
held before 1976. Now just load them
up. So the same kids who knew they
were unloaded before, do not know per-
haps that now the guns are loaded, and
here we have kids among the thousands
who die every year in play from guns.
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Mr. Chairman, no Member of Con-
gress has the right to usurp our right
to protect ourselves and our kids as we
see fit. That is a basic right of self-de-
fense of every jurisdiction.

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

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 12 minutes.

I thank the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia. She serves on my
subcommittee. We work together on
many issues and we have a deep dis-
agreement on this one. I believe a con-
stitutional right to bear arms super-
sedes local authority.

A couple of facts here are very stub-
born things: One is that as far as acci-
dents, the total rate of firearm acci-
dents from 1981 to 2002 in the District
of Columbia was 2.5 times higher than
across the border in Maryland which
does not have a storage law. The fact is
that it has not reduced accidents. It is
a nice thought to talk about that, but
the facts don’t bear that out. Secondly,
this has nothing to do with businesses.
This is about self-protection in your
home. If a rapist is breaking into your
house or a murderer is coming after
you and your children and you are
struggling to find the key to the lock
and then have to get your gun out and
put it together, odds are pretty good
you are not going to make it. And
under current D.C. law, if you find the
lock and get your gun out and get your
gun put back together and defend your-
self, you can be prosecuted. What in
the world is going on?

We heard that the crime rate has
dropped in the District of Columbia.
For 15 of the last 16 years, the District
of Columbia has been the murder cap-
ital of the United States. In the last
statistics, they were again for the
fourth year in a row. How can it get
worse than that? Former Mayor Barry
has one of my favorite quotes: Outside
of the killings, Washington has one of
the lowest crime rates in America.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe in gun
control laws. I think in most instances
they don’t work and I think lots of
times they are designed by people who
would not know one end of a gun from
the other. But having said that, there
is something that bugs me about this
amendment, and that is that I did not
come here to be a city councilman for
the District of Columbia. I represent
the people of my congressional district.
The other thing that bugs me is that
the citizens of the District of Columbia
have no vote in this body, and in my
view, as long as the citizens of the Dis-
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trict of Columbia have no vote in this
body, this body has no business telling
the District of Columbia what their
municipal laws ought to be.

Now, I have an amendment that I am
going to offer if this amendment passes
and that amendment reads as follows:
“The salary for individual Members of
Congress shall be paid out of the funds
provided in this bill for the District of
Columbia and shall be Ilimited to
$92,5600.”” That is the salary of a District
of Columbia city councilman. If the
people of this House want to act like
you are a D.C. city councilman, then
you ought to get paid like you are a
D.C. city councilman, which means you
can take about a $70,000 pay cut and I
think that would be fitting.

I do not have the slightest idea what
kind of laws the District of Columbia
ought to have with respect to guns, but
I do know one thing. I very often sim-
ply vote ‘“‘present’” whenever any mat-
ter affecting the District of Columbia
comes up on this floor, because I think
we have no business trying to interfere
with what the city does on any subject
so long as that city and its citizens do
not have a vote in this Chamber. The
gentlewoman from the District can
speak, but when it comes to voting, she
is out in the hall, just like anybody
else who is not a Member of Congress.

So what you are saying is that you
are going to take advantage of the fact
that she has no ability to defend her
district by voting in this place and you
are going to say, ‘“Well, that’s tough,
but we’re going to impose our judg-
ment.” If you want to tell the District
of Columbia what their laws ought to
be, run for the city council. This is not
the city council. We look ridiculous
and abusive when we try to act as
though we are.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

The gentleman talked about some-
body breaking into your house. What
his amendment does is to legalize shot-
guns, rifles. Already it seems to us in-
sane that you would have a handgun at
the ready when somebody broke in.
And, remember, handguns grand-
fathered before 1976 would be legal. But
imagine somebody breaks in and you
go get a long rifle or a shotgun. This
isn’t about self-defense. This is about
pressing forward the gentleman’s pref-
erences on the District of Columbia
where unanimously every mayor of the
city of D.C., every city council member
overwhelmingly, all the residents have
voted ‘‘no.”

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the right to close.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, how
much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. BASS).
The gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia has 1 minute remaining.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time. No
Member of Congress has the right to
encourage guns in homes where the
overwhelming evidence is that they are
mostly used for suicides and in domes-

June 30, 2005

tic quarrels, and please do not do that
here in the District of Columbia be-
cause that is the most likely use of
such guns in homes. The most bank-
rupt rationale offered for this out-
rageous interference in a local jurisdic-
tion is that we already have gun vio-
lence in the District of Columbia. Let
me hear the cosponsors argue with a
straight face that allowing guns in peo-
ple’s homes will reduce rather than in-
crease the gun violence in the District
of Columbia.

The most deeply held principle of the
Founders was local control. First local
from England, and then because they
were so deeply principled, they denied
to the national government that they
themselves created any control of the
local jurisdiction. The Congress gave
us this control in the Home Rule Act.
I ask the Congress of the United States
to respect the mayor, the council and
the residents of the District of Colum-
bia by in fact defeating this amend-
ment.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. SOUDER. Do I have the right to
close at this point?

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman does have the right to close,
and the time of the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia has expired.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word, and I yield to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my friend, the ranking
member from Massachusetts, and I also
want to associate myself with the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Wisconsin
and his remarks. We have no right to
overturn a law that has been on the
books for three decades. The gentleman
from Indiana, I know, believes in demo-
cratic governance. But he wasn’t elect-
ed by D.C. residents. He was elected by
his constituents in Indiana. What right
does he have to overturn D.C.’s law
particularly in this situation that puts
D.C. residents at such serious risk? If
the Souder amendment were made law,
it would allow anyone who owns a fire-
arm to carry it loaded and without a
trigger lock on city streets throughout
the District of Columbia. How does
that make sense from a homeland secu-
rity perspective? We have spent hun-
dreds of millions of dollars to secure
our Nation’s Capital from terrorists
and now we are going to turn around
and make it okay to carry a loaded
AK-47 or a .50-caliber sniper rifle down
Independence Avenue? Are we serious?
That is perhaps the unintended effect,
but it is clearly the effect of this legis-
lation.

In 2003, the police confiscated 1,982
firearms from criminal suspects. They
would not be able to do that if this
amendment passes. They confiscated
almost 2,000 last year. This overturns
their ability to do that. This amend-
ment is an affront to the concept of



June 30, 2005

home rule, my colleagues, a slap in the
face to the people of the District of Co-
lumbia. It gives a new meaning to hy-
pocrisy when we talk about fighting so
hard to achieve democracy in Iraq. We
have an insurgency raging in another
part of the world. We are committing
lives and billions of dollars to achiev-
ing that objective of a democracy, of
giving people the right to represent
their own interests, to have the people
they elect making the laws that govern
them. Yet we would consider an
amendment that opens another front
on the city streets of our Nation’s Cap-
ital? This is wunbelievable that we
would even be considering such an
amendment.

I strongly urge a negative vote
against this outrageous amendment.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentlewoman from Indiana (Ms.
CARSON).

Ms. CARSON. Mr. Chairman, cer-
tainly no disrespect is intended to my
colleague from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER). 1
have come to this microphone before
this year criticizing Congress for med-
dling. I think this is another clear ex-
ample of how Congress meddles in
areas in which he or she has no busi-
ness. I was reminded of a story in my
district where a lady came home with
her baby from the hospital, her 2-year-
old was playing at her feet, went on the
couch and got a gun, shot it, a 2-year-
old, mind you, and killed the mother
and the newborn baby. If the gun had
been protected, that tragedy would
have never existed.

Homicides remain unabated, espe-
cially among kids from 14 to 18. A lot
of those guns are stolen from people’s
homes. If we had a mechanism that
would prevent those kind of incidents,
perhaps all of society would be better.
I would encourage you to vote down
this amendment with no deference to
the author.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. Tom
DAVIS), the chairman of the Committee
on Government Reform which is the
committee of jurisdiction for our Cap-
ital City.

(Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, let me just make a couple of
points. My friend from Indiana with
whom I have worked on so many
issues, I tend to agree with him on the
substance of the issue, an individual
being able to keep a weapon in their
own home to defend themselves, but
the issue here is larger than that. It
really goes to the question of respect-
ing the rights of the District of Colum-
bia to make their own laws and the
mayor and the council have spoken on
this innumerable times. They seem to
have the support of the vast majority
of the city.

Our committee held a lengthy hear-
ing on this, hearing from all sides just
2 days ago. It was an illuminating
hearing that I think highlighted both
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sides very, very well. But to me the
issue comes down to one of home rule.
Are we going to allow cities and States
to make these jurisdictions or are we
going to try to federalize everything
out of Washington? I would just cau-
tion my colleagues that once we start
doing everything out of Washington, it
may be on your side, but tomorrow it
could go the other way. We have to re-
spect the Federal system that was set
up.

This does not affect the workings of
government, so in my judgment, Con-
gress really should not be intervening
in this matter although we have the
legal right to do so.

I also want to note that there is
pending the case of Parker v. District
of Columbia that offers the oppor-
tunity for second amendment advo-
cates to answer with finality the ques-
tion of does this violate the second
amendment. Passing this amendment
today could possibly moot that deci-
sion which is currently on appeal to
the D.C. Court of Appeals. This is one
opportunity because the court has
looked for ways out of deciding this de-
cision. This is a way we may be able to
speak with clarity and finality. If this
amendment passes, we won’t have that.
It is a very two-edged sword, and I urge
opposition to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in strong opposi-
tion to the D.C. Personal Protection Amend-
ment. Let me say that | respect my colleague
from Indiana’s perspective on this issue. There
is room in the Congress for debate on the
merits of some of our nation’s gun laws. My
opposition is based on the legislation’s blatant
and potentially dangerous assault on home
rule in the District of Columbia.

The Committee on Government Reform held
a hearing this week on this very issue. We
heard compelling stories from Mayor Tony Wil-
liams, Chief Charles Ramsey, and an array of
witnesses, including residents of the District of
Columbia and representatives from national
think tanks and community organizations on
both sides of the debate. | was disappointed
that my friend from Indiana, the author of this
amendment, was not able to attend the hear-
ing to hear these views himself.

| am a strong supporter of Home Rule. For
our system of federalism and democracy to
work, states and localities need to be able to
make their own decisions on these sorts of
matters—even if some of us think they’re bad
ones.

There is an appropriate place for a debate
on D.C’s gun laws—and that place is the
chambers of the District of Columbia Council,
not the floor of the House of Representatives.

Proponents of this bill want to frame this de-
bate in terms of the Constitutionality of the
District’s law. Various lawsuits have been filed
in recent years questioning the constitutionality
of the D.C. gun law under the Second Amend-
ment. There’s a case pending on appeal right
now, Parker v. District of Columbia, that offers
the opportunity for the Second Amendment
challenge to be answered with finality. Pro-
ponents of this amendment have the oppor-
tunity for the courts to declare that the D.C.
ban violates the Second Amendment. So
what’s the rush? What are they afraid of? We
(and for that matter, the City Council) can con-
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sider the gun ban in light of the result of that
case. In fact, if this Amendment becomes law,
it could moot the ability of the Court of Ap-
peals to address this critical 2d Amendment
with finality. We are only here today because
of Congress’ plenary power over the District.
This is a constitutional authority that is, unfor-
tunately, occasionally abused, as is the case
with this legislation. D.C. leaders have en-
acted gun laws that reflect their constituents’
view that any increase in the number of guns
in the District increases the odds that crimes
will be committed with those guns. That’s their
view, and it should be respected.

I’'m not saying | agree with the District's gun
ban. Frankly, | don’t. But | strongly oppose this
amendment because | have a profound re-
spect for Home Rule, for the right of local ju-
risdictions to craft their own local laws—even
laws some of us don’'t agree with. This District
law has no bearing on Congress and no bear-
ing on the ability of the federal government to
conduct its business. That should be the lit-
mus test for federal involvement in the District.
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Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

First, I want to say again for the
record this only applies to one’s home.
It does not also apply to Ugzis. It ap-
plies to already registered legal guns
that one is forced to put under lock
and key and separate; and if a criminal
breaks into their house, unlike a busi-
ness, they have to find their key,
unlock the box, put the gun together to
defend themselves, and if they defend
themselves, they can be prosecuted.

This is a straight second amendment
vote. If Members believe in the right to
bear arms, if Members believe in the
second amendment, it is not a question
of home rule. Home rule does not cover
the right to abrogate constitutional
rights. It does not give the right to
abolish free speech. It does not give the
right to abolish freedom of religion,
and it does not give the right to abol-
ish the right to bear arms.

Last year on a broader vote, we had
250 votes in this House. We had 230 co-
sponsors of this bill. We have 210 this
year. This is a much narrower amend-
ment. But I would urge my colleagues
who support the second amendment,
who believe that the Constitution over-
rides local laws, to vote ‘‘yes’ on this
amendment.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
to express my opposition to the Souder
Amendment that would prevent the use of
funds in the bill to enforce the District of Co-
lumbia’s laws prohibiting the possession of a
firearm or ammunition, as well as laws relating
to keeping a firearm or a pistol. It is the apex
of hypocrisy to defend the right of local com-
munities to govern themselves free from the
burden of needless federal interference, but
deny that very right to the citizens of our Na-
tion’s capital. | encourage members of this
body to agree that we need not agree on the
merits of the District's gun safety laws to re-
spect home rule for the District of Columbia.

Since the passage of the District of Colum-
bia Self-Government and Governmental Reor-
ganization Act or Home Rule Act in 1973, the
District has utilized its authority to not only
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elect a Mayor and a City Council, but also to
regulate firearms. In 1976, the District of Co-
lumbia Council passed the Firearms Control
Regulations Act, establishing one of the most
robust limitations on gun ownership in the na-
tion with the intention of and protecting public
safety.

Specifically, this gun safety law required all
firearms in the District be registered, restricted
the classes of individuals who can register a
firearm, and generally banned the registration
of all handguns. Despite the suggestion by my
colleagues on the other side that all firearms
are banned in the District, it must be noted,
however, that since 1976, 100,000 firearms
have been lawfully registered.

Although Mayor Williams and Metropolitan
Police Department Chief Ramsey testified just
yesterday before the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform that they passionately support
the District’s gun safety laws, this amendment
would undermine their efforts to safeguard
their city from the ravaging effects of gun vio-
lence.

In evaluating the District’s limitations on fire-
arm possession, one is compelled to ask two
central questions: one, are the District's gun
safety laws effective; and two, are they con-
stitutional? In short, the answers to both those
questions seem to be yes. The District’'s gun
safety laws are effective at discouraging gun
violence by making firearms less widespread
throughout the city and assisting law enforce-
ment efforts in recovering unlawful firearms
that endanger the lives of police officers and
law-abiding citizens. What is most tragic is the
fact that some in Congress would seek to un-
dermine or repeal the District's gun safety
laws at a time when the District’'s homicide
rate is the lowest it has been since 1986.

Secondly, the two lawsuits challenging that
the District's gun laws are a violation of the
Second Amendment rights, failed to overturn
these laws on constitutional grounds. Specifi-
cally, the judges in both cases ruled that the
District's gun safety laws were constitutional
declaring that the Second Amendment does
not confer a protected right of private gun
ownership, rather the Second Amendment ap-
plies solely to State militias.

Mr. Chairman, it seems wise to move for-
ward guided by the principle that democracy
often functions best when those closest to an
issue are empowered to address it. The resi-
dents of the District of Columbia speak
through their elected Mayor and City Council
that their existing approach to gun safety is
best for their community.

If the residents of the District want to repeal
their gun safety laws, then we should let de-
mocracy work and permit them to elect those
leaders who will ease the existing restrictions
on firearms within the city. Until then, let us
embrace the constitutional principle from
whence our great Nation was born—the right
of self-determination—and let the District of
Columbia manage this matter how best it sees
fit. When the sun rises tomorrow, let it rise
upon a city where the right of self-determina-
tion is not subject to the interest of the NRA
or a congressional veto.

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. BASS).
The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. SOUDER).
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The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes
appeared to have it.

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

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

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . The salary for individual Mem-
bers of Congress shall be paid out of funds
provided in this bill for the District of Co-
lumbia and shall be limited to $92,500.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I reserve a point of order
against the amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
the order of the House of June 29, 2005,
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the Clerk read
the amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the Clerk will report the
amendment.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this
amendment is simple. I happen to
agree with the gentleman from Indiana
that I think that the provision in D.C.
law that he referred to on guns is a
dumb law, and I would hope that it
would be overturned by the city coun-
cil. But what I resent is year after year
after year having to vote on issues that
belong in the backyard of the D.C. City
Council, not the House of Representa-
tives.

I have taken this position for a good
long time. The second term I was here,
I organized the effort that eventually
freed up the money for the D.C. sub-
way, when our distinguished friend Bill
Natcher decided to hold up that money
until the District of Columbia was
forced to proceed with building the
Three Sisters Bridge. Thankfully, that
bridge was never built, and the Con-
gress did not dictate to the District
that they do so.

But the purpose of this amendment is
simply to illustrate the fact that the
Congress is acting like it is the city
council for the District of Columbia;
and as long as it is acting that way,
that is the way it ought to be paid.

I do not object to any Member of
Congress having any view he wants
with respect to the District of Colum-
bia, but I feel strongly that it is wrong
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for this Congress to dictate to the Dis-
trict what any of their local laws are
so long as their representative does not
have a vote. That is the point that I
am trying to make to the gentleman
from Indiana. The problem is not that
Congress has opinions about the Dis-
trict. The problem is that the District
of Columbia has no way to express
their own views on their own issues
through their own elected representa-
tive because their elected representa-
tive does not have a vote in this Cham-
ber. Until she does, I think the Con-
gress ought to stay out of these issues.

Much though I agree with the gen-
tleman from Indiana on the substance,
in this case it seems to me that demo-
cratic processes are much more impor-
tant than my individual opinion on any
subject matter.

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

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, a point of order has been re-
served, and I make a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against
the amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation in an appropriation bill and
therefore violates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member wish to be heard on the point
of order?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from California has made a
point of order. I am simply offering the
amendment to make a point.

I concede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is conceded and sustained, and the
amendment is not in order.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARRETT OF NEW
JERSEY

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GARRETT of
New Jersey:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to enforce the judg-
ment of the United States Supreme Court in
the case of Kelo v. New London, decided June
23, 2005.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of June 29, 2005, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. GAR-
RETT) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT).

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 2 minutes.

I rise today to offer an amendment to
help protect one of America’s most
cherished rights of an American, to
own their own home, to own their own
property.

Last week the U.S. Supreme Court,
by the slimmest of margins, ruled that
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a local government can come in and
seize people’s homes, seize their small
businesses against their will for other
private economic development. This
decision now will allow cities to come
in and bulldoze their house, bulldoze
their business, tear it all down just so
that they can build a shopping center
owned by somebody else.

The Garrett-Kennedy amendment
seeks to prohibit any funds made avail-
able under this act from being used to
enforce the judgment of the U.S. Su-
preme Court in the case of Kelo v. New
London.

The practical effect of this will mean
that we will prohibit Federal dollars
from going out to be used for support
purposes, infrastructure and the like,
so that a private developer will benefit
from the loss of these people’s homes.
It will mean that a bus stop will not be
able to be built on what was once their
home in order that a commercial build-
ing can be built there instead. It will
prohibit Federal dollars from building
a new entrance ramp or an exit ramp in
partnership with that developer so that
that developer can build a strip mall
there instead.

I believe that if a private developer is
going to push someone off their land,
out of their house, and destroy that
house or small business, then he should
foot the bill for any infrastructure that
he is going to build. I want to ensure
that the Federal Government does not
contribute in any way financially to
this terrible Supreme Court decision.

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

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
claim the time in opposition to the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. OLVER) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, America has enjoyed
the oldest and the most successful de-
mocracy in the history of the world. I
think this amendment puts us on a
very slippery slope. This amendment
places our greatest document, the Con-
stitution of this country, which gives
us three co-equal branches with a sepa-
ration of powers among those branches
and a whole host of checks and bal-
ances set up within that Constitution,
it puts the whole Constitution under
attack. When the Supreme Court of the
U.S. gives final adjudication, that is
the law of the land, whether it is a 9-
0 or a 7-2 or a 54 decision.

Let me just mention a few of the 5-
4 decisions that I believe I am correct
on: one of them was Chief Justice Mar-
shall’s 54 decision against a govern-
ment policy to remove American Indi-
ans west of the Mississippi River. Then
President Andrew Jackson was quoted
roughly, and I am perhaps not being
precise in this quote: Judge Marshall
has spoken, or has ruled, I guess was
probably the word he used, now let
them enforce it. And there resulted the
complete removal of American Indians
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west of the Mississippi River, which
was one of the blackest blots on our
history.

Brown v. Board of Education, if I re-
member correctly, was a 54 vote. With
an amendment of this nature, we would
still have segregated schools. And then
there was a 5-4 vote that assured one
person, one vote. It was called ‘‘one
man, one vote’’ at that time, which has
assured each and every citizen that
their vote would be of about the same
value. That decision was not enjoyed
by a sizable number of people.

I think this amendment leaves us
with serious problems, and I urge the
Members to oppose this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1¥%2 minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG).

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment as well. The Supreme Court has
ruled on the matter of eminent domain
and its comnstitutionality. Yesterday,
we debated for quite some time the
issue of eminent domain, for 45 min-
utes I would suggest. We voted and we
overwhelmingly rejected, by a margin
of 42 to 374, the 374 opposing, obviously,
the amendment, which I thought was a
very punitive amendment, to cut funds
from the Court because of its ruling.

This amendment, I am afraid to say,
sets a more dangerous precedent. It
would allow the legislative branch to
override the independent decisions of
the Court. If this passes, then what will
be the next Supreme Court decision
that will be effectively overturned?
While we may not agree with the
Court’s ruling, and I understand the
gentleman has a right to believe what
he wants, if we do not agree on the
Court’s ruling, we must respect it.

For this reason and for those that
have already been mentioned, I ask all
Members to vote ‘“‘no’” against the Gar-
rett amendment.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I have been reminded
that the Brown v. Board of Education
was actually a unanimous vote, and I
just want to say that regardless of
whether it was unanimous or a 54, it is
the Court’s decision to make, not ours,
and one where the separation of powers
and the checks and balances should be
upheld.

I urge a ‘‘no”” vote on the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KENNEDY).

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I rise today to stand with
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
GARRETT) because I am deeply con-
cerned about the potential effects of
the recent Supreme Court decision in
Kelo v. The City of New London.

The fifth amendment of the Constitu-
tion provides that private property
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shall not be taken for public use with-
out just compensation. The language is
meant to prohibit government, not
give a grant of power to government.
However, on June 23, the Supreme
Court handed down this decision under
which any private property may now
be taken from its owner for the benefit
of another private property.
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The Court held in this decision that
even the possibility of positive eco-
nomic effects to the city was sufficient
public purpose to justify the taking of
one’s properties. Under this standard,
the seizure of virtually any private
property for almost any purpose would
be allowable.

Mr. Chairman, I am deeply concerned
about the grave effects this decision
will have on property owners. Because
of this decision, State and local gov-
ernments now have the power to deter-
mine that a property owner is not suf-
ficiently using his or her own property.
I urge my colleagues to think about
how this decision will disproportion-
ately affect the poor, the elderly, and
minorities. Cities may choose to take a
person’s property for anything they be-
lieve will increase their tax base. Cer-
tainly, those with less political power
and less resources will make for the
easiest targets.

As Sandra Day O’Connor said in her
dissenting opinion: ‘“‘Nothing is to pre-
vent the State from replacing a Motel
6 with a Ritz Carlton, any home with a
shopping mall, or a farm with a fac-
tory.”

The fifth amendment was supposed to
stop that, Mr. Chairman. That is why
this decision was opposed by such
groups as the NAACP, the AARP, in
addition to the National Taxpayers
Union, the Americans for Tax Reform,
the Institute for Justice, the NFIB, the
National Association of Homebuilders,
and the list goes on.

Mr. Chairman, property rights are
fundamental freedom. There is an op-
portunity for every American to con-
trol their own destiny. They serve as
our fundamental protection from the
utter destruction of government. Con-
gress must take action to protect prop-
erty owners in the aftermath of this
flawed decision.

I encourage all Members to stand
with the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. GARRETT) and me on this impor-
tant amendment.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

I will just close by addressing the
comment by the chairman, and I appre-
ciate the chairman’s remarks.

This decision of the Supreme Court
will continue to be respected by this
House and by the people of New Lon-
don, Connecticut and the State of Con-
necticut as well. This legislation sim-
ply sees to it that the taxpayers of that
community and the taxpayers and the
citizens of the United States of Amer-
ica will not subsidize those private de-
velopers in that instance.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, if this amendment
passes, you might as well tear up the
Constitution and toss it in the ash bas-
ket. That is what this amendment
does.

I happen to think that the Supreme
Court decision that came down last
week was nutty, and I agree with the
gentleman on the substance. But if we
disagree with court decisions, folks
who are a heck of a lot smarter than
we are, the Founding Fathers, spelled
out a way to deal with that. It is called
passing a law.

All we have to do if we do not like
the Supreme Court decision is to bring
legislation into this House, take it be-
fore the proper committee, have the
committee have sensible hearings so
that all points of view can be heard,
and then bring to the floor either a
piece of legislation or a constitutional
amendment, whichever you want.

But the idea that this House, every
time we do not like a court decision,
should decide that we are not going to
allow Federal money to be used to en-
force that court decision is as nutty as
the original court decision in the first
place.

So I would hope that we would recog-
nize that the Founding Fathers created
the system of separation of powers;
they created three independent
branches of government for a purpose.

I would not ordinarily rise to oppose
an amendment like this, because it is
so ridiculous on its face, but it follows
in a long line of actions that I have
seen coming from that side of the aisle
since the beginning of the year.

First, you called the Congress back
in order to try to pass legislation say-
ing that you knew better than the
Florida courts in the Schiavo case.
Then we had another attack launched
on independent judges in the form of
speeches given by your majority leader
and others, and then we have seen var-
ious other activities; in fact, I listened
to the majority leader himself in a con-
versation the other day tell some Su-
preme Court Justices that they were
way out of line, and that if they want-
ed to understand American public opin-
ion, they needed to go through the
United States Congress.

Well, God help us if the Supreme
Court ever starts going through the
United States Congress for its advice
on every subject under the sun. They
are supposed to use their own inde-
pendent judgment and, once in a while,
they may make a screwy decision, and
I think they did last week. But that
does not mean that we ought to act in
a way which is just as screwy as the
original Court decision.

I would urge that we vote down this
ridiculous amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. GAR-
RETT).
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The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey will be post-
poned.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. DELAURO

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Ms. DELAURO:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to enter into any
contract with an incorporated entity where
such entity’s sealed bid or competitive pro-
posal shows that such entity is incorporated
or chartered in Bermuda, Barbados, the Cay-
man Islands, Antigua, or Panama.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of June 29, 2005, the
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO) and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) each will
control 7%2 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 22 minutes.

This amendment would prevent the
Departments and agencies under this
bill from using any funds to contract
with American companies which have
created shell corporations in tax-haven
countries in order to reduce their U.S.
taxes. The Department of Homeland
Security is operating under a similar
contracting ban.

Recent data shows that despite cost-
ing our government $5 billion in lost
revenue, corporate expatriates reaped
$1.4 billion in Federal contracts in 2002
alone. This in the middle of a budget
crisis. In every appropriations bill we
have considered this year, we have
heard the same refrain: we have done
the best we could under the cir-
cumstances. But this budget crisis did
not create itself; it is a direct result of
the budget and tax choices of this Con-
gress; and as a result, this bill lacks
sufficient funding for public transit,
Amtrak, housing. Perhaps if we did
more to discourage companies from
setting up post offices overseas to re-
duce their tax burden here, we would
have more funding available for these
critical investments.

Four of our top 100 Federal contrac-
tors have incorporated in tax-haven
countries. One of them actually holds a
contract with the IRS. The agency
charged with collecting taxes willingly
contracted with a company that is de-
termined to avoid paying them.

These companies are not overtaxed.
In fact, effective corporate tax rates
have fallen by 20 percent since 2001,
even as pretax profits jumped 26 per-
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cent. Between 2001 and 2003, our 275
largest companies paid taxes totaling
about half of the 35 percent corporate
tax rate.

I should emphasize that this amend-
ment will not affect existing contracts.
It will not affect existing contracts. It
simply ensures that in the future, we
will favor good corporate citizens with
government contracts, rather than re-
warding companies for moving overseas
and putting tax-paying American com-
panies at a permanent competitive dis-
advantage. Corporate expatriate com-
panies have made a clear choice: leave
the country and not pay their taxes. It
is up to us to make the choice and set
a standard. If they are going to manip-
ulate loopholes in our Tax Code, they
should no longer be able to reap the
benefit of current government con-
tracts.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

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

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I rise to oppose this amendment and
also to manage the time on this side of
the issue, and I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, Congress addressed
the issue of corporate inversions in the
JOBS Act, the Jobs Creation Act of
2004. The JOBS Act added a new sec-
tion to the Tax Code, section 7874,
which treats U.S. companies that com-
plete a corporate inversion transaction
after March 4, 2003, as domestic U.S.
corporations for tax purposes.

Congress also addressed the issue of
corporate inversions by enacting a con-
tracting ban. Section 835 of the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 does prohibit
the Secretary of the Department of
Homeland Security from entering into
contracts with companies that have
completed corporate inversions as de-
fined by the act. Congress revisited the
issue in the 2005 Department of Home-
land Security Appropriations Act
where Congress expanded the scope of
section 835.

Critics may argue that companies
that have engaged in corporate inver-
sions prior to March 4, 2003, should be
covered by the JOBS Act. However,
Congress should not bar companies
from competing for government con-
tracts because of legal transactions
that they performed more than 2 years
ago. Companies that qualify for gov-
ernment contracts and successfully ful-
fill their responsibilities should not be
barred from future contracts because of
retroactive legislation.

The rules for competing for Federal
contracting should not be changed in
midstream.

Retroactively imposing a contracting
ban on companies would be severely
punitive, particularly if a company’s
incorporation was conducted in compli-
ance with existing law.

I strongly urge the defeat of this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. BERRY).

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman from Connecticut for
yielding me this time. She has provided
great leadership on this matter, and I
think it is the right thing to do.

This amendment very simply would
prohibit companies that have re-
nounced their American citizenship in
an effort to avoid their responsibilities
as American citizens from taking part
in getting contracts where they would
be paid with taxpayers’ dollars.

At a time when we have men and
women on the battlefield and they have
to pay taxes on the monies that they
receive for their families; at the time
when they are on the battlefield to pro-
tect this country in the most unselfish
way you can imagine, we are going to
say, if you renounce your American
citizenship and avoid taxes and get an
advantage, then come and bid on our
contracts and take taxpayers’ dollars.
That makes me want a dip of snuff.

I cannot imagine why anybody would
do anything like that. I cannot imag-
ine why this government would do it. I
know the gentleman that opposes this.
I know several of them. They are good
people. They have good sense. I do not
understand why we cannot as a body
deal with this issue and stop people
from getting good hard-earned tax-
payers’ dollars when they have re-
nounced their United States citizen-
ship. If they do not want to be citizens
of the United States, as far as I am
concerned, good riddance. Let them go.
Excenture can go to Bermuda or wher-
ever in the Sam Hill they want to go.
And I say, good, let us be rid of them,
but do not give them U.S. contracts in
the government. Do not give them gov-
ernment contracts. That is all we are
talking about doing here.

Mr. Chairman, it is time to hold
these people accountable, and it is time
for us to be responsible to our men and
women on the battlefield.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I am delighted to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. Tom
DAVIS).

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. First of
all, we should understand that the
companies that are at issue here pay
American taxes. They pay taxes on all
of the income that is derived from Fed-
eral contracts that they are performing
and on work done in the United States.
Many of these companies are multi-
national corporations, and they may be
headquartered in Panama or Bermuda
for other reasons, and maybe how they
treat their global income, but their
American income is all fully taxed.

We should not force companies to re-
incorporate in the United States; and,
in the case of a company just men-
tioned here, it was never incorporated
in the United States. They just hap-
pened, as a multinational partnership,
when they decided to go as a corpora-
tion, to locate their headquarters out-
side the United States, but they em-
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ploy tens of thousands of Americans
who are paying taxes every day. Why
do you want to put them out of busi-
ness, particularly if they are providing
a service to the American Government
that is the best value for the American
taxpayers?

Why, if a company provides the best
body armor or provides the best me-
chanics or the best service, are we ex-
cluding them and making the Amer-
ican taxpayer pay a higher rate for the
same service that may be inferior?
That is what this does.
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Our procurement system should be
based on getting the best value for the
American taxpayer. If you do not like
the tax system, let us go back to the
Tax Code. And as the chairman said,
Congress addressed this issue of cor-
porate inversion in the JOBS Act. The
JOBS Act added a new section to the
Tax Code which treats U.S. companies
that complete inversion transactions
as domestic, U.S. corporations for tax
purposes.

This amendment is not going to
produce any more jobs, but it will
produce higher costs for American tax-
payers that buy goods and services. It
will produce less of a marketplace that
we can go out and shop and get the best
value for our troops in the field and for
government services. And for that rea-
son it ought to be voted down. This is
outdated in a global economy.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this amendment.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

This amendment does not affect ex-
isting contracts. That is something
people would like to portend to our col-
leagues, but it is not the fact. And
later in the conversation, I will talk
about dispelling some of the inaccura-
cies that have been talked about this
afternoon.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER).

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding
time to me. And frankly, if this busi-
ness had been taken care of in the
JOBS Act we would not be here today
trying to pass this amendment.

And no corporation just happens to
go to Bermuda to incorporate. They go
so that they can avoid paying taxes.
You know, let us be realistic about it.

I want to support this amendment
because new contracts would have to
g0 to companies that pay taxes and op-
erate in America. Corporations who set
up the offshore tax havens cost us ap-
proximately $56 billion a year in tax
revenue. And of course, as you say, the
employees that they have here pay
taxes. But all of us pay more taxes
when corporations get out from under
their tax liability. These companies re-
ceived $1.4 billion in Federal contracts
in 2002 alone.

Now, corporations located in the
United States that conduct their busi-
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ness in the United States and employ
most of their workforce in the United
States should not skirt their tax obli-
gations by opening a Post Office box in
Bermuda. And it is unconscionable
that we would reward these corporate
tax cheats with millions of dollars in
taxpayer funded Federal contracts. The
corporate expatriates hurt the other
U.S. taxpayers by shifting more of the
tax burden on to their shoulders. This
is a point that somehow we fail to
grasp here. When other people get out
of the burden of paying taxes the taxes
do not go away. They are simply shift-
ed to the rest of us. They drain funds
from this budget that are desperately
needed here in America for essential
services, Medicaid, Social Security,
health care for veterans from Iraq. You
have heard already that that is under-
funded by $2 billion. For education,
housing, child care, transportation pro-
grams, that just names a few.

This government needs a stronger
safeguard to ensure that we are not
pumping hardened American tax dol-
lars into the coffers of the same cor-
porations that maneuver and scheme
to exploit tax loopholes. This is a pro
business amendment that ensures that
only the responsible U.S. companies
can benefit from Federal contracts.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1*%2 minutes to the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman, the chair-
man of the appropriation sub-
committee for yielding me the time.

Notwithstanding what my good
friend, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO) said, this real-
ly goes back to a contract that was
issued more than a couple of years ago.
It was as a result of very competitive
bidding and the winning contractor is
required to pay U.S. taxes on every dol-
lar earned in the United States. Every
employee employed has to pay U.S. in-
come taxes on the revenue they earn.

Now, if the gentlewoman wants to
suggest that there are any contracts
where money is not being paid in taxes
for revenue earned in the TUnited
States, I would agree with her, or if
there are employees working in the
United States not paying taxes I whol-
ly agree we should collect from them.

But also bear in mind when we do
these things, they often come back to
haunt us. Trying to change the Tax
Code in an appropriations committee is
generally not the most effective or ap-
propriate place to make tax law. It can
come back to haunt us because we have
got so many other corporations that
are doing business in other parts of the
world and we do not want to be sug-
gesting to them that they ought to
shut off that business. What goes
around, though, generally comes
around. The revenue earned overseas
does generate tax revenue into our gov-
ernment here. But it won’t if foreign
countries decide to punish American
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corporations who might win bids on
European or Asian or Latin American
government contracts.

Like it or not we must compete in a
global economy. We have got to be very
careful with the precedent that we set.
The contract that was issued was com-
petitive. It is a Homeland Security
contract. And from everything I under-
stand, they are doing good work and
paying 100 percent of the taxes due.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Let me just try to correct some inac-
curacies. First of all, once again, this
amendment does not deal with existing
contracts. It is contracts in the future.
We are not discussing the Homeland
Security bill. We are discussing the
Transportation Treasury bill, so this
does not affect what happened with
Homeland Security.

I might also add under the Homeland
Security bill, this ban is in place and
we voted on it in this institution.

Secondly, my colleagues have talked
about the JOBS Act. Very quickly, the
JOBS Act does not solve the existing
problem that we have here today. Cor-
porations who are paying their taxes in
the U.S. to the full amount. Let us
take a look at what Accenture is doing.
Accenture earned $503 million in the
United States in 2004, up from $243 mil-
lion in 2002. They reduced their tax li-
ability to $135.5 million from $241 mil-
lion. Their tax burden is going down
because they have set up very intricate
and elaborate structures in order to re-
duce the amount of taxes owed in the
United States. That is what this is
about. They are free to go to tax
haven. They should not get any con-
tracts because they are lowering their
tax obligation to the United States at
a time of a budget crisis and a time of
war.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1*%2 minutes to the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman,
it is rare that I find myself in opposi-
tion to my good friend, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut. But I
thought that we had settled this the
last time around. And this is an exam-
ple of why it is so difficult to legislate
tax matters on an appropriations bill.

The company in question did not flee
the United States and create an elabo-
rate tax structure. I went back and
checked this because it came up prior.
And the fact is, my research indicated
this company had never been incor-
porated in the United States. It is
international in scope, although it em-
ploys tens of thousands of Americans,
and the information I put in the record
last time indicated that their tax rate
was actually above the effective cor-
porate tax rate at that time. And I
looked at more recent information. But
the point is, they are paying taxes.
They have never been incorporated in
the United States. We want to make
sure that we are sending the right sig-
nals at the right time. And I could not
agree with the gentleman from Vir-
ginia more.
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I am going back at the break to Or-
egon. I am setting up meetings with
Oregon companies that are practiced in
sustainable development, in land use
planning, in environmental technology.
I am working with them so that they
can be more effective marketing their
goods around the world, in China, in
India, in Japan, in Singapore.

And for us to sit here and say we are
not going to permit opportunities for
people who are incorporated in tar-
geted companies is undercutting a mes-
sage I am taking back home. But as I
say, I really think we have solved this
before and I have not heard anything
new that makes me think that this
amendment is good policy.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I will be very brief.

I think the points that have been
made by the several individuals who
have spoken out against this amend-
ment pretty much says it all. I just
would follow by saying I urge strongly
a no vote on this amendment.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

You know, of all the many, many in-
justices for which this House Repub-
lican leadership is responsible, surely
there are few that are less defensible
than their defense of corporations that
flee America. And how appropriate
that we bring to the House this amend-
ment at this time as we approach our
Nation’s Independence Day on July the
4th, because a few corporations have
declared their independence from
America when it comes to paying their
taxes. They formally fled our shores.
They dodge their taxes by reincor-
porating in some tax haven, buying a
mailbox and having a beach-side board

meeting.
To add insult to injury, the same cor-
porations that renounce America

stretch their hand out to all of us who
are paying our fair share, businesses
and individuals, and say ‘‘can we have
some of your tax money?”’ They ask to
be given the opportunity to bid on gov-
ernment contracts that they are not
contributing to pay for. That is right.
An outrage that exists that has been
defended by this Republican leadership.
Why do we do this in an appropriations
bill? Because the House Ways and
Means Committee, on which I serve,
has, under the Republican leadership,
as its primary responsibility to protect
corporations just like those that flee
and then ask to do government busi-
ness.

What about this argument that these
corporations are paying taxes on their
government business? Well, frankly, it
is a half truth. Let me tell you, these
corporations do not go to Bermuda for
the shorts. They do not go there for the
suntan. They go there to dodge taxes.
And the way they do that, as in the
case of Accenture, one company that
has been mentioned, is to strip away
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earnings and have them taxed there—
at non tax rates really—in Bermuda.
For example, the name Accenture did
not exist a few years ago.

And so Accenture used its American
presence to advertise and build up the
value of the name. And so when they
come to their name being owned by a
foreign corporation, when they come to
calculate any taxes they owe in the
United States, they deduct all the roy-
alties that they pay to that foreign
corporation. So they may be paying a
certain tax rate on their income, but
they do not include all their income be-
cause they have stripped it and sent it
abroad.

What of the argument that we will
lose the opportunity for the best con-
tract? We are not saying that
Accenture or any other company can-
not contract for business. Just pay
your fair share of taxes like every
other American is all that we say
through this amendment.

And what makes the opposition to
this amendment particularly shameful
at this time is that wealthy tax-dodg-
ing corporations are not sacrificing at
all, while we call on some young Amer-
icans to give their all and sacrifice for
America. Middle-class Americans are
paying hundreds of billions of dollars
for this adventure abroad, while tax
dodgers and tax cheats avoid paying
their fair share. It is wrong. We ought
to correct it with approval of this
amendment.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Let me just first say once again, and
I will say it as many times as we have
to. This does not affect existing con-
tracts. It does not affect existing con-
tracts.

Second, the Department of Homeland
Security is operating under a similar
contracting ban now. We are not talk-
ing solely about one company. There
are some 25 or 26 companies who, in
fact, have reincorporated in tax haven
countries in order to be able to dimin-
ish their tax obligation to the United
States. Accenture, in fact, has its roots
back to 1953, as part of the Illinois-
based Arthur Andersen Company. It in-
corporated in Bermuda in 2001. Their
CEO was based in Dallas. And the fact
of the matter is that they are now hav-
ing it both ways.
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I would make the point that this
comes down to a question of values. Do
you stand with corporations who have
abandoned our country in a time of
war, who have gone through these
elaborate contortions to reduce their
U.S. tax burdens, or do you stand with
the companies who, in fact, have been
good corporate citizens? They are pay-
ing their taxes, they are employing
Americans, and they are living up to
their obligations of their country.

Now, as it has been said by my col-
leagues, these companies can go and do
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what it is that they would like. And if
they want to diminish their tax burden
here, we should not allow it, but we do
at the moment. But the fact is, should
we then add insult to injury to other
American corporations and to Amer-
ican citizens by allowing these compa-
nies to get billions of dollars in Federal
contracts? Again, it does not affect ex-
isting contracts.

We have a historic low in Federal
corporate income taxes. The fact is
these folks set up these mailboxes
overseas. That they are overtaxed is
not, in fact, the case. It is time we tell
these corporate expatriates the free
ride is over. I urge my colleagues to
vote in favor of this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO) will be postponed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The Clerk will designate the
amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MARKEY:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. 948. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used in contravention of
section 552a of title 5, United States Code
(popularly known as the Privacy Act) or of
section 552.224 of title 48 of the Code of Fed-
eral Regulations.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
the order of the House of June 29, 2005,
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY) and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY).

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would just briefly
explain the intent of this amendment.

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

Mr. MARKEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I would be happy to accept the gentle-
man’s amendment.

Mr. MARKEY. If I may explain what
the amendment is before the gen-
tleman accepts it?

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. We know what
it is; but if the gentleman wants to
take a moment or two, yes.

Mr. MARKEY. Reclaiming my time, I
will take just a moment.

There has been a recent wave of mas-
sive privacy breaches that has high-

lighted the need to reaffirm the prin-
ciples of the Privacy Act. This week
the IRS announced that they are going
to have a $20 million contract with
ChoicePoint, the same company in-
volved in a massive privacy breach in
its operations in February of 2005. This
reminder of the potential compromise
of information is, of course, very nec-
essary if the IRS is going to contract
with ChoicePoint, with the very sen-
sitive information of Americans.

So this amendment restates the im-
portance of the Privacy Act being im-
plemented. I ask the House to adopt
this amendment.

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY).

The amendment was agreed to.
SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments on
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order: amend-
ment No. 4 by the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DAVIS), amendment by the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LEE), amendment by the gentleman
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), amend-
ment by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL), amendment by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER),
amendment by the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT), amendment
by the gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Ms. DELAURO).

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF

FLORIDA

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The pending
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DAVIS) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded
vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 208, noes 211,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 345]

AYES—208
Abercrombie Bishop (NY) Butterfield
Allen Blumenauer Capps
Andrews Boehlert Capuano
Baca Bono Cardin
Baird Boozman Carnahan
Baldwin Boren Carson
Bass Boswell Castle
Bean Boucher Clay
Becerra Boyd Cleaver
Berman Brady (PA) Clyburn
Berry Brown (OH) Conyers
Biggert Brown, Corrine Costa
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Costello
Cox
Crowley
Cubin
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Emanuel
Emerson
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Ford
Frank (MA)
Garrett (NJ)
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Gordon
Graves
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Harman
Herger
Herseth
Higgins
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hostettler
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)

Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Barrow
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Beauprez
Berkley
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonner
Boustany
Bradley (NH)
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Cardoza
Carter
Case
Chabot
Chandler
Chocola

Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Ney
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Osborne
Otter
Owens

NOES—211

Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (KY)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeLay

Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake

Dreier

Engel

English (PA)
Feeney
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Foley

Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella

Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
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Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanders
Schakowsky
Schwartz (PA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Woolsey
Wynn

Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall

Harris

Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hulshof
Hunter

Hyde

Inglis (SC)
Issa

Istook
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller

Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kirk

Kline
Knollenberg
Kuhl (NY)
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
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Lucas Petri Simpson
Lungren, Daniel  Pickering Skelton
E. Pitts Smith (NJ)
Mack Platts Smith (TX)
Manzullo Poe Sodrel
Marchant Pombo Souder
McCaul (TX) Porter Stearns
McCotter Price (GA) :
McCrery Pryce (OH) gulhvan
McHenry Putnam weeney
: Tancredo
McHugh Radanovich
McIntyre Regula Taylor (NC)
McKeon Rehberg Terry
McMorris Reichert Thomas
Melancon Renzi Thornberry
Menendez Reynolds Tiahrt
Mica Rogers (KY) Turner
Miller (FL) Rogers (MI) Upton
Miller (MI) Rohrabacher Walden (OR)
Miller (NC) Ros-Lehtinen Walsh
Miller, Gary Rothman Wamp
Murphy Royce Wasserman
Musgrave Ryun (KS) Schultz
Myrick Salazar Weldon (FL)
Neugebauer Saxton Weller
Northup Schwarz (MI) Whitfield
Norwood Sensenbrenner Wicker
Nunes Sessions .
Wilson (NM)
Nussle Shadegg Wilson (SC)
Ortiz Shaw
Oxley Sherwood Wolf
Pallone Shimkus Wu
Pearce Shuster Young (AK)
Pence Simmons Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—14
Bachus Kingston Ross
Bishop (GA) Moore (WI) Schiff
Cooper Peterson (PA) Scott (GA)
Cramer Reyes Westmoreland
Everett Rogers (AL)
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Messrs. BARRETT of South Carolina,
JONES of North Carolina, UPTON,
DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California,
and BAKER changed their vote from
““aye’ to ‘“no.”

Mr. HIGGINS changed his vote from
“no” to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. | was unavoid-
ably detained and missed the vote on this
amendment. Had | been present, | would have
voted “aye.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No. 345
| am recorded as having voted “aye.” | in-
tended to vote “no,” and ask that the RECORD
reflect this.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. LEE

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The pending business is the
demand for a recorded vote on the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded
vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be
a b-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 187, noes 233,
not voting 13, as follows:

Abercrombie
Allen

Baca
Baird
Baldwin
Bass

Bean
Becerra
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boswell
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carson
Castle
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Conyers
Costa
Costello
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Emanuel
Emerson
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Gordon
Graves
Green, Al
Grijalva
Gutierrez

Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Andrews
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Barrow
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Beauprez
Berkley
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonner
Bono
Boren
Boustany
Boyd
Bradley (NH)
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess

[Roll No. 346]
AYES—187

Harman
Herger
Herseth
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hostettler
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
Kolbe
Kucinich
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler

NOES—233

Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert

Camp

Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carnahan
Carter

Case

Chabot
Chandler
Chocola
Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway

Cox
Crenshaw
Cubin

Cuellar
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (KY)
Dayvis, Jo Ann
Dayvis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeLay

Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Napolitano

Neal (MA)

Oberstar

Obey

Olver

Osborne

Otter

Owens

Pastor

Paul

Payne

Pelosi

Peterson (MN)

Pomeroy

Price (NC)

Rahall

Ramstad

Rangel

Reyes

Roybal-Allard

Ruppersberger

Rush

Ryan (OH)

Ryan (WI)

Sabo

Sanchez, Linda
T.

Sanchez, Loretta

Sanders

Schakowsky

Schwartz (PA)

Scott (VA)

Serrano

Shays

Slaughter

Smith (WA)

Snyder

Solis

Spratt

Stark

Strickland

Stupak

Tanner

Tauscher

Taylor (MS)

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Tiberi

Tierney

Towns

Udall (CO)

Udall (NM)

Van Hollen

Velazquez

Visclosky

Waters

Watson

Watt

Waxman

Weiner

Woolsey

Wynn

Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Engel
English (PA)
Feeney
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake

Foley
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Green (WI)
Green, Gene
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Gutknecht McCrery Royce
Hall McHenry Ryun (KS)
Harris McHugh Salazar
Hart McIntyre Saxton
Hastings (FL) McKeon Schwarz (MI)
Hastings (WA) McMorris Sensenbrenner
Hayes Melancon Sessions
Hayworth Menendez Shadegg
Hefley Mica Shaw
Hensarling Miller (FL) Sherman
Higgins Miller (MI) Sherwood
Hobson Miller (NC) Shimkus
Hoekstra Miller, Gary Shuster
Hulshof Murphy Simmons
Hunter Musgrave Simpson
Hyde Myrick Skelton
%:Sga%ls (SC) g:ggebauer Sm?th (NJ)
Istook Northup gggrt; (TX)
Jenkins Norwood Souder
Jindal Nunes
Johnson, Sam Nussle SteaL'rns
Jones (NC) Ortiz Sullivan
Keller Oxley Sweeney
Kelly Pallone Tancredo
Kennedy (MN)  Pascrell Taylor (NC)
Kennedy (RI) Pearce Terry
King (IA) Pence Thomas
King (NY) Petri Thornberry
Kirk Pickering Tiahrt
Kline Pitts Turner
Knollenberg Platts Upton
Kuhl (NY) Poe Walden (OR)
LaHood Pombo Walsh
Latham Porter Wamp
LaTourette Price (GA) Wasserman
Leach Pryce (OH) Schultz
Lewis (CA) Putnam Weldon (FL)
Lewis (KY) Radanovich Weldon (PA)
Linder Regula Weller
LoBiondo Rehberg Wexler
Lucas Reichert Whitfield
Lungren, Daniel  Renzi Wicker

E. Reynolds Wilson (NM)
Mack Rogers (KY) Wilson (SC)
Manzullo Rogers (MI) Wolf
Marchant Rohrabacher Wu
McCaul (TX) Ros-Lehtinen Young (AK)
McCotter Rothman Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—13

Bachus Everett Schiff
Bishop (GA) Kingston Scott (GA)
Boozman Peterson (PA) Westmoreland
Cooper Rogers (AL)
Cramer Ross

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHATRMAN

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr.
SHIMKUS) (during the vote). Members
are advised there are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote.

0 1405

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, | inadvertently
voted “no” on rollcall No. 346. | intended to
vote “aye” on rollcall No. 346.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-
minute vote.
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 238, noes 177,

not voting 18, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Bass

Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonner
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Butterfield
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carson
Case
Chandler
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Conaway
Conyers
Costa
Costello
Crowley
Cubin
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Emanuel
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Foley
Ford
Fortenberry
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (WI)

Aderholt
AKkin
Alexander
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Beauprez
Biggert

[Roll No. 347]

AYES—238

Green, Al
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hostettler
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
King (NY)
Kucinich
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Menendez
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Murphy
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Nussle

NOES—1177

Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla

Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Bradley (NH)
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Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Osborne
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Rogers (MI)
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sabo
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanders
Schakowsky
Schwartz (PA)
Schwarz (MI)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Shuster
Simmons
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Sodrel
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walsh
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (FL)

Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,

Ginny
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp

Cannon Herger Pearce
Cantor Hobson Pence
Carter Hoekstra Petri
Castle Hulshof Pickering
Chabot Hunter Pitts
Chocola Hyde Platts
Coble Inglis (SC) Poe
Cole (OK) Issa Pombo
Cox Istoqk Price (GA)
Crenshaw Jgnkms Pryce (OH)
Culbgrson Jindal Putnam
Cunpmgham Johnson, Sam Radanovich
DaV}s, Jo Ann Jones (NC) Ramstad
Dayvis, Tom Keller Reichert
Deal (GA) Kennedy (MN) Renzi
peLas B QD pogers acy
Diaz-Balart, L. Kline gggﬁ:ﬁ;&iﬁ
Diaz-Balart, M. Knollenberg Royce
Doolittle Kolbe
Drake Kuhl (NY) Ryan (W)
Dreier Lewis (CA) Ryun (K8)
Duncan Lewis (KY) Saxton
Bhlers Linder Sensenbrenner
Feeney Lucas Sessions
Ferguson Lungren, Daniel ~ Shadegg
Flake . Shaw
Forbes Mack Sherwood
Foxx Manzullo Shimkus
Franks (AZ) Marchant Slmpson
Frelinghuysen McCaul (TX) Smith (TX)
Gallegly McCrery Souder
Garrett (NJ) McHenry Sullivan
Gilchrest McKeon Tancredo
Gillmor McMorris Taylor (NC)
Gingrey Mica Terry
Gohmert Miller (FL) Thomas
Goode Miller (MI) Thornberry
Goodlatte Miller, Gary Tiahrt
Granger Moran (KS) Upton
Graves Moran (VA) Walden (OR)
Green, Gene Musgrave Wamp
Gutknecht Myrick Weldon (FL)
Hall Neugebauer Weldon (PA)
Harris Ney Weller
Hart Northup Whitfield
Hastings (WA) Norwood Wicker
Hayes Nunes Wilson (NM)
Hayworth Otter Wilson (SC)
Hefley Oxley Wolf
Hensarling Paul Young (AK)
NOT VOTING—18
Bachus Everett Rogers (AL)
Barrow Johnson, E. B. Ross
Bishop (GA) Kaptur Schiff
Brown, Corrine Kingston Scott (GA)
Cooper Ortiz Stearns
Cramer Peterson (PA) Westmoreland
0 1412

Mr. NUSSLE changed his vote from
44n05’ tO ‘taye.77

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No.
347, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “no.”

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RANGEL

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 169, noes 250,
not voting 14, as follows:

Abercrombie
Allen

Baca
Baird
Baldwin
Bean
Becerra
Berry
Biggert
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bono
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Carson
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Emanuel
Emerson
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Ford
Frank (MA)
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Grijalva
Harman
Herger
Herseth
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Honda

Ackerman
Aderholt
AKin
Alexander
Andrews
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Barrow
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Bass
Beauprez
Berkley
Berman
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonner
Boustany
Boyd
Bradley (NH)
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,

Ginny
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp

[Roll No. 348]

AYES—169

Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Maloney
Manzullo
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver

NOES—250

Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carter

Case

Castle
Chabot
Chandler
Chocola
Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Costa

Cox
Crenshaw
Cubin
Cuellar
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (KY)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeLay

Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
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Osborne
Otter
Owens
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanders
Schakowsky
Schwartz (PA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Woolsey
Wynn

Duncan
Ehlers

Engel
English (PA)
Etheridge
Feeney
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Foley

Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves

Green (WI)
Green, Gene
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall

Harris

Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
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Hayes McIntyre Ryun (KS)
Hayworth McKeon Salazar
Hefley McMorris Saxton
Hensarling Meek (FL) Schwarz (MI)
Higgins Melancon Sensenbrenner
Hobson M(:‘:nendez Sessions
Hoekstra M}ca Shaw
Holden M}ller (FL) Shays
Holt Miller (MI) Sherman
Hostettler Miller (NC) Sherwood
Hulshof Miller, Gary X
Hunter Murphy Shimkus
Shuster

Hyde Murtha R
Inglis (SC) Musgrave Simmons
Issa Myrick Simpson
Istook Neugebauer Skelton
Jenkins Ney Smith (NJ)
Jindal Northup Smith (TX)
Johnson, Sam Norwood Sodrel
Jones (NC) Nunes Souder
Keller Nussle Spratt
Kelly Ortiz Stearns
Kennedy (MN) Oxley Sullivan
Kennedy (RI) Pallone Sweeney
King (IA) Pascrell Tancredo
King (NY) Pearce Taylor (NC)
Kirk Pence Terry
Kline Petri Thomas
Knollenberg Pickering Thornberry
Kuhl (NY) Pitts Tiahrt
Lantos Platts Turner
Latham Poe Walden (OR)
LaTourette Pombo Walsh
Lewis (CA) Porter Wamp
Lewis (KY) Price (GA) Wasserman
Linder Pryce (OH) Schultz
Lipinski Putnam Weldon (FL)
LoBiondo Radanovich
Lucas Regula Weldon (PA)
Lungren, Daniel  Rehberg Weller

E. Reichert Wexler
Mack Renzi Whitfield
Marchant Reynolds Wicker
Marshall Rogers (KY) Wilson (NM)
McCaul (TX) Rogers (MI) Wilson (SC)
McCotter Rohrabacher Wolf
McCrery Ros-Lehtinen Wu
McHenry Rothman Young (AK)
McHugh Royce Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—14
Bachus Everett Schiff
Bishop (GA) Kingston Scott (GA)
Cooper Peterson (PA) Shadegg
Cramer Rogers (AL) Westmoreland
Evans Ross
0 1421

Mr. DICKS changed his vote from
4én07> to &‘aye.>7

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SOUDER

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 259, noes 161,
answered ‘‘present’ 1, not voting 12, as
follows:

[Roll No. 349]

AYES—259
Aderholt Alexander Baird
Akin Baca Baker

Barrett (SC)
Barrow
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Bass
Beauprez
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonner
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd
Bradley (NH)
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Cardoza
Carter
Chabot
Chandler
Chocola
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Costa
Costello
Cox
Crenshaw
Cubin
Cuellar
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (AL)
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
Davis, Jo Ann
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeLay
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dingell
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Feeney
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake
Forbes
Ford
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gillmor

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baldwin
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bono

Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Green, Gene
Gutknecht
Hall
Harris
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth
Higgins
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Istook
Jefferson
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kind
King (IA)
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marshall
Matheson
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Meek (FL)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murphy
Murtha
Musgrave
Myrick
Neugebauer
Ney

NOES—161

Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carnahan
Carson
Case

Castle

Clay
Cleaver
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Northup
Norwood
Nunes
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Osborne
Otter

Oxley

Paul

Pearce
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Platts

Poe

Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (GA)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi

Reyes
Reynolds
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce

Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salazar
Saxton
Schwarz (MI)
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skelton
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Sodrel
Souder
Stearns
Strickland
Stupak
Sullivan
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walden (OR)
Walsh
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wu

Young (AK)

Clyburn
Conyers
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Tom
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
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Doggett Lantos Rothman
Doyle Larsen (WA) Roybal-Allard
Emanuel Larson (CT) Ruppersberger
Engel Leach Rush
Eshoo Lee Sabo
Etheridge Levin Sanchez, Linda
Evans Lewis (GA) T.
Farr Lipinski Sanchez, Loretta
Fattah Lofgren, Zoe Sanders
Ferguson Lowey Schakowsky
Filner Lynch Schwartz (PA)
Foley Maloney Scott (VA)
Frank (MA) Markey Serrano
Frelinghuysen Matsui Shays
Gilchrest McCarthy Sherman
Gonzalez McCollum (MN) Slaughter
Green, Al McDermott Smith (WA)
Grijalva McGovern Snyder
Gutierrez McKinney Solis
Harman McNulty Spratt
Hastings (FL) Meehan Stark
Hinchey Meeks (NY) Tauscher
Hinojosa Menendez Thompson (CA)
Holt Millender- Thompson (MS)
Honda McDonald Tierney
Hooley Miller (NC) Towns
Hoyer Miller, George Udall (CO)
Inslee Moore (KS) Udall (NM)
Israel Moore (WI) Van Hollen
Jackson (IL) Moran (VA) Velazquez
Jackson-Lee Nadler Visclosky

(TX) Napolitano Wasserman
Johnson (CT) Neal (MA) Schultz
Johnson, E. B. Olver Waters
Jones (OH) Owens Watson
Kaptur Pallone Watt
Kennedy (RI) Pascrell Waxman
Kildee Pastor Weiner
Kilpatrick (MI) Payne Wexler
King (NY) Pelosi Wolf
Kirk Price (NC) Woolsey
Kucinich Ramstad Wynn
Langevin Rangel Young (FL)

ANSWERED “PRESENT”’—1
Obey
NOT VOTING—12

Bachus Everett Ross
Bishop (GA) Kingston Schiff
Cooper Peterson (PA) Scott (GA)
Cramer Rogers (AL) Westmoreland

0 1430

Mr. MEEK of Florida and Mr. SMITH
of Texas changed their vote from ‘‘no”
to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARRETT OF NEW
JERSEY

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 231, noes 189,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 350]

AYES—231
Abercrombie Barrett (SC) Beauprez
Aderholt Barrow Berry
Akin Bartlett (MD) Biggert
Alexander Barton (TX) Bilirakis
Baker Bass Bishop (UT)
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Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boren
Boustany
Boyd
Bradley (NH)
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Chabot
Chandler
Chocola
Clay
Clyburn
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Conyers
Costello
Cox
Crenshaw
Cubin
Cuellar
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
Davis, Jo Ann
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeLay
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Emerson
Feeney
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boswell
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan

Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Graves
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall
Harris
Hart
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth
Higgins
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Hooley
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Issa
Istook
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
King (IA)
Kline
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Leach
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marshall
Matheson
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
McNulty
Melancon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murphy
Musgrave
Myrick
Neugebauer
Ney

NOES—189

Carson
Case
Castle
Cleaver
Costa
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Tom
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ehlers
Emanuel
Engel
English (PA)
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Northup
Norwood
Nunes
Nussle
Osborne
Otter
Pallone
Paul

Pearce
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Platts

Poe

Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (GA)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rehberg
Renzi
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ruppersberger
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salazar
Sanchez, Loretta
Saxton
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Sodrel
Souder
Sullivan
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Upton
Walden (OR)
Wamp
Waters
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Woolsey
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Filner

Ford

Frank (MA)
Gonzalez
Granger
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hinojosa
Hobson
Holden
Holt

Honda
Hoyer

Inglis (SC) Meek (FL) Schakowsky
Inslee Meeks (NY) Schwartz (PA)
Israel Menendez Schwarz (MI)
Jackson (IL) Michaud Scott (VA)
Jefferson Millender- Serrano
Johnson, E. B. McDonald Shays
Jones (OH) Miller (NC) Sherman
Kanjorski Miller, George Sherwood
Kaptur Moore (KS) Simpson
Kennedy (RI) Moore (WI) Skelton
Kildee Moran (VA) Smith (WA)
Kilpatrick (MI) Murtha Snyder
Kind Nadler Solis
King (NY) Napolitano Spratt
Kirk Neal (MA) Stark
Knollenberg Oberstar Stearns
Kolbe Obey Strickland
Kucinich Olver Stupak
Langevin Ortiz Thomas
Lantos Owens Thompson (CA)
Larsen (WA) Oxley Tierney
Larson (CT) Pascrell Towns
Latham Pastor Turner
LaTourette Payne Udall (CO)
Lee Pelosi Udall (NM)
Levin Price (NC) Van Hollen
Lewis (CA) Rahall Velazquez
Lewis (GA) Rangel Visclosky
Lipinski Regula Walsh
Lofgren, Zoe Reichert Wasserman
Lowey Reyes Schultz
Maloney Reynolds Watson
Markey Rothman Watt
Matsui Roybal-Allard Waxman
McCarthy Rush Weiner
McCollum (MN) Ryan (OH) Weldon (FL)
McDermott Sabo Wexler
McGovern Sanchez, Linda ~ Wolf
McKinney T. Wu
Meehan Sanders Wynn

NOT VOTING—13
Bachus Kingston Scott (GA)
Bishop (GA) Peterson (PA) Tiahrt
Cooper Rogers (AL) Westmoreland
Cramer Ross
Everett Schiff
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Ms. DeLAURO and Mr. RYAN of Ohio
changed their vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”
Messrs. BOREN, LINDER, and CON-
YERS, and Mrs. MUSGRAVE and Ms.
LORETTA SANCHEZ of California
changed their vote from ‘‘no” to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No.
350 | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “aye.”

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. DELAURO

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 190, noes 231,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 351]

AYES—190
Abercrombie Allen Baca
Ackerman Andrews Baird

Baldwin
Barrow
Bass

Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Boucher
Bradley (NH)
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Brown, Corrine
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carson
Case
Chandler
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Conyers
Costa
Costello
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duncan
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Ford

Frank (MA)
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (WI)
Green, Al
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Harman
Hastings (FL)

Aderholt
AKin
Alexander
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Beauprez
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boustany
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp

Hayes
Herseth
Higgins
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lowey
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Marshall
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Northup
Oberstar

NOES—231

Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Chocola
Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Cox
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (KY)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeLay

Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Ehlers
Emanuel
Emerson
English (PA)
Etheridge
Feeney
Ferguson
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Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Platts
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sabo
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanders
Schakowsky
Schwartz (PA)
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Simmons
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Solis
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Watson
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

Flake
Foley
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Green, Gene
Gutknecht
Hall

Harris

Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hooley
Hostettler
Hulshof
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Hyde Miller (FL) Sanchez, Loretta
Inglis (SC) Miller (MI) Saxton
Issa Miller (NC) Schwarz (MI)
Istook Miller, Gary Scott (VA)
Jefferson Moore (KS) Sensenbrenner
Jindal Moran (VA) Sessions
Johnson (CT) Murphy Shadegg
Johnson (IL) Murtha Shaw
Johnson, Sam Musgrave Shimkus
Keller Myrick Shuster
Kelly Neugebauer Simpson
Kgnnedy (MN) Ney Smith (TX)
K?ng (IA) Norwood Snyder
K}ng (NY) Nunes Sodrel
Kirk Nussle Souder
Kline Osborne S
pratt

Knollenberg Otter Stearns
Kolbe Oxley Sullivan
Kuhl (NY) Pearce Sweeney
LaHood Pence Tanoredo
Latham Petri Tanner
ILJZ,;P[?I?recte llzigé{sermg Taylor (NC)
Lewis (CA) Poe Terry
Lewis (KY) Pombo Thomas
Linder Pomeroy Thompson (CA)
LoBiondo Porter Thornberry
Lofgren, Zoe Price (GA) T}ahr.t
Lucas Price (NC) Tiberi
Lungren, Daniel Pryce (OH) Turner

E. Putnam Walden (OR)
Mack Radanovich Walsh
Manzullo Ramstad Waters
Marchant Regula Watt
Matheson Rehberg Weldon (FL)
McCaul (TX) Reichert Weldon (PA)
McCotter Renzi Weller
McCrery Reynolds Whitfield
McHenry Rogers (KY) Wicker
McHugh Rogers (MI) Wilson (NM)
McKeon Ros-Lehtinen Wilson (SC)
McMorris Royce Wolf
Melancon Ryan (WI) Young (AK)
Mica Ryun (KS) Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—12
Bachus Gillmor Ross
Cooper Kingston Schiff
Cramer Peterson (PA) Scott (GA)
Everett Rogers (AL) Westmoreland
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Mr. JEFFERSON changed his vote
from ‘‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PETRI) assumed the chair.

——

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The Speaker pro tempore, Mr. PETRI,
announced the signature of the Speak-
er to enrolled bills of the following ti-
tles:

H.R. 289. An act to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
8200 South Vermont Avenue in Los Angeles,
California, as the ‘“‘Sergeant First Class John
Marshall Post Office Building”’.

H.R. 504. An act to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
4960 West Washington Boulevard in Los An-
geles, California, as the ‘“Ray Charles Post
Office Building”’.

H.R. 627. An act to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
40 Putman Avenue in Hamden, Connecticut,
as the ‘“‘Linda White-Epps Post Office”’.

H.R. 1072. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 1561 West End Street in Goliad, Texas, as
the ‘‘Judge Emilio Vargas Post Office Build-
ing”.

H.R. 1082. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 120 East Illinois Avenue in Vinita, Okla-
homa, as the ‘“‘Francis C. Goodpaster Post
Office Building”’.
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H.R. 1236. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 750 4th Street in Sparks, Nevada, as the
“Mayor Tony Armstrong Memorial Post Of-
fice”.

H.R. 1460. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 6200 Rolling Road in Springfield, Virginia,
as the ‘““Captain Mark Stubenhofer Post Of-
fice Building”’.

H.R. 1524. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 12433 Antioch Road in Overland Park,
Kansas, as the ‘“Ed Eilert Post Office Build-
ing”’.

H.R. 1542. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 695 Pleasant Street in New Bedford, Mas-
sachusetts, as the ‘‘Honorable Judge George
N. Leighton Post Office Building”’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Committee will resume its sitting.

—————

TRANSPORTATION, TREASURY,
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT, THE JUDICIARY, THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2006

The Committee resumed its sitting.

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. HEFLEY

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. HEFLEY:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . Appropriations made in this Act
are hereby reduced in the amount of
$669,350,000.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of June 29, 2005, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY)
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG) each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY).

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
have learned to do these pretty fast,
and I do not think there is anyone here
in doubt as to what it is.

I rise today to cut the level of fund-
ing in this appropriation bill by ap-
proximately 1 percent. This equals ap-
proximately $670 million. The bill is 6
percent over last year.

It seems to me that when we do not
have the money, we do not spend over
last year, or should not. I will empha-
size again this is not an across-the-
board cut; this is an off-the-bottom-
line. They can make a choice of where
it comes from.

This is the seventh time that I have
offered an amendment of this type this
year; and had those amendments been
adopted, we would have saved $3.3 bil-
lion out of our spending for this year.
Now, $3.3 billion sounds like a lot of
money to most of us, but it is not in
comparison with the overall budget we
have for the United States Govern-
ment; but, still, it is a tremendous step
in the right way.

The

June 30, 2005

It is important to remember that we
do not have this money. This money is
debt we are burdening our children and
grandchildren with to pay back some-
day.

I would like to congratulate the
chairman and the ranking member and
the committee on addressing an issue I
followed in the spending bill for years.
While I would have preferred not to
spend a dime on Amtrak, the com-
mittee has dramatically reduced the
spending in the bill, and that would go
a long way towards forcing Amtrak to
change its ways. Now, I know there was
a vote to reverse that last night, but I
trust that this battle is not over, and I
hope it is not over.

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

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the amendment,
and I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, my good friend, the
gentleman from Colorado, has offered
this any number of times; and I am not
counting, but I know he has done this
before. He is getting very good at it.

With all due respect to the gen-
tleman from Colorado, I believe this to
be an unnecessary amendment. The
Congress cannot and should not abdi-
cate its responsibility to review indi-
vidual programs and make individual
recommendations based on that review.
The desire to hold spending in check
should be based on congressional over-
sight of specific programs. We should
not take a meat-ax approach, and we
should not yield our power to the exec-
utive.

I ask, therefore, that this amend-
ment be defeated.

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would just say to the gentleman,
who is a dear friend and for whom I
have the highest respect, we should
not, he is absolutely right, we should
not abdicate our responsibility to the
executive branch; but sometimes
around here what should be done and
what is reality are two different
things. I know what it is to get bills
out of committee. The gentleman and I
worked on the subcommittee on mili-
tary construction for years together,
the gentleman on appropriations and
me on the authorizing, and we know
what it takes to get bills out of com-
mittee sometimes. Sometimes this
may be the only way to do it to get a
hold on spending.

But anyway, Mr. Chairman, I encour-
age an ‘‘aye’’ vote.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

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