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not just about dairy farmers, this is
dairy processors. This 1is grocery
stores, and it is not only California. It
is across the entire country. This has
national implications to let producer-
handlers game the system. This is
about gaming the system.

So it is not confusing. It is not con-
troversial, and if you look at the fact
that they talk about a constituent
being in California in a lawsuit that is
being brought forth, that is simply not
true. The lawsuit has been brought
forth in Texas, and the person claims
to be a constituent of Texas.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, the gentleman involved is a con-
stituent of mine. I can take you to his
farm anytime you like, in California.

Mr. NUNES. Mr. Speaker, all I am
saying is the court case you cited is
filed in a Texas court, and he claims to
be a resident of Texas.

Mr. LEWIS of California. One of his
major farms is in my district, and all
the farmers around him in California
are supporting his position.

Mr. NUNES. Well, I thank the chair-
man for that, but I do have to say that
we have a differing opinion here, and I
can provide the chairman with letters,
if he would like, at a later date.

But with that, I want to thank,
again, the House leadership and the
ranking member and especially Chair-
man GOODLATTE for bringing this for-
ward, and I hope that the House will
pass Senate bill 2120 as quickly as pos-
sible.

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in opposition of S. 2120. Although | ac-
knowledge there is merit to the original intent
of this bill, I am unable to ignore the harm it
may cause for the small business dairy indus-
try in light of recent developments. As this in-
dustry is an integral economic contributor to
my district, and indeed Oklahoma as a whole,
it would be negligent of me to endorse this bill
and rely on good luck to protect my constitu-
ents.

Mr. Speaker, the dairy industry is complex
and there are many legitimate competing inter-
ests. With this in mind, | commend my col-
leagues in both bodies of Congress who dili-
gently worked to build a rare consensus while
crafting this bill. | have no doubt in my mind
that the original intent of this bill was narrow
in scope, focused on regulating aspects of the
milk industry in certain western states. In addi-
tion, | have no doubt that the crafters of this
bill believed they were protecting smaller dairy
farmers, processors, and producer-handlers
outside of those states from falling under simi-
lar regulations in the future.

However, Mr. Speaker, the U.S. Department
of Agriculture acted before Congress, issuing
a final rule on February 24, 2006, establishing
similar regulations as would be established by
S. 2120. | must admit Mr. Speaker, this begs
the question: Why is it necessary for Congress
to now duplicate what has already been legiti-
mately addressed by the USDA? | fear the
only outcome may be to codify this regulation,
thereby inherently suggesting that Congress
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will endorse similar such regulations in the fu-
ture. This is a precedent which | can not sup-
port. | believe in our government’s regulatory
process Mr. Speaker, and as such, | believe
there is no longer any need for Congress to
act upon this particular issue. Had the USDA
not taken this action, | also have no doubt |
would have felt much more comfortable with
this bill.

Mr. Speaker, S. 2120, although originally
well-intentioned and carefully crafted to insu-
late dairy farmers, processors, and producer-
handlers outside of these particular western
states from unintended consequences, has
been outdated by the regulatory actions of the
USDA. Should Congress pass S. 2120, it may
only serve to set a dangerous precedent
which could severely harm an important part
of America’s dairy industry in the future.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in sup-
port of S. 2120, The Milk Regulatory Equity
Act of 2005.

Mr. Speaker, this bill comes before us today
with the full support of the leadership of the
House Agriculture Committee and the nearly
unanimous support of the entire dairy industry.

As Ranking Member of the Department Op-
erations, Oversight, Dairy, Nutriton and For-
estry Subcommittee of the House Agriculture
Committee, | can speak to how rare it is for a
bill to achieve such wide consensus and
agreement among government officials and in-
dustry representatives.

This bill is good legislation that will close an
unintended loophole created by past federal
regulations. While most states determine their
milk prices based on their Federal Milk Market
Order Area, certain states have enacted legis-
lation which authorizes state agencies to de-
termine milk prices for intrastate milk sales.
This then allows some out of state milk proc-
essors to be completely exempt from any min-
imum price regulations and creates an unfair
market advantage. S. 2120 will fix this prob-
lem and place all milk processors on a level
playing field.

Dairy operators in the Inland Empire of Cali-
fornia, including Chino and Ontario—in or near
my district—are being hurt by this loophole.
Hard-working farmers all across America are
facing the same situation, and we owe it to
them to provide regulatory action that will help
all dairy processors.

| want to commend Chairman GOODLATTE
and Ranking Member PETERSON of the full
Committee for their excellent work on this leg-
islation.

| also want to thank Chairman GUTKNECHT
of our Subcommittee for his leadership on this
matter.

| urge my colleagues to vote in favor of this
bill and continue the federal government’s tra-
dition of offering American consumers consist-
ently priced high quality milk.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in opposition to S. 2120, the Milk Regulatory
Equity Act.

| think there well may be a need for Con-
gress to consider legislation dealing with Fed-
eral Milk Marketing Orders (FMMOs). But the
subject is too important to be handled the way
this bill has been.

The suspension calendar is supposed to be
reserved for bills that the relevant committees
have reviewed and that are not controversial,
which is why debate is limited and no amend-
ments are allowed.

However, there has been no hearing on this
bill and it has never been approved by any

March 28, 2006

Committee—in either the House or Senate—
so there has been no opportunity to consider
the testimony of anyone who might be af-
fected, including at least one Colorado com-
pany that has told me of their objections to the
bill as it now stands.

Before we make a change in Federal dairy
policy that has been in place for 70 years |
think it is appropriate to hear all sides of the
debate. Because that has not happened, |
cannot support the bill.

| urge all Members to join me in voting no
today, so that the bill can receive a more care-
ful evaluation and so that possible revisions
can be considered in the Agriculture Com-
mittee.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CULBERSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
Senate bill, S. 2120.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this question will be
postponed.

———
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill just considered.

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

There was no objection.

————

LOCAL COMMUNITY RECOVERY
ACT OF 2006

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4979) to amend the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act to clarify the
preference for local firms in the award
of certain contracts for disaster relief
activities, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4979

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Local Com-
munity Recovery Act of 2006°.

SEC. 2. USE OF LOCAL FIRMS AND INDIVIDUALS
FOR DISASTER RELIEF ACTIVITIES.

Section 307 of the Robert T. Stafford Dis-
aster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 5150) is amended by adding at the
end the following: ‘‘In carrying out this sec-
tion, a contract or agreement may be set
aside for award based on a specific geo-
graphic area.”.

SEC. 3. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of Congress that the Corps of

Engineers should promptly implement the



March 28, 2006

decision of the Government Accountability
Office in solicitation W912EE-06-R-0005,
dated March 20, 2006.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) and the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 4979.

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

There was no objection.

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

H.R. 4979, introduced by Mr. PICK-
ERING of Mississippi, amends the Rob-
ert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act to clarify
the preferences for the local firms in
the award of contracts for disaster re-
lief activity.

The Local Community Recovery Act
of 2006 makes it clear that the govern-
ment can limit contracts to local com-
munities devastated in disasters.
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The Stafford Act has a preference for
doing business with local firms because
putting communities back to work is
an important strategy for helping them
rebuild their economy.

In the areas hardest hit by Katrina,
the job market, local economy and tax
base have been devastated. This legis-
lation will put people back to work re-
building their communities while si-
multaneously strengthening the local
economy and tax base. Another com-
mon advantage of contracting locally
can be lower cost and faster job com-
pletion.

I would like to recognize my col-
league, Mr. PICKERING, for his dedica-
tion to bringing this legislation to the
floor. Mr. PICKERING has been a cham-
pion of this issue and has worked to
help the people of the entire gulf coast
region. This bill is further proof of his
dedication and efforts. Since Katrina
ravaged the gulf coast, Mr. PICKERING
has worked tirelessly with me and the
Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee to resurrect his district and
all of the gulf coast region.

I would also like to thank Ranking
Member OBERSTAR and Ranking Mem-
ber NORTON for working with us to de-
velop a compromise bill that encour-
ages the Army Corps to move forward
with its local contracts.

The amended version of the bill does
not limit judicial review of any con-
tracts. As a result, the bill we are con-
sidering enjoys bipartisan support, I re-
peat, bipartisan support, and I encour-
age Members to support final passage.

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield myself such
time as I may consume, Mr. Speaker.
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The legislation in its amended form
before us this afternoon is the result of
the finest of legislative action in which
a substantive goal has been achieved
through discussion and understanding
of one another, understanding the un-
derlying law and its application, and in
this case, an administrative action
that has produced a right result.

The objective in the Gulf States dev-
astated by hurricanes, not just Katrina
but Rita and Wilma and the ones pre-
ceding and the ones yet to come, is
local recovery. That means not just re-
storing the physical needs of the com-
munities, the homes, the businesses,
the streets, the levees, the lighting,
but also the businesses.

The objective of the Robert T. Staf-
ford Act, which I must say I have had
a very large role in shaping over the
past 21 years with my then-colleague
on the committee, Mr. Clinger, is to af-
firm that the administering agencies,
that is, those administering the law
and the funding, would give preference
to local businesses to restore those
businesses, to expedite completion of
recovery work, and to achieve lower
costs, because businesses locally know
how to do the job better than out-of-
State companies.

In this particular case, in the after-
math of Katrina, the Corps of Engi-
neers responded by taking the action
that law allows them. They issued a
contract for debris removal in Mis-
sissippi that originally was given to a
Florida company, Ash Britt. They de-
cided not to renew that contract, be-
cause it was evident that the work was
not going to be done principally by
local companies and, instead, chose to
issue three separate debris removal
contracts to Mississippi firms to guar-
antee that local Mississippi companies
would be selected for the contracts and
to do so by limiting the bidding to Mis-
sissippi companies. The Florida com-
pany protested that bid to the Govern-
ment Accountability Office.

Last week, the GAO issued its ruling,
its decision in the matter of Ash Britt,
Inc., with reference to the file number,
dated March 20, and in the most impor-
tant part said: ‘“We think Ash Britt
misses the point when it argues that
some form of preference short of a set-
aside also implements the Stafford
Act’s preference for using local busi-
nesses to clean up disaster-related de-
bris. The question here is not whether
some lesser form of preference might
have satisfied the act’s intent, but
whether the preference chosen was an
abuse of agency discretion. Since the
language in the statute does not spe-
cifically restrict the application of the
preference, and since the use of a set-
aside is consistent with the statutory
goal of assisting firms in the affected
area, we do not view the Corps’ deci-
sion to implement the Stafford Act
preference with a set-aside as an abuse
of the agency’s discretion to imple-
ment this statutory scheme.”” And then
they conclude with referring to pre-
vious GAO decisions in the matter.
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That settles it. The Corps has the au-
thority; that authority has been af-
firmed by the Government Account-
ability Office, and the contracting
should proceed. The GAO decision, so
clear, so precise, so unequivocal in my
judgment and in previous experience
with the Corps and with GAO, should
ward off any lawsuit or further appeal
by Ash Britt. I think they will be very
wise to accept the judgment of GAO
and allow the procedure to go forward.

The bill before us is a revised version
of the legislation the gentleman from
Mississippi introduced just before our
recess and which we discussed at some
length. I had some reservations about
it, some concerns, especially the prohi-
bition of judicial review. That has
wisely been removed, as the chairman
of the subcommittee, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, has expressed.

So I want to make it very clear that
we have had a very thoughtful, very
constructive discussion with the gen-
tleman from Mississippi, with the sub-
committee staff, with GAO, and with
the Corps of Engineers. And the lan-
guage in this sense of Congress portion
of the bill pending before us this after-
noon, ‘It is the sense of Congress that
the Corps of Engineers should promptly
implement the decision of the Govern-
ment Accountability Office in solicita-
tion,” and I don’t need to repeat the
reference, dated March 20, 2006, that
should be very clear direction to the
Corps of Engineers to proceed forth-
with, get these debris removal con-
tracts under way, and move ahead
without concern or fear of further ap-
peal by the contractor in this case.

I think it is a good legislative out-
come. It is a good direction to the
Corps. It will be good for people of Mis-
sissippi. It will be a good lesson for
workers and smaller contractors in
other hurricane-affected Gulf States. It
will set a good precedent for the future.

I think that we have had a very fine
result this afternoon, and I urge my
colleagues on this side of the aisle and
all Members to support this legislation.

I would further observe, Mr. Speaker,
that my wife is from New Orleans. Her
family was affected by the hurricane.
We have just recently, just 2 weeks
ago, spent time in New Orleans; went
with family and friends to the 17th
Street Canal, saw the levee break, saw
the work of the Corps, the cofferdam
set up to rebuild that portion of the
levee, traveled to Saint Bernard Par-
ish, saw the absolute utterly horrifying
destruction of an entire 38,000-home
area inundated, over the rooftops,
homes floated away from their moor-
ing, and debris still in the streets.

That debris needs to be removed.
Those people need relief. They want to
get back in their homes, they want to
rebuild, and they are frustrated that
companies that know how to do the
work aren’t being called on to do it.

This legislation will set the course,
chart the future, give an opportunity
for those who know how to do the job
to get in there and do it and do it expe-
ditiously.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. PICK-
ERING).

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, I
thank you for your support, your lead-
ership on these issues, and for your
commitment and traveling to the Gulf
region, to New Orleans and to the Mis-
sissippi Gulf Coast, your leadership on
the committee and on the Select Com-
mittee on Katrina to find the solutions
for the future storms and recoveries,
but also to do everything you can to
make sure that this Congress does the
right thing for this region as we re-
cover. I am extremely grateful.

To Mr. OBERSTAR, I thank you for
working with me today in the best
sense and tradition and civility of this
place to find common goals and com-
mon ground to be able to help my peo-
ple in my home State recover, rebuild
and, most importantly, to lead the way
for themselves.

As the Stafford Act clearly states,
and Mr. OBERSTAR was here in the be-
ginning of that act and has been inti-
mately involved in all aspects of that
over his career here, but let me read
the Stafford Act and the committee
language when it was first enacted.

In section 204 of the Disaster Relief
Act of 1970, the Senate Committee on
Public Works, which proposed the lan-
guage, stated, ‘‘Preference is to be
given to persons or firms who work or
do business in the disaster area.’” The
committee report discussed the ration-
ale and justification for this provision.
“One outstanding feature of the after-
math of a great disaster is the lack of
ready cash. A Federal assistance pro-
gram should be designed to revitalize
the community by infusions of cash
through the use of local people and
business firms.”

To be honest, this has not been done
in this recovery. Unfortunately, it is a
failure of the Bush administration in
implementing the contracts for the re-
covery of this region. But the adminis-
tration is trying to correct that action.
Today, 95 percent of all Federal con-
tract dollars, 95 cents on every dollar
spent on Federal contracts, is going to
out-of-State firms, not in-State, not
community, not local, but out-of-
State.

Now, why is it so important that
local firms, local businesses, local com-
munities lead the way? It is those local
businesses that will pay local taxes to
rebuild local schools, to make the con-
tributions to the churches as they care
for the people who are helpless, needy,
hungry, and homeless. It is those com-
panies that will pay for the rebuilding
of the Little League ball parks. All of
the community institutions and infra-
structure are led by local businesses
and local leaders, and it is those people
who should be on the front lines, not at
the back of the line in the recovery ef-
fort.

What the Corps of Engineers did in
December was to try to correct that.
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They set aside on a geographic pref-
erence consistent with the Stafford Act
contracts for debris removal. And let
me say this: In Mississippi alone, we
have had more debris, as you can see
from these pictures, more debris than
any disaster in American history. Over
50 percent more has already been
cleaned up than ever occurred in any
disaster anyplace in America. What the
Corps did in December was to say, in
the future, going forward, we are going
to let local companies lead the recov-
ery and comply with the congressional
intent and stated objectives of the
Stafford Act.

Unfortunately, the incumbent con-
tractor from out of State protested
that action. They gamed the system to
delay the implementation of those con-
tracts. Three months later, the GAO
rejects the protest, finds in favor of the
Corps, finds in favor of the congres-
sional intent of the Stafford Act, and
says, in essence, the protest is baseless.

It is time, and this act urges the
Corps, to immediately, to promptly
move forward in the implementation of
local contracts for local debris re-
moval.

President Bush, when he addressed
the Nation in Jackson Square in down-
town New Orleans stated: ‘‘In the work
of rebuilding, as many jobs as possible
should go to the men and women who
live in Louisiana, Mississippi, and Ala-
bama.’” What we are doing in this act is
clarifying and reaffirming the original
intent to make it possible that no one
can litigate this or game this or delay
this to keep local firms from leading
the way.

Let me say this. As I look across to
both sides, this body has been ex-
tremely generous to the people of Mis-
sissippi and New Orleans. We have ap-
propriated billions, now over $100 bil-
lion to the recovery of the region. The
churches and the charities across this
country have been compassionate, and
their generosity has flowed down and
poured into our region. Our people will
be forever grateful. Mississippi is the
most generous State in the Nation, ac-
cording to IRS returns. We are the
poorest State, but we give more per
capita than any State in the Nation.
We are a proud people, and we want to
lead the way and work first.
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We do not want to be at the back of
the line. We want to be on the front
line, cleaning up, rebuilding, restoring
and renewing our region.

I urge bipartisan support of this ac-
tion today so that our region can re-
cover with the help, but not the de-
pendence, not the displacement, not
the replacement of our own people, our
own economy, our own jobs; and I ask
all of us to look at this legislation and
to work with me and for the adminis-
tration to keep its commitment and to
keep the law and the intent of this leg-
islation.

In closing, let me also ask the cur-
rent contractors: do nothing as these
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contracts to Mississippi companies go
forward to disrupt, to sabotage, or to
slow the work. Cooperate with us and
partner with us, just as our companies
have partnered with you as you led.
Stand down. Let us stand up. Let us
lead the way, and we can have a con-
tinued good relationship. But protest
this, litigate this, fight this, sabotage
it, and there will be bad will that will
go forward and undermine the way that
our communities and our country
should work together.

Mr. Speaker, I thank Members for
their support, and I thank the ranking
member, Mr. OBERSTAR, as we continue
to rebuild our region.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 15 seconds to express my appre-
ciation to Mr. PICKERING for those kind
remarks. We have spent a very produc-
tive time together.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as she
may consume to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. CORRINE BROWN).

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida.
Mr. Speaker, I thank Mr. OBERSTAR for
his leadership on this matter and for
forging this bipartisan agreement. I
rise today in support of H.R. 4979, the
Local Community Recovery Act of
2006.

I want Members to know I approve of
this language allowing set-aside con-
tracts based on a geographic region.
Florida for years has pushed for more
local company involvement. This is
something that Florida has been push-
ing for after every hurricane has bat-
tered our State.

Every time contracts go to out-of-
state contractors who have relation-
ships with FEMA and the Department
of Homeland Security, Florida compa-
nies do not get the work. This provi-
sion will allow local communities to
recover more quickly. It is important
for all contractors to work with local
companies and local workers who know
the area and the best way to get the
job done.

The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Re-
lief and Emergency Assistance Act pro-
vides assistance to States in response
to natural disasters. I recommend that
the agencies follow the law and allow
local communities to recover from
these natural disasters.

Mr. Speaker, on April 1, hundreds of
us will be going to New Orleans. It will
be my second trip to work in that area
and to try to encourage local participa-
tion and to find out the status so we
can come back and report to the Con-
gress on the progress. I think every
Member should go to the region and
work in that region to make sure that
the $100 billion dollars that we are ap-
propriating is spent in the local area.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I would like to express
appreciation for the cooperation we
have had this afternoon in working out
this matter that should have been con-
sidered appropriately in committee
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process. In the subcommittee, full com-
mittee we could have resolved these
matters in an expeditious manner in a
very expedited way. But failing the
committee process, we have reached, I
think, a very sound, very progressive
and forward-looking outcome.

I want to restate section 2 of the
pending bill, line 8: ‘“‘In carrying out
this section, a contract or agreement
may by set aside for award based on a
specific geographic area.” This is un-
mistakable language. It reaffirms the
original intent of the Stafford Act, re-
affirms historical precedent, and states
it very clearly in legislative language.

We intend to get this bill passed this
afternoon, and I hope the other body
will act expeditiously as well so we can
make this very, very clear and proceed
on the awards of these contracts and
reestablish businesses in Mississippi, as
the gentleman from Mississippi has so
well and firmly and forcefully stated as
a very strong and effective advocate for
the people of his district.

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for your co-
operation. It always seems to me that
the gentleman from Minnesota and a
gentleman from Pennsylvania are
working on the FEMA program, Mr.
Klinger, Mr. Ridge, and the gentle-
man’s father, the first Mr. Shuster.
Every time we do, we come up with a
good result.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I thank the ranking
member for those kind words.

The Local Community Recovery Act
makes sense. As the ranking member
pointed out, it clarifies and reaffirms
the language in the Stafford Act. It
also directs the corps to move forward
quickly so we can see the cleanup con-
tinue to make progress in the Mis-
sissippi and in the gulf coast region.

I want to again thank Mr. OBERSTAR
for his cooperation on this issue. Once
again, the T&I Committee has come to-
gether in a bipartisan manner and
moved forward for the betterment of
this Nation. I also thank Mr. PICKERING
for his leadership and in working so
closely with the T&I Committee to put
this together for what I think is going
to be a very positive outcome.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CULBERSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 4979, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
COMMENDING HAITI FOR HOLDING
DEMOCRATIC ELECTIONS

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and agree to
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the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
363) commending the people of the Re-
public of Haiti for holding democratic
elections on February 7, 2006, and con-
gratulating President-elect Rene Gar-
cia Preval on his victory in these elec-
tions.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 353

Whereas the Republic of Haiti held demo-
cratic presidential and legislative elections
on February 7, 2006;

Whereas reports indicate that the elections
were peaceful and that 2.2 million Haitians—
more than 60 percent of registered voters—
participated in the elections;

Whereas many Haitians walked miles on
election day to reach a polling station and
waited for hours in line to exercise their
right to vote;

Whereas the participation of an over-
whelming number of Haitians in the elec-
tions demonstrates the commitment of the
Haitian people to democracy;

Whereas on February 16, 2006, Rene Garcia
Preval was declared the winner of the presi-
dential election with 51.15 percent of the
vote;

Whereas on February 23, 2006, the White
House announced that President George W.
Bush phoned President-elect Rene Garcia
Preval to congratulate him on his victory in
the elections and to discuss cooperation in
Haiti’s economic development and the fight
against the illegal drug trade;

Whereas the elections of February 7, 2006,
are a sign of hope for the future of the people
of Haiti;

Whereas violence and natural disasters
have caused tremendous suffering and loss of
life in Haiti;

Whereas the people of Haiti would benefit
from efforts to achieve national reconcili-
ation; and

Whereas the elected government of Haiti
will need the support and assistance of the
United States and the international commu-
nity to ensure social and economic develop-
ment and to improve the lives of the Haitian
people: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That Congress—

(1) commends the people of the Republic of
Haiti for holding democratic elections on
February 7, 2006;

(2) congratulates President-elect Rene Gar-
cia Preval on his victory in these historic
elections; and

(3) pledges its support and assistance for
national reconciliation, democracy, and de-
velopment for the people of Haiti.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) and the
gentleman from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the reso-
lution under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

H1157

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of this concurrent resolution that com-
mends the people of Haiti for holding
peaceful and democratic elections on
February 7 and expresses the sense of
the United States Congress that the
U.S. should actively support efforts in
Haiti to move that country toward na-
tional reconciliation, democracy, and
development.

Further, the resolution acknowledges
the Haitian people’s needs for sus-
tained support and assistance from the
United States and indeed the inter-
national community to ensure social
and economic development.

The elections took place February 7
with 2.2 million Haitians, over 60 per-
cent of the registered voters, partici-
pating. There were only minor reports
of violence and voting flaws.

This bill recognizes the perseverance
of the Haitian people as they struggle
to maintain democracy. Many Haitians
walked miles on election day to reach
a polling station, and they waited
hours in line to exercise their right to
vote. The participation of an over-
whelming number of Haitians in these
elections clearly demonstrates the
commitment of the Haitian people to
democracy.

I support the Waters resolution,
House Concurrent Resolution 353, a res-
olution to commend the people of Haiti
for the success of their recent election
and congratulates President-elect Rene
Preval on his victory in the elections.
President-elect Rene Preval defeated a
large field of candidates and won the
election with over 51 percent of the
vote.

The people of Haiti have suffered tre-
mendously as a result of violence and
natural disasters, and the elections are
a sign of hope for the future of the Hai-
tian people. This resolution pledges the
support of Congress and the assistance
of the United States for national rec-
onciliation, democracy, and develop-
ment for the people of Haiti.

Finally, this resolution embodies the
hope that many of our colleagues on
both sides of the aisle share, that de-
mocracy, stability, and prosperity will
be realized as Haitians move beyond
these recent elections and put the tur-
bulent chapter behind them. I urge my
colleagues to show their support for de-
mocracy in Haiti by supporting this
resolution.

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

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I want to express my commendation
and appreciation to the distinguished
chairman, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HYDE), for his leadership and sup-
port of this legislation, and also our
senior ranking member, the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS). I do also
want to thank my distinguished friend
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