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So it is a big deal, and it should be a
big deal. I hope that the President sees
the light of day and decides to put the
people that were responsible for this
decision before Congress so that every-
thing can be aired out.

His offer now is obviously certainly
not acceptable. As the chairman of the
Judiciary Committee today said, Rep-
resentative CONYERS, said we might as
well go down to the bar down the street
and have this conversation, because
that is about as much meaningful in-
formation as you are going to get out
of that conversation.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. If the
gentleman will yield, we should point
out the President believes he magnani-
mously offered was to offer that the of-
ficials associated with this scandal to
speak with, essentially, the Judiciary
Committee, not under oath, that there
be no transcript, and that Congress
would not subsequently subpoena
them.

That is when Mr. CONYERS said, yes,
we could just go have a drink and have
that kind of private conversation
which reveals nothing, which has no
accountability whatsoever.

Mr. MURPHY, the other thing that I
think is important to note is that the
first answer that we were given about
why, and these people do serve at the
pleasure of President. Again, that is
why I drew my kid analogy. Because 1
never understand when I ask my Kkids,
and, fortunately, I have very honest
children, so this doesn’t happen often,
but little kids, when they are learning
as they are growing up, they do dumb
things.

What brought this to mind was the
first answer that the administration
gave was that, well, you know, we were
concerned. We lost confidence in their
ability. They weren’t up to snuff, they
weren’t very good attorneys and they
weren’t doing a very good job.

As you might imagine, these are
eight pretty capable people who
thought they were doing a good job.
When they had their ability ques-
tioned, a bunch of them got mad. We
are talking about very loyal Repub-
licans here, some who had been long-
standing supporters and contributors
to the Republican Party. They went
out there and defended themselves and
said, wait a second. I am pretty darn
qualified individual. How dare you.

Then we dug a little deeper. It turns
out, well, it is not that they were not
qualified. It is more that they weren’t
aggressively pursuing Democrats who
were being investigated in their juris-
diction.

The bottom line is we really don’t
know. And then they started pointing
fingers at each other inside the admin-
istration. First, it was really Karl
Rove. No, it wasn’t Karl Rove, it was
Harriet Miers that called for the
firings.

The bottom line is to restore the con-
fidential of the American people in
their government, which is what we ab-
solutely need to do, and that is our
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goal. Because it was badly shaken by
the Republican leadership, we need to
get to the bottom of scandals like this.

I know we are getting closer to our
end time and we want to make sure we
have an opportunity to encourage peo-
ple, if they have any questions or want
to see the charts more closely we have
seen tonight, we will give out the Web
site.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. I
think, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, it is
part of a pattern. Political influence in
the judiciary, we are finding that pros-
ecutors are being fired for not being
loyal to the President. We find it in
some of our scientific agencies, where
basic scientific accepted data is being
suppressed by the administration be-
cause it doesn’t meet their political
goals within some of our medical ap-
proval agencies and boards. Decisions
are being made based on ideology, rath-
er than on science.

We have had hearings on a lot of
these subjects in the committee that I
sit on, the Government Reform Com-
mittee, and you actually get some in-
dignation expressed, as you said, from
both sides of the aisle, from Repub-
licans and Democrats on this issue. I
think there is a bipartisan frustration
at the administration’s willingness to
inject politics into a lot of places
where politics have no business.

But at the same time that I accept
there is criticism coming from both
sides, I also note that there were a lot
of things we probably would never have
found out about unless we were asking
the questions, and the questions
weren’t getting asked for a very long
time. They are getting asked now.
Maybe the answers are terribly palat-
able.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Or
forthcoming.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Or
forthcoming. When we get them, they
are not the ones we want necessarily,
but at least we are starting to get
them, because we are asking them. And
if you want to talk about restoring
people’s faith in government, we have
to open it back up again. I hope that is
something we can engage in on both
sides.

I yield before we give the contact in-
formation.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. It has
been a pleasure to join you, Mr. MUR-
PHY. I have to tell you how thrilled I
was that we expanded the 30-Some-
thing Working Group and we have now
given ourselves a new chapter to talk
about the issues that are important to
the American people, and we have now
the ability to hold the administration’s
feet to the fire and exercise Congress’
oversight role which the Founding Fa-
thers envisioned.

I would be happy to yield back to the
gentleman to close us out.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. I am
happy my application was accepted,
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.

The 30-Something Working Group, we
were given this opportunity by the
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Speaker of the House, who has been so
generous to allow us time on the floor
to talk about issues that affect folks
not only in their thirties, but issues
that affect people throughout this
country.

You can e-mail the group at
30somethingdems@mail.house.gov, and
you can always visit us on the web at
www.speaker.gov/30something.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, it was a
pleasure to share this hour with you.

————
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IMMIGRATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KLEIN of Florida). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of January 18, 2007,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
GINGREY) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I come
to the floor this evening on behalf of
the Immigration Reform Caucus of this
House of Representatives. Hopefully, as
we go forward with the Immigration
Reform Caucus in a bipartisan fashion,
and our new chairman hopefully will be
joining me during this hour, and that
is Congressman Brian Bilbray from the
great State of California who is deter-
mined to make the Immigration Re-
form Caucus of this House a bipartisan
organization, and I really look forward
to that change.

As we reach out to our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle, both Repub-
licans and Democrats, I think we can
solve this problem of immigration, and
in particular, illegal immigration. We
have to do that, Mr. Speaker.

This is a hugely important issue. It is
an issue to our security, it is an issue
to our economy, and it is an issue to
this great country, this sovereign Na-
tion, the United States.

Tonight I come to my colleagues to
talk about a problem not regarding il-
legal immigration, we may have an op-
portunity tonight to discuss some of
those issues which are so important
and which we have worked so hard on
in the 109th Congress and hopefully we
will continue to do so in the 110th Con-
gress; but my concerns tonight will be
addressed toward a legal immigration
problem, Mr. Speaker. Let me repeat
that, legal. That is a situation that we
refer to as chain migration. Let me try
to explain that to my colleagues.

I have here to my left a first slide, if
you will, in this presentation. As we
look at it, Mr. Speaker, at first glance
those in the audience tonight might
think, gee, GINGREY is up here with a
chart of his high school or college
chemistry periodic table; or somebody
else may say, no, that is his grand-
children’s Pac-Man game. It is a con-
fusing chart to look at, but I am going
to hopefully be able to, in a short pe-
riod of time, to simplify this rather ar-
cane, complex looking first slide. But
this really is what this whole problem,
this legal immigration problem is
about, this chain migration issue, Mr.
Speaker.
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If my colleagues will focus their at-
tention at the bottom of this first
slide, I point to this very prominent
kiosk, this icon that would be a legal
permanent resident in this country.
That individual, man or woman, could
be here through any one of several
ways of entering this country legally.
It could be a skilled worker. And that
is indeed why we have an immigration
policy, to make our country better, to
bring in skilled individuals from coun-
tries throughout the world, as we have
always done since we started this coun-
try. That is the whole purpose of being
able to bring individuals in based on
what they can contribute. Certainly we
want to make their lives better as well,
but we want them to be able to con-
tribute to our great Nation and enjoy
the privileges of citizenship eventually.

So this individual comes, maybe as
one of those legal immigrants, as a
skilled worker; or possibly this first
person that I am going to refer to at
the bottom of the slide is a part of
somebody’s nuclear family, maybe it is
the wife of a legal permanent resident
who has already come; or maybe it is a
minor child who has grown up and be-
come of age to marry and have a
spouse; or possibly this is an indi-
vidual, a third category, who has
sought asylum in this great country.
And certainly that is what the Statue
of Liberty is all about, that is what the
inscription of the bottom of Lady Lib-
erty says in regard to opening our arms
to the oppressed and the people that
need safety in this great country. So
any one of these three categories, Mr.
Speaker, of legal permanent residence
in this country can start this chain mi-
gration. Which clearly, clearly our
country never intended that effect.

What happens is this legal permanent
resident is able to bring in his spouse
or her spouse. And they can legally
bring in their minor children. And let’s
say, based on the current fertility rate
south of our border, our southern bor-
der, it is three children, three minor
children. Now, that is one individual
that, by virtue of bringing in an addi-
tional skilled worker under the quota
for that particular country, has
brought in four additional people by
virtue of genealogy. And this is, of
course, a nuclear family so far. We are
talking then about a nuclear family, a
husband, a wife and their three chil-
dren.

Now, once the husband and wife be-
come citizens, then the real problem
begins, because at that point then each
of the husband and wife can bring in
their parents. This is perfectly legal to
do this. So there are an additional, as-
suming that both parents of both the
husband and wife are still living, which
is very likely, maybe it is a man and a
woman on each side who are in their
late forties or early fifties.

In addition to that, Mr. Speaker, in
addition to that, again, this one indi-
vidual that is in this country legally,
as a legal permanent resident, hope-
fully has become a citizen. At that
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point, then all of his siblings and all of
his wife’s siblings can come into this
country. And that is where the chain
really takes off, because you repeat
this over and over again. And at the
end of 17 years, a short of 17 years and
two generations, what you end up with
under this insanity of legal chain mi-
gration is that one legal permanent
resident who was brought into this
country as a skilled worker, as an indi-
vidual seeking asylum from a country
in which they are suffering the devas-
tation of oppression, or it happens to
be a spouse of a legal permanent resi-
dent, that one person in a short span of
17 years can bring in 273 people, Mr.
Speaker; 273 people. And that counts
against the quota for that country.

So this is the problem, Mr. Speaker,
that I think a lot of people just don’t
realize. We worry about a porous bor-
der. We worry about the fact that there
are anywhere from 12 to 20 million ille-
gal residents, immigrants in this coun-
try, many of them, of course, most of
them probably are hardworking, God-
fearing, good people, moms, dads, good
families, and they are trying to do the
right thing. And the only thing that
they have committed, of course, is
coming into this country illegally. But
it is a huge, huge problem for us, as I
said at the outset, in regard to the
stress and strain on our economy, on
our infrastructure, on our safety net
programs, on our public school sys-
tems. But here we have something that
is part of our legal permission to let
people come into this country, and
then bring in 273 additional extended
family members. Not, Mr. Speaker,
what we originally intended.

I want to go back and talk about the
Jordan Commission. In the early nine-
ties, Congresswoman Barbara Jordan
from Texas, a very, very distinguished
Member of this body, chaired that com-
mission to study immigration reform
and clearly said as part of the rec-
ommendations, there were a number of
those recommendations, only some of
which, Mr. Speaker, were implemented,
but one of them was to say very spe-
cifically that it should only be a nu-
clear family, not this situation where
because of this chain effect, that in a
very short period of time of a couple of
generations, or really a short period of
17 years, we end up with 273 people.
And they may be good, hardworking,
skilled men and women that can con-
tribute to our society, can make their
lives better, can make our lives better.
But it is really not based on that, it is
based totally on genealogy, by virtue
of being related in some extended way,
first, second, third cousins, aunts, un-
cles, grandfather or grandmother and
on and on and on.

And what that does, other than just
overwhelming the number of legal per-
manent residents who come into this
country from a specific country on a
yearly basis, indeed, Mr. Speaker, from
Mexico to our southern border we are
talking about maybe 30,000 a year, and
that quota is surpassed in day one of
the calendar year.
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So you can’t say, well, it just doesn’t
matter; that means maybe you are
going to push these skilled workers a
little bit further behind in the queue,
but they will get there eventually.
Well, they may get there eventually,
but instead of 2 or 3 years, Mr. Speak-
er, it may be 15 years, it may be far be-
yond the time that it would be any ad-
vantage to them or us for them to re-
main in the queue. So this is the prob-
lem. We have a solution. I have a solu-
tion for it, and I want to talk about
that as we go forward.

Mr. Speaker, this next slide that I
have again just points out, and I hope
my colleagues, I hope this writing is
big enough. In case it is not for those
in the back of the Chamber, I would be
happy to go through it bullet by bullet.
But this says ‘‘Chain Migration Equals
Inter-Generational Relocation Pro-
gram.” It gives visa priority to the
cousins, to the adult children and dis-
tant relatives of legal immigrants. It
creates a backlog of visa applicants.
And it allows, and this is the final
point on this slide, Mr. Speaker, and of
course I have already alluded to these
points in my opening remarks, but it
allows genealogy, not job skills, not
education, not English proficiency to
determine who immigrates to our
country. We just can’t afford that. We
absolutely must use common sense and
g0 back to the Jordan Commission rec-
ommendation in regard to limiting
genealogy entry into this country
based not on skills at all, but on just
who you happen to be related to. And I
will get to that in just a few minutes.

My colleague from Iowa is with us to-
night. We call on him a lot, but he is
always forthcoming with very, very
good, useful information on many sub-
jects, not the least of which is the issue
of immigration. I am talking about
Representative STEVE KING, my class-
mate. I thank him for joining me dur-
ing this hour, and I look forward to his
comments.

I would like to go ahead and yield the
floor to him now for however much
time as he would like to take. We can
colloquy back and forth. And I cer-
tainly appreciate him being with us
this evening.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank my friend,
the gentleman from Georgia, for step-
ping up here tonight and organizing
this Special Order and bringing this
subject matter before you, Mr. Speak-
er, and before the American people.

O 2200

This immigration issue that is before
America is I believe the most com-
plicated and least understood piece of
policy that I have seen debated in this
country in my lifetime.

I have been involved in the immigra-
tion issue since well before I came to
Congress 5 years ago. Today as ranking
member of the Immigration Sub-
committee, I sit through immigration
hearings two times a week, sometimes
three times a week, sometimes more
than that. Witnesses bring a lot of in-
formation before the committee, and
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we are required to read a lot of infor-
mation. And then one has to read the
press clippings to try to understand
what the American people are trying to
divine out of the things that we are
wrestling with here in this Congress.

As I state how complicated this issue
is, and I look at the chart that Mr.
GINGREY had up, the one that I believe
demonstrates the 273 people that could
be brought into the United States
under the chain migration program,
the family reunification plan, the plan
that presumes that all family reunions,
however minor or major, are reunions
that all must take place in the United
States as long as there is any one per-
son of one of those families that is
here. That is quite a presumption, that
you can’t have a happy family reunion
except in America.

And the 273 that can generate from
one individual that is lawfully present
in the United States and starts this
process, this is a calculation that isn’t
something that we happen to know in
this Congress, because Mr. GINGREY has
presented that here tonight; this is a
calculation that is done by illegal im-
migrants and legal immigrants across
the world, not just across our southern
border into Mexico and points down
south towards the Panama Canal, but
China as an example. So the going rate,
if you are a pregnant Chinese lady, is
$30,000 for a roundtrip ticket to come
illegally into the United States, have
the baby, get his little footprints put
on a U.S. birth certificate and go on
back to China. Then after the 18th
birthday, that child can start the fam-
ily reunification plan, and you start
down the path of this chart that shows
273.

Mr. GINGREY. And the same thing,
as I said at the outset, anywhere from
12 to 20 million illegal immigrants we
estimate, and we hear talk about the
need for a comprehensive bill that
would include letting them pay a little
fine and fess up and get a clear ID card,
identify themselves, and all of a sudden
become a permanent legal resident on
a track to citizenship. Each one of
those 20 million then could start this
chain migration.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, that
273, that is the calculated number that
one individual can bring in, and they
might come in illegally and find the
path to a legal lawful presence and
then start the 273. When that chart was
done, it was not really limited to 273
except space on the spreadsheet con-
fined it to 273. The number could be 100
or more above that. And the size of the
sibling unit, it might be 6 or 12. And if
I remember right, the size of the unit
for the chart was 3.1 siblings per fam-
ily. A very conservative estimate.

So we have the automatic citizenship
plan, the anchor baby plan, and that
will yield 350,000 babies born a year to
illegal mothers but on U.S. soil. Some
argue their constitutional right to citi-
zenship. I will argue that they also
have to be subject to the jurisdiction of
the United States when they are born.
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Therefore, it is a practice, not a con-
stitutional right. But we have 350,000
new citizens that would not be citizens
if we enforced our law on that. That is
NATHAN DEAL’s bill, another leader on
immigration from Georgia. I certainly
support that bill.

But the family reunification, the
chain migration, 273, and this usurps
the kind of policy that the United
States of America ought to have. Every
nation, and we are the most generous
Nation in the world when it comes to
immigration, by raw numbers, by per-
centage of the population, by having a
standard there that isn’t a very strict
standard at all, but we need an immi-
gration policy designed to enhance the
economic, the social and the cultural
well-being of the United States of
America.

As the gentleman from Georgia al-
luded, we are not measuring in this
chain migration plan the relative mer-
its of the individual immigrants that
would come in. We are simply letting
that be set by genetics of the family,
maybe that and marriage and whatever
kind of familial relationship they want
to have. I would submit that we need
to establish in this Congress, first we
need to get control of the illegal flow
over our borders. That is about 11,000
at night.

I have sat on the border and I have
heard the fence squeak at night, and I
have watched the shadows go by me. It
is twice the size of Santa Ana’s army
pouring across the border. And then we
have the 350,000 automatic citizenship
anchor babies that are born, and the
family reunification plan. All of those
things are out of the control of the
Federal Government right now.

Because we have those elements and
we have the overstayers of the visa
that are not being enforced, because of
that, the immigration issue has be-
come so chaotic that we cannot engage
in a rational immigration debate that
can be designed to do the things I say
and enhance the social, economic, and
cultural well-being of America.

If we can get enforcement back under
the control of the American people,
then I believe we need to put together
a matrix, a score system, a score sheet
that rewards potential immigrants for
their education level, for the capital
that they bring into the country with
them, for the business acumen that
they might have, for the likelihood
that they can assimilate into this
broader, overall American culture that
we have, so we can have some cultural
continuity in the United States of
America and assimilate and tie to-
gether and maintain this vision of one
people, one people under God. As we sit
today, it is out of our control.

Another thing that we are going to
see, a White House initiative, a Senate
initiative, and I believe a House initia-
tive coming together trying to get a
critical mass of voters between the
Democrats and Republicans in the
House and Senate to work with the
White House on this bill that I believe
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clearly the American people under-
stand, and that is amnesty. That is the
bill which has been dropped in the
House within the last day.

But the thing we must insist upon,
however the issue of amnesty is re-
solved, however the issue of the na-
tional ID card is resolved, we must in-
sist on an overall national cap. The ag-
gregate of all of immigration compo-
nents that are there, and I think there
are 30-some different categories that
people can come into the United States
legally under, that needs to be capped.

So if a family reunification plan
takes up to a million a year, fine, we
hit the cap, we stop. No H-1Bs, no work
permits. It is simply we hit the cap.

Mr. BILBRAY. If the gentleman
would yield on that, I think the Amer-
ican people don’t realize that we take
more legal immigration than all the
world combined. We are taking now
more than we ever have.

But first, I want to stop a second and
thank the gentleman from Georgia for
hosting.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I would
also like to thank him, and I would
like to do it formally. I would like to
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. BILBRAY), who is chairman of the
Immigration Reform Caucus in the
110th Congress. I look forward to his
leadership on this caucus of the Con-
gress, this bipartisan effort on his part.
The gentleman from California cer-
tainly knows of what he speaks.

Mr. BILBRAY. I would thank the
gentleman from Georgia for hosting
our report on immigration to the
American people tonight from the Con-
gressional Caucus.

People have to understand how real-
ly, really we have bent over backwards
to accommodate people to immigrate
to this country. We have about 800,000
people become citizens. We have a mil-
lion that are allowed to be permanent
resident aliens every year, and then we
have another million-plus that are al-
lowed to come here to work in the
United States. That is almost 3 million
people a year that we are accommo-
dating from overseas in one way or the
other. And when people say we are a
Nation of immigrants, we are a Nation
of legal immigrants; but there is a rea-
sonable level of immigration. When the
American people realize that we just
absolutely have our doors open, there
is no excuse for illegal immigration,
and we have to make sure that our
legal immigration policies are reason-
able.

I don’t think it is much to ask, those
of us who are sworn to represent the
people of the United States, to make
sure that the American immigration
policy is for America first and for the
immigrant second. We not only have a
right, we have a responsibility to make
sure that our immigration policy
serves the American people. Like every
other policy that the Federal Govern-
ment is initiating, the American peo-
ple should come first before anyone
else.
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This issue of the cost of just the legal
immigration, let me give you one cost
that most people don’t think about.
The cost just in one State of giving
birth to the children of illegal aliens in
California is $400 million a year. That
is $400 million just for giving free birth
to the children of illegal aliens. In San
Diego County, it is $22 million a year
just for birthing babies of people that
aren’t supposed to be in the country.

You add that up, the impact on the
taxpayers, there is no way in the world
I can believe that any man or woman
can stand up in this Chamber and say 1
am for a balanced budget, I am for fis-
cal responsibility, but I am for giving
amnesty that has been estimated to be
$50 billion if Mr. KENNEDY and some
people in the House get their way of re-
warding people for being here illegally.

I think there is a basic issue that we
ought to call down and say, since when
does this country believe that those
who follow the law should be punished
and told to stay at home, but those
who break the law get rewarded and
get into this country?

And since when is it not the right
thing to do to make sure that our im-
migration policy serves the people we
are sworn to represent in this Chamber
and in the Senate? It is a major issue
that the American people need to be
asking those that they have sent to
Washington.

I, as the new chairman of the Immi-
gration Caucus, look forward to work-
ing with Democrats and Republicans
because I think in all fairness, immi-
gration is not a Democrat or Repub-
lican issue, it is an American issue.
And Americans across this country on
both sides of the political divide be-
lieve it is time we address this issue
reasonably and not make the terrible
mistake we made in 1986 of rewarding
people with amnesty and not doing
something about enforcement.

I appreciate the chance to be able to
address the issue. That chart scares me
to death. And I just say this as a prac-
ticing Catholic with five children. Your
numbers are a lot lower than for those
of us that are in my Mass every day. I
think we have to recognize this number
as a huge threat of really overturning
the entire concept we have of reason-
able immigration levels, and those rea-
sonable immigration levels are not
only our right to set here in Wash-
ington, it is our responsibility to do
that.

I yield back.

Mr. GINGREY. I thank the gen-
tleman, and I hope the gentleman will
be able to stay and continue as we have
a colloquy on this issue.

Just by coincidence, we have the
Catholic caucus here, as we have the
gentleman from California and the gen-
tleman from Iowa and myself, so we
know about these large families.

But to put it in perspective, in regard
to numbers, Mr. BILBRAY mentioned
the fact that a million come into this
country as permanent legal residents
every year. It varies from country to
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country and hemisphere to hemisphere,
the overall quota. And then that mil-
lion additional that come in under all
of the visa programs, the H-1B, et
cetera, temporary agricultural workers
and various skill levels, you are talk-
ing about an additional million.

But from 1776 to 1976, 200 years of our
country’s existence, the average num-
ber of immigrants was about 250,000. So
that just shows you where we are
today; and of course we are not talking
about the 3 or 4 million illegals if we
don’t close down our border and secure
our border. Not close it down, secure
our border. Then you are going to have
3 or 4 million illegals in addition to
that.

The gentleman from Iowa has been
mighty quiet for the last few minutes,
and I yield back to him.
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Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Georgia.

The thought that goes through my
mind as I listen to that discussion
about the cumulative total of legal im-
migrants in the United States, it oc-
curs to me that the Senate bill that
passed last year that they said was not
amnesty, that the American people re-
jected because clearly it was amnesty,
according to Robert Rector of the Her-
itage Foundation, would have legalized
over the next 20 years, and that is the
calculation period of time that we have
for immigration, 66.1 million people.

It also occurs to me that back in 1986
when President Reagan signed the am-
nesty bill, that was supposed to legal-
ize 1 million people, and that went over
3 million people.

Mr. BILBRAY. Actually, it was——

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, I am happy to yield to the gen-
tleman to make any clarification he
likes, but I have a flow in my thought
process here that I want to make sure
I can stay with here.

The published numbers, though, was
supposed to be amnesty for 1 million
and ended up being 3.1 million the
numbers I have. Then if you go up to
1996 in California, when President Clin-
ton accelerated the naturalization of a
group of citizens in the number of 1
million in 1996.

So I am pointing this out that 1 mil-
lion people was an outrageously high
number in 1986, was an outrageously
high number in 1996, and last year, the
Senate passed a bill that legalized 66.1
million people, and we swallowed that
and talked about it not in terms of the
magnitude of it but just simply is it
amnesty or is it not amnesty.

But put this into the scope, that the
point I want to make here is that my
numbers show, my census numbers,
from 1820 until the year 2000, and those
would be the years when our census
was keeping track of the naturaliza-
tion, that period of time, 1820 to 2000,
the sum total, the cumulative total of
all naturalized citizens come into the
United States was 66 million.

So the Senate would have legalized a
number in one of the stroke of the pen
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equal to the sum total of all legal im-
migrants that have come into America
in all of its history and still leave these
kind of programs here. That is the es-
sence of the point I wanted to make.

Mr. BILBRAY. I just remember I was
involved with running the County of
San Diego in 1986, and I remember that
before the bill was passed the number
estimate was 300,000. It was after the
bill was passed that they said, oh, it
might be as high as 1 million, and then
they kept continuing the deadline and
increasing those who qualified to
apply, and it ended up being 3 million.
So I just think people have got to re-
member, when the bill was passed,
what was being told was 300,000, and
what ended up being the final number
was 3 million.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman from California.

So, picking up on this point, I want
to broaden this discussion, if I could, a
little bit, too, and that is, the labor
supply in the United States of Amer-
ica. We hear continually from the
other side the specious argument that
we do not have a labor supply in the
United States, and so since there is a
demand for more cheap labor, there-
fore, you ought to bring in more cheap
labor, as if the United States of Amer-
ica was just a giant ATM and there was
nothing more to our Nationhood than a
giant ATM.

We are more than a giant ATM. In
fact, we are a sovereign Nation based
upon a constitutional foundation, and
we have a whole series of foundations
that have created and established
American exceptionalism, and without
going down into the components of
American exceptionalism, I would
point out that we do have a labor sup-
ply, Mr. Speaker. That labor supply is
not something where you just go look-
ing at an unemployment rate and say,
well, traditionally, it is kind of low, it
is 4.6 percent. How many does that
make? A few million out there you
could hire. You could add up a few that
are on the welfare rolls.

It is more than that. Look at the
whole United States of America as if
we were one huge company. If you were
going to establish a company in a lo-
cale, you would not just go into that
locale to measure how many were on
the unemployment rolls and count
them and say that is the only available
labor supply. You would hire a con-
sulting company to go in and survey
that region and find out how many peo-
ple were underemployed, how many
people were not in the workforce, and
how many people were unemployed so
that you could look at the universe
that could be hired from.

I did that for the United States of
America. It was not hard to do. I am
kind of astonished those big business
interests did not do that. So I went to
the U.S. Department of Labor’s Web
site, and I started to add up what about
the people that are not in the work-
force.

Well, between the ages of 16 and 19,
there are 9.3 million that are not even
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doing part-time work, and then you go
into the ages of 20 to 24, and there is a
number there that I believe is 5.1 mil-
lion. 9.3 million for the teenagers, 5.1
million for the 20- to 24-year-old, and
you go on up the line. So I began add-
ing up these available workforce, and I
went on up to 65, and then I thought
but you know Wal-Mart is hiring up to
74. They get greeters there to hand you
your cart at 74. So they are available
workforce, too, not a lot of them, but
they are there. You add this up, there
are 6.9 million working illegals in
America, and there are 69 million non-
working Americans of working age.

So any company that is worth their
salt would look at that and say all we
have to do is go hire 1 in 10 of those
that are not in the workforce. One in 10
is all it takes to replace the illegal
labor that is in America.

If you want to look at it from an-
other perspective, Mr. Speaker, I would
submit this, that 4.7 percent of the
workforce is illegal labor, and they rep-
resent 6.9 million workers but they are
not as productive as more educated,
more efficient and more effective work-
ers that are the American workers. So
they are really only doing 2.2 percent
of the work. Well, if you wanted to re-
place 2.2 percent of the work, if this
great huge megafactory of the United
States of America got up in the morn-
ing and realized that 2.2 percent of
your labor force was not going to show
up for work, it could happen all at once
but it will not, then you could make an
adjustment on your production line
and you would just say to the people,
well, you know that 15-minute coffee
break that you have in the morning
and the afternoon, for the sake of this
emergency that we are in, we are going
to shorten that down to 9.5 minutes in
the morning and 9.5 minutes in the
afternoon, and you have picked up 2.2
percent of your productivity. Eleven
minutes a day will more than recover
all the illegal labor in America in the
size of the economy that we have.

We are not in a labor crisis. We just
simply always will have more demand
for cheap labor as long as we have more
labor that makes it cheaper.

Mr. GINGREY. I thank the gen-
tleman from Iowa. I want to move back
now for just a moment and focus again
on the solution to this problem of
chain immigration, and we will get
into further discussion of some of the
many things this Congress, and the
109th Congress when we were in the
majority and led this great House of
Representatives, some of the many
good things that have been done in re-
gard to controlling illegal immigra-
tion.

But let me just for the moment, be-
fore my colleagues some possibly have
to leave, refocus on this issue of chain
migration, Mr. Speaker, because we
have presented the problem. We have
spent maybe 20, 25, 30 minutes talking
about the problem of chain migration,
the one person bringing in 273 others,
not based on skill, strictly being, I
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guess, based on the luck of your birth-
right, geneology, and how inappro-
priate that is and how we cannot afford
to continue to do this. We have a solu-
tion.

But Mr. Speaker, first of all, I want
to call my colleagues’ attention to this
next slide, and again, it depicts on this
scale of justice, as we have here in the
middle of this slide, on the one side you
have an imbalance, too much emphasis,
too much weight in regard to the sec-
ond cousin of an immigrant, i.e., chain
migration.

On the other side, however, not
weighing so heavily in this scale of this
balance of justice is the skilled laborer
waiting to emigrate into this country.

This is what this hour is mainly
about, Mr. Speaker, that we need to
correct this. We need to get back to
what Congresswoman Barbara Jordan
recommended to this House back in the
early 1990s as she chaired the Commis-
sion on Immigration Reform.

Basically, this is what she said, Mr.
Speaker, in this next slide: Proposed
tripartite immigration system, legal
immigration. That basically, as I said
at the outset of the hour, people come
to this country first and foremost
maybe as a skill-based worker, skill-
based admission; or possibly on the far
side of the slide, come in as a refugee
for humanitarian reasons, a humani-
tarian admission; and then, finally, the
nuclear family admissions that Con-
gresswoman Jordan, the distinguished
lady from the great State of Texas
talked about, nuclear family admis-
sions, Mr. Speaker.

That is the solution to this problem,
and how we got away, how we did not
follow her recommendation, there were
a number of things that were rec-
ommended that were enacted by this
body, but we missed the most impor-
tant, and that is in regard to nuclear
family admissions.

This print is far too small for my col-
leagues to see, even in the front of the
room, so I want to point out, under nu-
clear family, the first priority would be
spouses and minor children of United
States citizens, under the nuclear fam-
ily. The second priority would be par-
ents of the United States citizens, and
the third priority, as we talked about,
would be spouses and minor children of
legal immigrants. Of course, hopefully
they will become and we want them to
assimilate into our society. We want
them to be part of this great country,
the United States of America, and at
that point of course they could bring
their parents, both husband and wife,
as part of this nuclear family.

Mr. Speaker, in my final slide, here is
the result of that. Again, this is the
initial skilled worker that comes in le-
gally. This is her husband or his wife
and their three minor children. That is
a total of five people, one permanent
legal resident and an additional four.
Now, when husband and wife become
citizens of the United States, then each
of them under this new Nuclear Family
Act, and that is what I want to present
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to my colleagues tonight, the bill that
I have introduced, H.R. 938, remember
that number, many of you on both
sides are considering signing on to this
bill. Many of you already have. I think
we are up over 60 at this point, and
hopefully, there will be many more
when they understand the magnitude
of this problem that we are presenting
tonight.

So H.R. 938, the Nuclear Family Pri-
ority Act, taken almost verbatim from
Congresswoman Barbara Jordan’s rec-
ommendations back in 1990, again, a
distinguished Democratic Member of
this body, these two, husband and wife,
when they become citizens, they can
bring their parents. Assuming both
parents are living, then that is four ad-
ditional people, and then they in turn
having become citizens can bring their
parents in. There is a possibility that if
the parents were divorced and remar-
ried, that instead of two on each side,
there would be four.

I do not want to confuse my col-
leagues with another arcane slide, but
basically, this is the bottom line to
take home. On this slide, if all of these
people came in under the Nuclear Fam-
ily Priority Act, you are talking about
35 people. Chain migration, which cur-
rently is the policy, you are talking
about 273 people.

So, Mr. Speaker, we are talking
about cutting that down by 87 percent,
and that is not small change. That is a
significant solution to this problem,
moving in that direction to enact the
Nuclear Family Priority Act.

So, again, it is straightforward. I
leave this slide up and let my col-
leagues continue to look at it. I want
to yield back now to the gentleman
from California (Mr. BILBRAY).

Mr. BILBRAY. Well, I would just like
to congratulate you on explaining ex-
actly what your legislation is focused
on. You articulated the problem, the
challenge, and it seems to me not only
a very common-sense approach but a
very, very compassionate approach to
the issue.

I think any American that thinks
about hundreds of people coming to
this country because one person was al-
lowed in sort of boggles your mind say-
ing why has not anybody brought this
up before.
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I think that look at your diagram
there, and the level of legal immigra-
tion you are proposing per person,
based on family relations, is quite rea-
sonable. I don’t think any of us, espe-
cially those of us that are a family
from immigrants, my mother came
from Australia, could say that is an
unreasonable and an unfair proposal
and unrational proposal at this time.

I really want to compliment you at
actually addressing this issue, because
we are talking about a lot of other dif-
ference issues. But this is one that is
sort of below the radar, people aren’t
talking about, and I am glad you are
able to bring it up. I think that is why
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our Wednesday evening reports to the
American people on the status of immi-
gration is so important. I want to
thank you sincerely for bringing up
this issue and for introducing this bill.

Mr. GINGREY. I thank my col-
leagues, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, the gentleman from Iowa, for
being with me tonight. The hour is get-
ting late. I appreciate their sharing
their knowledge. It is so important
that our colleagues do that, because we
have very bright Members of this body
on both sides of the aisle. We are not
all experts on every issue, but we help
one another. We share our knowledge.
We rely on each other.

I am very grateful to Mr. BILBRAY
and Mr. KiING of Iowa for being with me
today, to help me talk about not just
this issue of chain immigration, that’s
the main focus of the hour, but to dis-
cuss the overall problem of Georgia.

It is a huge problem. We can’t really
afford to turn our backs and shut our
eyes and bury our head in the sand
with regard to 3 or 4 million additional
people coming in every year illegally
on top of those 2 million that are com-
ing, as the gentleman from California
pointed out in his earlier remarks.
There is no way, this country cannot
sustain that.

He talked about the cost in Cali-
fornia and their problem, indeed, as a
border State, is a lot bigger than it is
in the State of Georgia. Of course,
their population approaches 55 million,
and the population of Georgia is 9.3
million. But on a percentage basis, we
have a huge problem in Georgia as
well, maybe fourth or fifth number per-
centage-wise of illegal immigrations of
any State in this country. I think the
last count in Georgia was about 750,000.

We have got a problem. Certainly, we
are a great country. I think that we
have done some great things in the his-
tory of this Nation. Indeed in 1969, we
put a man on the Moon. If we can do
that, we can solve this problem. We
just need to have the will. I think my
colleagues are helping bring that to the
attention of the Members of this House
and this Congress, both House and Sen-
ate, to the administration, to the
American people. I like it when we talk
during these times to our colleagues in
a bipartisan way and say that, look, we
can do this together. We all worry
about who has got the power and who
is in control, and who is in the major-
ity, and who is the Speaker, and who
are the committee chairs, and who is
the next President. Of course, that will
be upon us pretty soon.

But in the meantime, there are so
many things that we can do in a bipar-
tisan way and really pat ourselves on
the back, because I don’t think our
constituents care whether the Demo-
crats solve this problem or the Repub-
licans solve this problem. They want us
to do it in a unified way.

We have got such a few more on the
Democrats side of the aisle in this
110th, a few more on our side of the
aisle in the 109th back to 1994, these
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things go back and forth. But we can’t
let that tie our hands and keep us from
going forward and getting things done
for the American people.

I know that my colleagues that are
here with me tonight, and I think all
the colleagues of this 435-Member body
would hopefully say, right on, Gingrey,
we agree with you on that.

Mr. BILBRAY. Let me say this as a
Republican. I think the American peo-
ple will be so pleased if the Democratic
majority would bring a bill forward
that addresses the major source of ille-
gal immigration, and that is illegal
employment. If the Democrats were
brave enough to just come forward, not
with an amnesty that rewards illegals
for being here, not pandering to the
illegals and the whole industry that
has been built up around that, but went
and actually did a project that ad-
dressed the real source of illegal immi-
gration; and that is, have a simple em-
ployer verification system and a crack-
down on the people that are profit-
eering from illegal immigration, and
that’s the employers. IF the Demo-
cratic Party did that, I think the
American people would embrace that.

I think it’s a real chance for them to
show that they can get the job done
and get this issue done that the Repub-
licans didn’t get done. You know, as an
American, I think that is more impor-
tant than Republicans having to take
advantage of this issue. I just wouldn’t
be happy as an American to see the
Democrats sit there and actually get
the job done so I could join them, could
vote with them at doing, actually get-
ting the legislation through that the
American people have been waiting for
too long. I would sure love to be sur-
prised, and I am sure the American
people would love to see us working as
Democrats and Republicans for Amer-
ica first, not our party first and our
Nation second.

I just tell you, I think that our
grandchildren would be well served, be-
cause all of us, I know the three of us
here, if it meant somebody on the
Democratic side getting credit for it,
then God bless them. What’s important
is that we leave an America for our
grandchildren that is worth our grand-
children living in, and taking care of
this problem is going to be part of the
important part of doing that.

Mr. GINGREY. You know who else
would be pleased, and that is the em-
ployers in this country, and a lot of the
industries. In Georgia, I mean we have
got agriculture, we have the poultry
industry, we have the carpet industry.
We all have the homebuilding industry
in every State, and I know that most of
my friends that are in those businesses
pay good wages, they pay good bene-
fits, they are treating their employees
in a compassionate way.

In return, they are getting a heck of
a day’s work for their wages that they
pay, and I think they would welcome, I
think that the employers would wel-
come. I know Representative KING, in a
bill that he introduced in the last Con-
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gress and has championed in regard to
an identification system that is fool-
proof, and we can do that, we can have
a tamper-proof, biometric identifica-
tion card. And I think our employers,
and I have talked to many of them, and
I commend them, but there may be a
few that are paying low wages and
gaming the system. You always have
that problem. But we will ferret them
out.

At the same time, kudos to those
who are playing by the rules and doing
the right thing.

Mr. BILBRAY. I think the key is the
fact that every legitimate employer
wants to have a simple system that
lets them know who is qualified to
work and who is not. The employer
doesn’t want to be the person having to
make that determination.

We require every employer in this
country now to get a Social Security
number for their employee. All we are
saying now, with the Silvestre Reyes-
David Dreier bill, H.R. 98, is we will
now give the employee a card to prove
that it’s their number, so that the em-
ployer, when they get this number,
gets it from a card, doesn’t just take
somebody’s word. It gives us, as legiti-
mate citizens or legal residents, the
ability to prove this really is our num-
ber, not 20 other people that are using
that number somewhere else down the
road.

This issue of upgrading the Social Se-
curity card seems so simple. We
haven’t done this since the 1930s,
though every driver’s license from
every State has been upgraded since
then. Now that we have done the real
ID bill, where we are requiring finally
that driver’s licenses be upgraded, isn’t
it appropriate that the Federal Govern-
ment do the same thing with our card,
our Social Security, to upgrade it to be
as tamper-resistant as the new driver’s
license would be?

Mr. GINGREY. There is no question
about that.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I wanted to make
the point that we tried mightily in this
House last year to bring immigration
reform, we passed H.R. 4437. It had a lot
of the things in it that would clean up
the problems that we have with an en-
forcement here, internally, domesti-
cally, with employment enforcement,
as well as border enforcement. That
bill, of course, didn’t make it through
the Senate. The Senate passed their
amnesty bill, and we passed our en-
forcement bill.

We came back and we did the one
thing that we could agree to, and that
was provide the online border security
at the fence. That was something the
American people wanted and de-
manded, and it was right, and it was
appropriate, and it was just.

But the reason that that was the one
thing we could agree on, because there
is a tug of war going on in this coun-
try, a tug of war would be going on be-
tween big business that wants to have
a supply of cheap labor, and people
that want to have a supply, a long sup-
ply of voters, or at least people in the
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United States they can count for the
census purpose. There is a lot of polit-
ical power, most of that is on the left,
and there is a lot of business power,
most of that is on the right.

We have this, it’s an unusual, odd and
some would say an unholy alliance. I
think of it as a set of barbells where
you have the weight on the right of the
business interests, where you have the
weight on the left is the political
power, and the barbell in the middle,
that handle that you pick it up with,
the bar, that’s the middle class. The
middle class is being squeezed ever
more narrow because of the overload
on the upside and the overload on the
downside our economy.

We got to this point last year, and we
did all we could do. But the American
people became cynical because they
weren’t seeing legislation get to the
President’s desk that fixed the prob-
lem. Now we are faced again this year
with trying to arrive at a consensus,
trying to arrive at something that pre-
serves the rule of law, does not provide
amnesty, satisfies the interests on both
ends of that barbell that I described,
and doing it quickly. Because once we
get past the summer, once we get past
the August break, we are into the fast
slide into the next Presidential race, as
well as the elections here and a third of
the Senate.

But the Presidential race, if it’s done
and if it’s done right, we will take this
issue up in Congress, and if we don’t
solve it first, it will be become the
issue du jour of the Presidential de-
bates. And I am looking forward to a
Presidential candidate that will step
forward with clarity on this issue and
start that inertia towards the White
House. That is the one thing that can
solve this issue. That is my best hope.

Mr. GINGREY. The point the gen-
tleman from Iowa is making is that we
have really tried hard in this body to
address this problem. We on this side of
the aisle, when we were in control and
had the majority in the 109th, felt very
strongly that first and foremost to
solve the problem and ultimately de-
cide what to do with the 20 million
that are estimated to be here illegally,
is to stop the hemorrhaging. As a phy-
sician member, I use that expression a
lot, having been a surgeon in my pre-
vious life, OB/GYN physician, but you
have to stop the bleeding. If you sit
there and let the patient continue to
bleed, and that is analogous to the po-
rous borders, the 3 or 4 million that
continue to come in every year, in ad-
dition to the 2 million that the gen-
tleman from California was talking
about earlier, then the patient is going
to die. That patient, as the lifeblood
seeps out of us, is the United States of
America.

So it is so important to do the things
that we have done, tried to do in regard
to Mr. SENSENBRENNER'’s legislation. He
was a champion in regard to the REAL
ID Act. Basically the REAL ID Act was
just in response to the request of the
survivors of the 9/11 victims. As they
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testified before the 9/11 Commission
and made those recommendations, 41
or so specific recommendations, one of
the most important ones was to say
you have got States that issue driver’s
licenses without requiring any proof of
legal residency. The 9/11 hijackers, 19 of
them I think, had something like 53, a
total in the aggregate of 53 legal issued
driver’s licenses from some 10 or 12
States.

So basically what we said is, look, we
can’t tell you, we the Federal Govern-
ment can’t tell the States how to run
their motor vehicle department and
how they issue driver’s licenses and to
whom and how long and how much you
pay for driver’s licenses, what age you
have to be, whether you have to take
driver’s ed or not. That is a State pre-
rogative, certainly. But if they do not
have proof of legal residence, not citi-
zenship, because a permanent legal
resident certainly can be granted a
driver’s license, then they can’t use
that license from that State for Fed-
eral purposes, like getting on an air-
plane and blowing it to smithereens or
using it as a guided missile.

I see Mr. Speaker is tapping me
down. I didn’t realize, I was having so
much fun with my colleague from Cali-
fornia, the chairman of the Immigra-
tion Reform Caucus, that all of a sud-
den our time has expired.

I appreciate his patience and indul-
gence. I continue to promote the Nu-
clear Family Protection Act. Let’s all
get behind it and thank you.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate our hour. I hope the people in
Colorado enjoyed prime time back
there.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 45
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

0 0103
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. WELCH of Vermont) at 1
o’clock and 3 minutes a.m.

————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 1433, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
HOUSE VOTING RIGHTS ACT OF
2007

Mr. CARDOZA, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 110-63) on the resolution (H.
Res. 260) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 1433) to provide for the
treatment of the District of Columbia
as a Congressional district for purposes
of representation in the House of Rep-
resentatives, and for other purposes,
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which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 1591, U.S. TROOP READINESS,
VETERANS’ HEALTH, AND IRAQ
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT, 2007

Mr. CARDOZA, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 110-64) on the resolution (H.
Res. 261) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 1591) making emergency
supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2007,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

——————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON (at the
request of Mr. HOYER) for today on ac-
count of medical reasons.

Mr. KUCINICH (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for March 19 and 20.

Mr. MITCHELL (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for March 19.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia (at the request
of Mr. BOEHNER) for today after 1:30
p.m. on account of attending a memo-
rial service.

——————

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PALLONE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. LARSEN of Washington, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. Dicks, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. INSLEE, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. McDErRMOTT, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. SMITH of Washington, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, for 5
minutes, today.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, for 5
minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. JONES of North Carolina)
to revise and extend their remarks and
include extraneous material:)

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, March 26, 27, and 28.

Mrs. BLACKBURN, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, for 5
minutes, today.

———
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.
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