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and I know my friends Jim and Sarah Brady 
are as proud as I am that we are taking action 
to improve this system to keep guns out of the 
hands of dangerous individuals. 

Mr. Speaker, nothing can bring back the vic-
tims of the tragedy at Virginia Tech, and my 
heart goes out to the families of those who 
were lost this past April. We need to learn 
from this tragedy, and I ask my colleagues to 
join me in doing just that by passing the NICS 
Improvement Act today. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

b 1115 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2640. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2008 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 473 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2638. 

b 1119 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2638) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Homeland Security for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2008, 
and for other purposes, with Mr. 
WEINER in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. When the 

Committee of the Whole rose on the 
legislative day of Tuesday, June 12, 
2007, the bill had been read through 
page 2, line 11, and pending was the 
amendment by the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. MCHENRY) to 
amendment No. 33 by the gentlewoman 
from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX). 

Is there further debate on the amend-
ment? 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Has the gen-
tleman from Georgia already spoken on 
this amendment? 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. No, sir. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-

tleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 

I look forward again to a spirit of de-
bate today on an issue that’s of the 
highest importance, I believe, to the 
American people. 

Before we get into the substance of 
the amendment, I thought it might be 
appropriate to review a few items of 

discussion as we closed last evening. 
We had some good friends on the other 
side who talked about all of this being 
‘‘a waste of time.’’ Well, Mr. Chairman, 
I am here to tell you that my col-
leagues and I believe that any time 
that we can fight on behalf of the 
American people for transparency and 
for accountability and, yes, for democ-
racy, that that is not a waste of time. 

We heard last evening that our dis-
cussion points on this appropriations 
bill, which spends billions of hard- 
earned taxpayer money, that it was 
long on process and short on policy. 
Well, Mr. Chairman, our policy regard-
ing the earmark issue, which has now 
grabbed the attention of the entire Na-
tion, our policy was complete trans-
parency and an opportunity not just to 
be informed about earmarks, but to 
have an up or down vote, an up or down 
vote and the opportunity to vote on 
each individual special project. That is 
an apparent novel thought to our new 
majority, and we would encourage 
them to visit the rule that we had in 
place prior to the change in leadership. 

We also heard last evening that we 
weren’t hearing any facts by the mi-
nority party. Well, Mr. Chairman, the 
fact is that their earmark policy, the 
majority party’s earmark policy is 
simply a slush fund to spend money as 
they or one individual may deem fit. 

As we revisit this second-order 
amendment, I think it’s important for 
the American people to appreciate and 
for our colleagues to appreciate that 
what this amendment would do would 
be to decrease spending by the major-
ity party by about $8.5 million. Mr. 
Chairman, that’s $8.5 million in savings 
to the American people. 

Now, I know to some here in Wash-
ington that may seem like a paltry 
sum, but $8.5 million is a lot of money. 
It’s a lot of money, and it’s appropriate 
for us to be discussing how that money 
ought be spent. 

The chairman of the subcommittee 
said yesterday what we needed was a 
reality check about this amount of 
money that was in the bill. He said 
that the majority party consulted with 
the Office of Executive Counsel, and 
this is exactly the amount of money 
that they said they needed. Well, Mr. 
Chairman, we consulted some folks, 
too. We consulted the American tax-
payer. The American taxpayer said 
that we are spending too much money, 
and that they want greater oversight 
on the amount of money that this Con-
gress spends of their hard-earned tax 
money. 

Mr. Chairman, this new majority ran 
on a policy of openness and honesty 
and candor, and I would suggest that 
this is hardly a process that could be 
considered as embracing openness or 
honesty or candor. If we examine the 
process that’s proposed by the majority 
party, it would allow appropriations 
bills to have a line in them. Every ap-
propriations bill would have a line in 
it, it would say ‘‘trust us, just trust 
us.’’ Any Member that then wanted a 

special project or an earmark would 
write a request to the Appropriations 
Chair, the Appropriations Chair would 
then decide if that project had merit, 
not the House, the Appropriations 
Chair, and then we would be informed. 
No opportunity to identify that par-
ticular project, projects would simply 
be disclosed. We would be given infor-
mation. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, this issue isn’t 
about disclosure. It’s not just about 
knowing what’s in the bill. It is about 
having the opportunity, as our con-
stituents would desire, for us to debate 
the issue, for us to debate each of those 
special projects, for us to deliberate on 
them. It would be an opportunity for us 
to follow the rules of the House. It 
would be an opportunity for trans-
parency, and a much greater oppor-
tunity for accountability. 

So, Mr. Chairman, this is about ide-
ology, yes, about who ought to be bet-
ter able to spend the hard-earned tax-
payers’ money, whether it’s Wash-
ington or whether it’s our constituents. 
And it’s about a slush fund that we are 
beginning to get a sense is recurring in 
bill after bill, and in these appropria-
tions bills, a slush fund in every bill 
that would allow the majority party to 
determine where those special projects 
would be funded. 

So what’s the solution? What’s the 
solution? We had a long debate yester-
day, a long discussion yesterday. And I 
think it is important that we put on 
the table the solution that would be 
most appropriate, and that is, I would 
suggest, Mr. Chairman, a moratorium. 
Let’s have a moratorium on all ear-
marks. Let’s make it so that we do 
what the American people, what our 
constituents would desire, which is to 
get together and solve this challenge 
that we have. It’s not a Republican 
challenge or a Democrat challenge, it’s 
an American challenge: How do we 
most wisely and most responsibly 
spend the American taxpayer money? 

I would support a moratorium. I urge 
my colleagues to adopt this amend-
ment as we learn and work to respon-
sibly spend taxpayer money. 

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

Let me take this opportunity, first of 
all, to congratulate the chairman, Con-
gressman PRICE, on this particular 
piece of legislation. Let me also share 
with you, as a member of this par-
ticular subcommittee, of this par-
ticular committee, we had some 22 
hearings. The gentleman speaks about 
the importance of being able to see, in 
terms of transparency. We had 22 hear-
ings. That is much more than in the 
previous time. 

We had an opportunity, also, to visit 
the border. We went through Arizona 
all the way down to San Diego. We had 
a chance to look in terms of the border 
and the type of technology that is re-
quired in order to safeguard our border, 
not to mention the fact that we also 
looked at the different types of fences 
that are being utilized. And there is no 
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doubt that there is a need there, espe-
cially in the areas in Arizona and else-
where where we visited, where there is 
a need for blocking vehicles from com-
ing in. 

I was really impressed with the type 
of technology that is already there. 
And I am impressed that the bill will 
also provide additional resources to 
allow additional technology through-
out the entire border. 

This bill is a bill that authorizes di-
rect Federal funds to also help law en-
forcement officers on the border. I rep-
resent 700 miles along the Texas/Mex-
ico border. I have probably the largest 
district that comprises those 700 miles 
along the border. And we have a tre-
mendous amount of resources and need 
in that area in order to safeguard the 
community as well as provide good se-
curity. 

One of the things that we provide is 
the Stone Garden project. That allows 
resources to be able to be utilized by 
the sheriffs and by the local law en-
forcement officers to help out, and all 
the other communities to be able to 
participate with the Federal officers to 
be able to make things happen on the 
border. 

Let me just share a few examples. We 
get complaints from some of my com-
munities that are very small, right on 
the Mexican border, that might have 
three to six policemen. One little car 
accident or one item can get them all 
engaged in that one activity while the 
local taxpayer has to carry the burden. 
The Federal Government has the re-
sponsibility, and this bill allows that 
opportunity to do that. 

To us, homeland security is impor-
tant. Homeland security is key. This 
bill has no earmarks. In the past, I 
have been informed that it has had 
very few earmarks. And so it is some-
thing that is critical and important. 
We felt that we needed to provide addi-
tional resources to some of those com-
munities. There is also a need for us to 
provide those resources on not only the 
south, but on the northern border, also. 

The bill provides grants to hire, train 
and equip local law enforcement offi-
cials in these communities. There is 
also some reimbursement for individ-
uals that are caught, undocumented in-
dividuals on the border, whether they 
be trafficking with drugs or with 
human smuggling, which is also an 
area that we need to continue to work 
on. This bill allows that opportunity 
for us to begin to fill those gaps. 

There is no doubt that we have not 
made the investment. This bill begins 
to provide that investment that is 
needed to protect our borders. 

b 1130 
The reimbursement of county and 

city law enforcement agencies for costs 
also associated with detaining, housing 
and transporting individuals who have 
entered the country illegally is essen-
tial because my border community, the 
local taxpayer, has to carry that bur-
den. This Federal Government has a re-
sponsibility. 

So I share with my individual friends 
on the other side and say that it is im-
portant for us to pass this piece of leg-
islation. I think it provides good re-
sources for our communities through-
out. 

It also provides funding for the con-
struction and maintenance and oper-
ation of detention facilities that are 
essential. As you well know, in some 
cases, sometimes we will find some 80 
illegals coming in through Arizona, 
and you pick up a large number of indi-
viduals. So you have to have the num-
ber of staff required in order to process 
them and in order to bring them 
through. We also provide the resources 
that are needed to begin to enhance the 
technology that is being utilized in 
order to make that happen. 

What is also important to note is we 
also need to begin to see what is more 
cost effective when it comes to the bor-
der in terms of the technology. There 
has been a lot of talk about the fence. 
The reality is that a border patrolman 
will tell you that the fence allows you 
1 or 2 more minutes just to be able to 
do that. 

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, aren’t we sup-
posed to alternate between sides? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from New York is a member of 
the committee. 

The gentleman from New York is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, last 
night and most of yesterday we saw a 
very unfortunate situation take place 
on the House floor: discussions, anger, 
tempers, and very little on the sub-
stance or the bill or the work of the 
committee. 

I rise today to remind us of the work 
this committee has done in a bipar-
tisan fashion before we came to the 
floor. I have been a member of the 
Homeland Security Committee since it 
was formed. So has Mr. PRICE, Mr. ED-
WARDS, and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. I 
know for certain that on the other side 
the former chairman and ranking 
member, Mr. ROGERS, has been a mem-
ber since the creation of the com-
mittee. From day one, the committee 
has taken its work very seriously. 

This year, under new leadership, the 
committee continued to take its work 
seriously. We held 20 hearings plus a 
couple of field hearings, over 50 hours 
of public hearings. Decisions, informa-
tion was not gathered in private. These 
were public hearings. Over 70 witnesses 
came before us both from government 
and those who have the knowledge to 
advise us on these issues. 

During those hearings, every member 
was treated fairly. In fact, one of the 
highlights, I think, was the way in 
which Mr. PRICE worked with Mr. ROG-
ERS and the way that Mr. ROGERS con-
tinued to play such an important role 
in these hearings in presenting his 
views, his knowledge and his expertise. 

That kind of bipartisanship, that 
kind of presentation, that kind of work 
led to the bill that we have before us. 
It is one of the few bills in this House 
where those of us who are part of the 
committee know well how serious the 
issue is and how much we have to do to 
try to assign the proper dollars. 

When the bill left committee, there 
were, of course, a few disagreements. 
But there was a bipartisan belief that 
we were doing that which we were chal-
lenged to do, that we were asked to do, 
which was to put forth a bill that se-
cured the homeland, that protected the 
homeland. 

Yet, what we saw yesterday did not 
speak to that at all. What we saw yes-
terday was personal attacks. It was 
discussions about issues that were not 
involved in this bill. Interestingly 
enough, the number one decision yes-
terday was to attack earmarks. Yet 
Mr. ROGERS set a precedent, which was 
followed by Mr. PRICE, that if there is 
a bill that does not deal with ear-
marks, it is this bill. 

Now, that needs to be repeated. Of all 
the bills to pick on to deal with the 
issue of earmarks, this is the wrong 
bill. This was something instituted by 
Chairman ROGERS and continued by 
Chairman PRICE on a bipartisan level. 
This is so serious, this issue at hand, 
and these dollars are so serious and so 
dedicated in the way they are appro-
priated that the earmarking process 
perhaps should not play a role at all. 
And it hasn’t, up to now, I assure you. 
Otherwise I would have gone to Chair-
man ROGERS and gotten something in 
the last few years. I didn’t because it 
just did not exist. 

So now we find ourselves with a deci-
sion to make today: Will we continue 
to behave on the floor as if we were dis-
cussing the reelection for Congress in 
2008, or do we really want to send to 
the President’s desk a bill that speaks 
to the needs of our community in se-
curing our homeland? 

I represent the Bronx, New York 
City. I was in New York City on Sep-
tember 11. I was not here with my col-
leagues. As I have said often, my son 
was running for the New York City 
Council on that day, and the election 
was cut off at 11 o’clock in the morning 
because of the terrorist attack. That is 
something no one writes about, that 
the terrorists were able to stop our 
electoral process in the biggest city in 
the Nation around 11 a.m. The elec-
tions were run 2 weeks later. So I was 
there helping my son on election day. I 
remember the pain and the horror that 
you all know about of seeing my city 
attacked. 

I take this bill personally very seri-
ously. I take the bill as a Member of 
Congress personally very seriously. 
This committee has taken this bill 
very seriously. This committee, on a 
bipartisan basis, takes protection and 
the safety of the homeland very seri-
ously. 

Let’s make sure that all Members 
take it seriously. Let’s pass the bill. 
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Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-

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

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who 
has just spoken has talked about dedi-
cation to homeland security by the 
members of the subcommittee and the 
full Appropriations Committee, and 
perhaps inadvertently suggested that 
others’ concern about that does not 
rise to the same level. I would suggest 
if that is what the gentleman meant 
that he is wrong. 

I think it is fair to say that all Mem-
bers in this House were affected, both 
personally, professionally, and as 
Americans by the events of 9/11. I 
would suggest that while some of us 
may believe the sense of urgency is not 
maintained at all times with respect to 
the threat that faces us, there is in fact 
in much, if not everything we do, the 
sense of the background of the vicious 
attack on 9/11. 

The gentleman talked about the Ap-
propriations Committee and the appro-
priations subcommittee. I happen to be 
a member of the authorizing com-
mittee, the Homeland Security Com-
mittee. I believe we have acted in a bi-
partisan way. 

But just to indicate a few differences 
between what is in this bill and what 
we have done in the past on a bipar-
tisan basis or coming out of the Home-
land Security Committee, the chemical 
protection regime that we established 
last year, after much discussion, after 
much debate and after much balancing 
is changed in this bill. 

The border fence, which has been the 
subject of much debate, much atten-
tion, I happen to support it and proudly 
support it. I do not believe it is the 
panacea, but it is part of the solution. 
Many in the American public have 
wondered whether we meant what we 
said when we passed the legislation 
that authorized and appropriated funds 
for the border fence. They must have 
many more questions today, because in 
this bill it makes it more difficult to 
complete that task. Some would sug-
gest it makes it impossible. Now, I hap-
pen to be a lawyer; I plead guilty. But 
if I wanted to have lawsuits to stop the 
fence, I would say hallelujah when I 
looked at this version of the law that is 
contained in this bill that is presented 
to us. 

One of the gentlemen on the other 
side talked about detention facilities. I 
introduced the first piece of legislation 
that stopped the ‘‘catch and release’’ 
program followed by this administra-
tion and previous administrations deal-
ing with OTMs, or ‘‘other than Mexi-
cans,’’ caught on our southern border. 
One of the reasons why they were 
caught and released and told to come 
back in 60 or 90 days for their court ap-
pearance, and 94 percent of them never 
did, by the way, was because we didn’t 
have sufficient detention facilities. So 
ICE has said in addition to those we 
own, we ought to see whether we can 
use privatized detention facilities. This 
bill makes it difficult, if not impos-
sible, to do that. 

So please don’t tell us on the floor 
that some on that side of the aisle are 
more concerned about homeland secu-
rity than we are. 

This bill places restrictions on per-
sonnel management policies that have 
been adopted by the Homeland Secu-
rity Department, recognizing the 
uniqueness of their mission. 

So please don’t tell us that those on 
that side of the aisle are more con-
cerned about homeland security than 
are we. 

Perhaps those on the other side of 
the aisle believe that the only way you 
show sincerity is by throwing more 
money at it. There is a difference. That 
is why the ranking member, the former 
chairman of this subcommittee, is 
going to offer an amendment to bring 
this back down to a level that can get 
passed. If you want a veto, as you did 
for 120 days with the question of sup-
porting our troops, you can get it on 
this as well. 

The former chairman, the current 
ranking member of the subcommittee, 
is going to offer an amendment that 
will make it more probable than not 
that this bill will be signed by the 
President. Yet, in an effort to show 
that you feel more on this issue by 
throwing more money at it, you are 
going to subject us to the same polit-
ical routine that we just went through 
with respect to funding our troops. 120 
days lost. 

We have plenty of time to debate this 
bill and other bills on the floor. All we 
have to do is make sure we stay here 
and debate it. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Has the gen-
tlewoman been recognized on this 
amendment yet? 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. No, I have not, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gentle-
woman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, it 
is interesting to sit here last night and 
then today and listen to some of our 
colleagues who find it incumbent to 
step to the microphone and say this is 
not a worthy debate and to talk about 
frustration and talk about anger and 
talk about this being a debate of little 
substance. 

Mr. Chairman, with all due respect to 
everyone that serves in this Chamber 
and the people that they represent, 
this is indeed a very worthy debate. It 
is a debate that deserves our best ef-
fort. It is a debate that deserves our 
focus and our undivided attention. 

It is also a debate that we should 
enter into with respect for the Amer-
ican taxpayers, the ones that are send-
ing their hard-earned dollars here and 
their expectation that we should be, 
that it is incumbent upon us to be good 
stewards of every single penny that 
comes to this House. 

So for those who feel that the mo-
ments we are spending on this floor are 
not worthy, I would commend to them 

to think about the taxpayer that is 
hard at work right now, maybe in a job 
they don’t even like, maybe doing 
something they don’t really love, but 
they are working hard to provide for 
their family and they are working hard 
to meet their obligations and pay their 
taxes and to make certain that they do 
their part to be a good American cit-
izen. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I think that the 
frustration, anger and ‘‘of little sub-
stance’’ that was spoken of by one of 
my colleagues a bit earlier this morn-
ing, is probably exercised by the Amer-
ican taxpayer who looks at the in-
creases in spending that have been 
brought forward by this majority. They 
are the ones who are frustrated. I think 
they are the ones who are angry. And I 
think that they are probably the ones 
who look at what is taking place and 
they fear that money is being put into 
items that are not substantive. 
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Now, this new majority has already 
increased appropriations $105 billion. 
This is a 5-year cost of what they’re 
wanting to appropriate. For ’07, we’ve 
got $587 billion they’ve appropriated. 
They’ve already designated $23 billion 
in an ’08 budget and it goes on and on 
and on, the increases in spending. 

Certainly we know that the bill be-
fore us, this homeland security bill, 
would be a 13.6 percent increase. And as 
I speak on Mr. MCHENRY’s amendment, 
I commend him for bringing forward 
something that would cut just a little 
bit, just a little bit, out of these ex-
penditures. But the truth, Mr. Chair-
man, is that there is a philosophical 
difference in how we approach this de-
bate from our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle. 

Now, we heard last night that the de-
cision on how appropriations should be 
done and how earmarks should be han-
dled should be delegated to some of the 
professional staff. I heard from a cou-
ple of my constituents on this issue 
who really could not understand why 
we would want to delegate that author-
ity, not review these earmarks our-
selves, not want to cast a vote on 
those. They feel like that is our job, 
just as they feel like it is our job to 
oversee this budget, just as they want 
to know how this $36 billion is going to 
be spent on homeland security. They 
want to see a more transparent and a 
more open budget process. They don’t 
want to see secret slush funds re-
turned. 

They heard about these. They didn’t 
believe it in the 1970’s. They didn’t be-
lieve they really existed in the 1980’s. 
And then we had the advent of the 
Internet, 24/7 news, people could log on, 
and they started realizing, yes, there 
were these secret slush funds and 
smoke-filled rooms and that’s how 
money got appropriated and seques-
tered for specific projects, something 
that they really didn’t like. That is one 
of the reasons that we saw a change in 
’94 and things were done differently. 
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I enjoyed that debate. I enjoyed that 

little history lesson last night. But I 
think as we review our situation that 
we find ourselves in today, what we see 
is a need for more transparency. We see 
a need to rein in this funding. 

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I think that this discussion on this 
bill today should begin with an appro-
priate appreciation for the great work 
of the chairman and the ranking mem-
ber. Both Chairman PRICE and the gen-
tleman, Mr. ROGERS, the ranking mem-
ber, have done an extraordinary job in 
crafting a bill to address the real chal-
lenges facing our Nation in terms of 
homeland security. I think that the 
fact that there have been cuts in var-
ious programs shows that it was a rig-
orous process, but I think that the ad-
ditions are also equally important. 

I wanted to point out in particular a 
number of the sections in this bill: This 
domestic nuclear detection office is so 
important, because I think that we all 
know based on the information both in 
classified and declassified briefing ma-
terial, and for the general public, 
whether it’s watching Jack Bauer or 
however they may gather their infor-
mation, that it is a real concern in our 
Nation, the possibility of a nuclear 
strike at one of our major urban cen-
ters, a nuclear device, a dirty bomb. 
This domestic detection office and the 
funding for it allocated in this bill, I 
think, is important. 

I think that the availability of 
grants for our first responders. I come 
from the Philadelphia region. I don’t 
want to prejudge any of the cases, but 
we have had arrests that have been 
widely noticed in the national media of 
people allegedly preparing to strike at 
Fort Dix in New Jersey. We’ve seen the 
incident at the JFK airport where the 
discussion is around people who were 
focused on potentially doing massive 
harm, attempting to blow up jet fuel 
lines running from Linden, New Jersey, 
all the way into the JFK airport. 

So the question of homeland secu-
rity, protecting our borders, adding 
thousands of additional Border Patrol 
guards, I think that this House has 
been well served by the capable leader-
ship of the chairman, Chairman PRICE, 
and the ranking member. They’ve 
brought a quality bill to the floor. This 
is my first term serving on the Home-
land Security Appropriations Sub-
committee, a committee that was pre-
viously led by the ranking member but 
is now being led by Chairman PRICE, 
but they have put together a bill that 
came out of our full committee and out 
of our subcommittee with strong bipar-
tisan support. 

Even though, Mr. Chairman, we hear 
some comments from the other side, we 
know that they don’t really represent 
the total views of the Members either 
on our side or the other side, because 
this bill got quality support in com-
mittee. I know that when we get a 
chance to vote on this bill, when we get 

a chance to vote on increasing State 
grants for law enforcement, $950 mil-
lion, $50 million above the 2007 number 
and $700 million above the President’s 
request for grants to help local commu-
nities plan, equip and train first re-
sponders, that this bill is going to get 
a resounding level of support in this 
House. There probably wouldn’t be 
more than a handful of Members, if 
that, who are going to vote against 
this bill. Even though we have a lot of 
discussion about things that are not 
really meritorious, in this bill there is 
a great deal of meritorious approaches 
to protecting our Nation from real 
threats. 

These are real threats that are play-
ing themselves out on our borders and 
in our cities each and every day, and 
our local and national law enforcement 
community needs the resources that 
are being made available and appro-
priated in this bill. 

I am very appreciative of the effort 
that has been put in the urban area 
grants and in the fire grants, and after 
Katrina and the work that has been 
done on emergency management and 
the performance area. 

I would hope that before too many 
people are swayed, that somehow this 
bill doesn’t represent our efforts to 
deal with the challenges facing our 
country, that they really look at the 
details, Mr. Chairman, and some of the 
political grandstanding that is going 
on will give way and we will get to the 
heart of this issue and the country will 
be in a position to appreciate the great 
work of our chairman and the ranking 
member. I have had the pleasure of 
serving with them, seeing the hearings 
and seeing the oversight. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

I want to commend my colleagues for 
their activities over the last day. Many 
of my colleagues on this side of the 
aisle have come to the floor and offered 
amendments, in some cases, to do 
something, perhaps small but some-
thing to try to control the explosion of 
spending that we’re seeing come for-
ward through this budget and through 
this appropriations process. And so I 
want to commend my colleagues from 
North Carolina, Mr. MCHENRY, whose 
amendment we are debating now, 
which is a secondary amendment to 
our colleague, Ms. FOXX from North 
Carolina. I know it’s a little confusing 
sometimes. These are efforts to try to 
control runaway spending, billions and 
billions of dollars, to be paid for, as we 
have heard in this debate, by the larg-
est tax increase in American history. I 
applaud the efforts of my colleagues to 
try to do something to get our arms 
around that spending. 

But there is another reason why we 
have been coming to the floor, and that 
is to shed some light into a horribly 
flawed process of earmarks. One of our 
colleagues, the gentleman from New 
York, I believe, earlier came down and 
said, ‘‘Why are we talking about ear-
marks? There aren’t any earmarks in 

this bill.’’ Well, you see, that’s the 
point. We don’t know if there are ear-
marks in this bill. We don’t know if 
there will be earmarks in this bill, but 
frankly the suspicion that we have is 
that sometime in July, or perhaps Au-
gust, we will find out that indeed there 
are going to be earmarks in this bill 
and we, Members of this House, are not 
going to have a chance to challenge 
those earmarks on this floor, and that 
is simply unacceptable. 

Now, there has been a great deal of 
media interest to bring focus to this. In 
fact, in this morning’s paper, a local 
paper here, Roll Call, there is an edi-
torial called Pork Rules that ought to 
underscore the very problem. I am just 
going to quote a couple of paragraphs 
from that story, because I think it does 
underscore the very issue that we’re 
talking about on the floor of this 
House. 

It says: 
‘‘Under furious attack from editorial 

writers and Republicans, House Appro-
priations Chairman David Obey (D- 
Wis.) has come up with a new disclo-
sure policy on earmarks. It’s better 
than his previous one, the airdrop pol-
icy, but it’s a far cry from full trans-
parency.’’ It’s that transparency issue 
that we’ve been trying to get at. 

Continuing the quote: 
‘‘In a remarkable press conference 

Monday in which he read nearly every 
word of a 14-page earmark policy dec-
laration before taking questions, Obey 
pledged that Democrats would fully 
disclose every earmark and its sponsor 
by the end of July.’’ 

I would say to my colleagues, that is 
well past the proposed date that we are 
supposed to be voting on this and every 
appropriations bill in this House. So we 
will know every earmark and its spon-
sor by the end of July, at which point 
we can do absolutely nothing about it. 

Continuing the quote: 
‘‘That kind of disclosure would be 

only partially in keeping with the ear-
mark rules Republicans put into place 
in September, after they got into no 
end of political trouble for corrupt, 
opaque special-interest pork trading. 
But the GOP rule made it possible for 
earmarks to be individually challenged 
in debate on appropriations bills.’’ And 
that’s the point. 

We heard the debate last night re-
peatedly that went something like 
this: Well, you Republicans put in ear-
marks, thousands of earmarks, and you 
airdropped earmarks into bills in con-
ference, and so you did it, we’re going 
to do it. But we’re going to do it better 
because we’re going to post a list some-
time in July or August, at which time 
nobody will be able to vote on it. 

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, the 
earmark process in this body, in this 
Congress, on both sides of this Capitol, 
has been broken for years. There is no 
question about it. There is a reason 
why many of us have decided that the 
process is so broken that we won’t par-
ticipate in it. So claiming that you 
were bad and, therefore, we can do it, 
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strikes me as a very hollow and weak 
argument. I hope my colleagues would 
agree with me on that. Just because 
somebody made a mistake doesn’t 
mean that we are then authorized to 
make a mistake. We are seeking trans-
parency. That was the promise made to 
us and the American people, that we 
would be able to look at these ear-
marks and be able to debate them on 
this floor and be able to vote on them 
on this floor, not have them given to 
us, pulled from what has been called a 
secret slush fund. Frankly, I don’t 
know what else to call it. Because in 
this very bill that we are debating 
today, we simply don’t know where 
that money is and where it’s going. 

b 1200 

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

Mr. Chairman, I was gone yesterday 
because of the funeral of a dear friend 
of mine in Texas, and I only returned 
to Washington late last night. I was 
listening to the debate last night and 
then this morning. 

I must say, it is a great country when 
the architects of the largest deficits in 
American history can come to the floor 
of this House and have the right to 
stand up and lecture other Members 
about fiscal responsibility and the need 
to reduce earmarks. 

As a Democrat in the new majority 
Democratic House, I am proud to be 
part of an effort that is reforming the 
earmark process, making it more 
transparent, reducing the number of 
earmarks, and we are moving this 
country in the right direction. 

Speaking of moving this country in 
the right direction, I think most Amer-
icans would like to see this House on a 
bipartisan basis move forward and pass 
one of the most important pieces of 
legislation we will vote on this year, 
and that is the legislation to defend 
the American family, our families, 
from the threat of terrorism and the 
threat of terrible natural disasters. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if anybody won-
ders whether the debate we are hearing 
from the other side of the aisle is a 
delay tactic or not, I would ask those 
listening, do you even know which 
amendment is being debated right now. 
I have been sitting here for 30 minutes, 
and I have not heard much of anything, 
if at all, about the amendment before 
the House. I think that is good evi-
dence that what this is really about is 
not a substantive debate on the amend-
ment before the House. It is a stalling 
tactic, because those who lost the ma-
jority because they could not set the 
right priorities for this country are 
now trying to stop the new majority 
from moving our country in a new di-
rection and trying to stop us from 
making a top priority out of defending 
our homeland, our communities and 
our children and families from the 
threat of terrorism. 

For the record, let me just say, in 
case you haven’t heard it from the mi-
nority side, the amendment we are sup-

posed to be debating right now is an 
amendment by Mr. MCHENRY. His 
amendment would actually cut in half 
the general counsel’s budget for the 
Department of Homeland Security, ba-
sically putting at jeopardy the oper-
ations of one of the most important 
agencies in our country. 

It is a fact of life that one must have 
a general counsel’s office in order to 
follow the laws of this land and in 
order to implement programs effec-
tively and efficiently to defend our 
homeland, and I think it is irrespon-
sible to propose cutting that in half. 

It is not only irresponsible in my 
book, I find it interesting that some of 
the very same Members of this House 
who are saying we should not vote for 
my Homeland Security appropriations 
bill that spends $1 more than the Presi-
dent’s budget requested because we 
should listen to the President, now 
those same people are turning a blind 
ear to the President’s request and the 
need to have an adequate general coun-
sel’s office and are trying to gut the 
general counsel’s office in half. They 
need to make up their mind: is it crit-
ical that we do what the President 
asked for or not. 

In fact, I think we should exercise 
our constitutional independent author-
ity as Members of Congress and pass 
the appropriation bill that we think is 
right for defending our country. I make 
no bones about my support for some of 
the increased funding in this bill com-
pared to the President’s request. 

Let me be specific: the President’s 
budget would propose cutting the first 
responder training program from $88 
million to $38 million. There might be 
some of my colleagues on the Repub-
lican side of the House that think we 
should simply make that cut because 
the President asked for it. I disagree. 

What would be the consequence of 
such a disastrous cut? It would elimi-
nate over 900 specialized training 
courses for emergency responders. 
Those emergency responders are fire-
fighters, police officers and EMS per-
sonnel. They are being trained in a co-
ordinated national training program to 
help protect our families’ lives when 
our communities are hit by natural 
disaster, or God forbid, by terrorist at-
tack. The proposed cut in the Presi-
dent’s budget would actually stop spe-
cialized training in prevention protec-
tion and response recovery to over 
100,000 emergency responders each 
year. 

I am proud that this budget, which 
by the way passed the House Appro-
priations Committee on an over-
whelming bipartisan voice vote, this 
budget, this bill, is a good bill. It does 
spend more than the President re-
quested, but for the right reasons: to 
defend Americans from the threat of 
terrorism and natural disaster. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. ED-
WARDS) has expired. 

(On request of Mr. ROGERS of Ken-
tucky, and by unanimous consent, Mr. 

EDWARDS was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.) 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the ranking member of the Ap-
propriations Committee. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I have a 
question: Shouldn’t all items in an ap-
propriations bill, whether it be for an 
agency or for directed spending by a 
Member of Congress, should that not be 
voted on by the entire body, and 
shouldn’t we have an opportunity to 
inspect as a body all spending in an ap-
propriations bill, including earmarks? 

Mr. EDWARDS. Reclaiming my time, 
the fact is that Members of Congress, 
the House and the Senate, will have an 
opportunity to vote on this legislation. 
If there are egregious projects in this 
that come from the administration or 
from individual Members of Congress, 
they can vote this bill down. 

I hope we can get back next year to 
the regular order of business; but the 
reality is that this Congress had to dig 
out of the hole created by the leader-
ship in the last Congress that didn’t 
pass 11 of 13 appropriations bills, and 
that is one of the reasons we are in this 
situation today. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, as a Member of the 
Homeland Security Appropriations 
Committee, I come to you, America, 
with a good bill. It is unfortunate the 
tactics over the last 24 hours has not 
allowed us to move forward to protect 
American citizens. 

The President’s budget came to us 
with a cut of $50 million for the first 
responders. Homeland security has to 
talk about hometown security. It is 
about a partnership with our Federal 
Government, our State government, 
and our local communities. So right off 
the bat a budget that cuts first re-
sponders $50 million is not a good budg-
et. 

We have before us a good budget, a 
budget that has been put together so 
that it takes care of hometowns better 
than presently. So that if, God forbid, 
another terrorist attack or natural dis-
aster happens, we will be better able to 
meet that need. It is a budget that I be-
lieve deserves our support. And when 
passed by this Congress, and I predict 
it will be passed after the tactics have 
wilted and gone away, then we will 
have a good bill. 

I am from the State of Michigan. In 
Michigan, we have the largest popu-
lation of Arab Americans outside of the 
Middle East. They have been our 
friends for decades. They work in our 
communities and go to school with our 
children. They produce and pay taxes. 
It is unfortunate after 9/11 a population 
of Arabs from other countries brought 
havoc on our country, and they should 
be caught, they should be punished, 
and they should be dealt with. 

I only mention the Arab population 
because I also in my district have the 
international waterway of the Detroit 
River that separates the city of Detroit 
from the country of Canada, Windsor, 
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Ontario, Canada specifically. Canada is 
one of the greatest friends that our 
country has. I am sad to report, as you 
know, many countries in this world are 
not so friendly to the U.S. because of 
many things that have happened by 
this administration over the last 8 or 
so years. 

But the bill before us is a good one. 
It protects the northern border where I 
come from, where things come in and 
out of that border every day. Over a 
billion dollars of commerce passes the 
Ambassador Bridge every day. This bill 
provides more money to protect Amer-
ica, protect commerce, and protect the 
people who live in that region. 

The local grants, the grants to first 
responders have been increased in this 
bill. We need to have that partnership. 
You can’t talk about homeland secu-
rity unless you talk adequately about 
hometown security. This bill does that. 

We talk all of the time about how we 
move forward in this country. I believe 
it is how we work together in a bipar-
tisan way; and over the last almost 24 
hours now, in a bill that is almost $35 
billion, we have been unable to move 
forward to protect Americans citizens. 
Your Federal budget is $2.9 trillion. 
There are three main entitlements that 
we pay for to help American citizens, 
44 million Americans who are partici-
pants in our Medicare program, entitle-
ments that are part of that budget, 
Medicaid, low-income, disabled chil-
dren, over 40 million of them who are 
part of this budget. And our veterans, 
veterans who have protected this coun-
try since our inception. We have to 
treat them better, and this budget and 
the budgets that come after this do 
that. The President’s budget did not. 

This is the first of 12 budgets, and it 
is unfortunate that we are at a stale-
mate and can’t protect American citi-
zens. 

Mr. Chairman, I stand here asking 
that the process go forward. You have 
made your point. We hope that we 
come back and have some kind of dia-
logue so we can better make the propo-
sition that America deserves to be pro-
tected, as this Homeland Security bill 
does. 

In the metropolitan area of Detroit, 
we have 5 million people who live in 
that area, 219 cities and townships. It 
hosts the largest multicultural popu-
lation probably in this country. We 
need a good Homeland Security bill. 
We have one here before us. Let’s let 
the process go on. I hope the leadership 
on both sides of the aisle can come to-
gether and talk about how we can 
move this process. We don’t need to be 
stalemated. Yes, we can stay. We can 
stay for the next 2 months and never go 
home, but is that really what America 
needs us to do? 

Recently, regarding the Congress, 
like the President, the American peo-
ple have said they are disappointed 
with both of us. They want us to move 
forward. Let’s pass this Homeland Se-
curity bill and get on with the business 
of building the Nation for God’s chil-
dren. 

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

Before the gentlewoman from Michi-
gan leaves, I wonder if she would yield 
to a question. 

I was wondering, the gentlewoman 
mentioned, and I appreciate what she 
is saying about leadership getting to-
gether, she mentioned a $50 million cut 
to first responders. Can you tell me 
how much is unspent from previous ap-
propriations? 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Michigan. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Not at this time, 
but I would be happy to work with you 
to get that. The money has been appro-
priated. All of the locals that have 
come before our committee have asked 
that we give them more help. 
Intraoperability is a major problem. 
They need the technology so they can 
operate and protect the people they 
represent. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I would just com-
ment that there is $5 billion in the first 
responder grant program which has not 
been accepted by States, and each year 
about September they have to give 
back a portion of that. And the under-
lying bill appropriates $4 billion more, 
and that is the reason that the Presi-
dent cut $50 million out. 

He said there is so much money 
unspent, let’s begin to lower the level 
we are pouring into it, and it seems to 
me a reasonable suggestion. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PEARCE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman is correct. There is 
nearly $5 billion in the grant funds for 
State and local communities for first 
responders. It has been there for a cou-
ple of years. 

I don’t know why we don’t insist that 
the authorizers in this body write the 
rules so that these communities can 
get their hands on that money and use 
it for the purposes for which it was in-
tended. The money is laying there. I 
don’t know why we are continuing to 
pour billions more into it when the 
hopper is full already. Let’s fix the sys-
tem and unclog the pipe that drains 
the hopper. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PEARCE. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Michigan. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. I certainly agree 
with the gentleman. We need to see 
that the money moves out. There also 
has to be staffing and organizations to 
make sure that the money that is ap-
propriated is spent wisely. Locals need 
it, and it is our responsibility to get it 
to them. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
question for the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. PRICE). He mentioned 
last night that the underlying amend-
ment is Mr. MCHENRY wanting to take 
money out of the appropriation for the 
lawyers, and he pointed out we have 77 

staffers in order to watch for cir-
cumstances like the Dubai Ports. 

I would comment that the gentle-
man’s party has been in the majority 
now since January, and 80 percent of 
our ports are still controlled by foreign 
countries. Have you put a bill in? If 
that is true, and it is, 80 percent con-
trolled by foreign countries, that is the 
exact circumstance you mentioned we 
would not want to cut this budget for. 
I am asking if the gentleman knows of 
any plans on his side to simply elimi-
nate those contracts, to take the con-
tracts away from the foreign countries. 
It seems like if the gentleman is con-
cerned, 80 percent of our ports are con-
trolled, that there would be something 
in the works to do that. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PEARCE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Is the 
gentleman suggesting that those con-
tracts should just be cancelled outright 
by legislative fiat? 

Mr. PEARCE. I am asking. The gen-
tleman seemed concerned, and I am 
asking him if he has any intent to do 
that. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. As the 
gentleman well knows, there has been 
a great deal of concern on both sides of 
the aisle about the functioning of the 
Committee on Foreign Investment in 
the United States. There is a con-
sensus, I believe, that CFIUS slipped up 
on this Dubai Ports deal and that 
CFIUS needs to be strengthened. 

Mr. PEARCE. If I may reclaim my 
time. 

b 1215 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. You 

asked me a question about the 77 legal 
positions in the general counsel and 
the directive that the next hiring be to 
strengthen up this CFIUS capacity. 

Mr. PEARCE. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate his answer, 
and I did hear him say that those are 
valid contracts, but I would point out 
and I’m reading now from a January 17 
bill where the majority in their H.R. 6 
bill, the Washington Post editorial 
says, ‘‘The House would break this 
deadlock by imposing heavy penalties 
on firms that do not renegotiate on 
terms imposed by the government.’’ 

And it says, ‘‘The main problem with 
the House bill is that hitting up oil 
companies is a poor substitute for a 
real energy policy. The Nation needs to 
accelerate the development of less-car-
bon-intensive fuels,’’ and it declares in 
this that the heavy-handed attack of 
H.R. 6 is something that would be wel-
come in Russia and Bolivia and other 
countries but not in the U.S. 

And so my point is that the gentle-
man’s party has already decided that 
contracts are not especially valid, but I 
would simply say that if contracts are 
valid contracts, then they should be 
valid throughout the spectrum of vi-
sion that the gentleman has. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 
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First, I’d like to start out by saying 

that I do serve on the Homeland Secu-
rity Subcommittee of the Appropria-
tions Committee. It’s a deep honor for 
me to be there. It’s a deep honor for me 
to work with Chairman PRICE, who is 
an honorable man and has done hard 
work on this bill. It’s an honor for me 
to work with Ranking Member ROGERS, 
who has done hard work on this bill. 

And I agree with my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle that there 
has been a lot of diligence on this bill, 
a lot of hard work on this bill, and in 
my opinion, every Member of this Con-
gress probably has, as a first thought, 
what the Homeland Security Depart-
ment does to protect our families from 
terrorists around the world and from 
other disasters that can strike our 
families. I can assure you that this 
subcommittee certainly does that. 

This hard work being done does not 
mean that there aren’t differences of 
opinion on how things should be done 
because, in fact, in our very sub-
committee, and in the overall com-
mittee of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, there is a difference of opinion 
on directions that we should take. 

Just, for example, on the issue of the 
border fence, there are those who think 
that the border fence needs to be built 
and it needs to be built now, and all ob-
structions have to be taken away from 
that that might obstruct building that 
fence. I happen to be one of those peo-
ple, and yet, honorable men and women 
disagree. And those who are in the ma-
jority, they do set the policy for the 
bill that is before us today. 

I personally think that it’s our duty 
and responsibility as Members of Con-
gress to debate the issues, whether 
you’re on the Appropriations Com-
mittee or not, and by raising issues 
that are being raised on this side of the 
aisle on this bill, that we are saying 
that the Appropriations Committee has 
not done their job. We’re saying we 
want to put a microscope, put sunshine 
on the process and see what we see, and 
then each Member, whether they be 
right on their amendment or whether 
they be wrong on their amendment, 
certainly has the responsibility to sub-
mit their opinion on this bill. 

We talk about a term that I think 
that’s kind of peculiar, and I certainly 
was not a Member of this Congress 
when whoever came up with the term 
‘‘earmark,’’ but there’s a whole lot of 
folks in the United States that know 
what an earmark is, and it doesn’t 
have anything to do with what we’re 
doing here in Congress today. 

It has to do with a method of identi-
fying livestock, and in old days and 
maybe in some more rustic scenes 
today, an earmark was actually the 
notch cut in the ear of an animal. Now, 
I’m sure that’s offensive to many peo-
ple, but today, it generally is a tattoo 
or a tag that designates what the 
owner intends to do with that animal. 
And at least in the ranching business, 
they go out and they mark those that 
are the keepers and the culls. There are 

the animals that they’re going to keep 
in their breeding stock, and there are 
the culls which are the ones they’re 
going to take to market and sell as one 
way the earmark functions. 

And the owner of that livestock des-
ignates someone to make that designa-
tion of how they should earmark the 
livestock, and I assume that whoever 
came up with the term ‘‘earmark’’ as it 
relates to special projects in the appro-
priations process thought it was a good 
term because basically, that’s the deci-
sions that the owner, i.e., the voter, 
the American public, asks their indi-
vidual representative to make about 
the spending on special projects that’s 
going to be done by the United States 
Congress. 

And so who is the designated person 
for the 31st Congressional District to 
make this decision? And I think the 
people elected me to do that. I think 
there are 435 individual people here 
that the folks who originally own this 
money and gave it to us to use, they 
said you make the decision on how this 
money is going to be spent. This is a 
republic, and we have sent our rep-
resentative to speak on our behalf to 
say this is a project that has worth and 
this is a project that has no worth; this 
is a keeper and that is a cull. 

And that is actually the duty and the 
responsibility by our oath of every per-
son who sits in every chair of this 
House. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
CARTER) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CARTER 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, the rea-
son we are in this debate today, one of 
the reasons, is we have created a proc-
ess where instead of 435 people will 
meet their constitutional obligation of 
their oath to determine how the ear-
marks will be spent, we have narrowed 
it down to one or whatever his designa-
tion may be, and I think that is inap-
propriate, although I will say and I 
wish to end by saying Mr. OBEY is an 
honorable man, and I have the greatest 
respect for him. 

But that’s not the way we were sup-
posed to act when we came to Con-
gress. We were supposed to participate 
in this process of determining the ear-
marks. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

As a New Yorker, I must tell you as 
honestly and openly as I can, that the 
hours that we have spent on this issue 
are an embarrassment, an affront to 
every New Yorker who experienced 9/11, 
who went down to that site, and saw 
our brave men and women responding 
to the emergency, every New Yorker 
who went to a funeral, to talk to a 
family about the loss of their loved one 
because of the lack of interoperability 
for one thing. 

I cannot understand how my friends 
on the other side could be spending all 
these hours debating earmarks when 

we should be passing one of the most 
important bills of the House. 

As Chair of the committee that funds 
State and Foreign Operations, I’ve al-
ways worked in a bipartisan way. I 
know my good friends, DAVID PRICE 
and HAL ROGERS, have always worked 
in a bipartisan way. We should get on 
with the business of this bill, and I 
would be embarrassed to have a con-
stituent watch us, spend all night, all 
day focusing on Member-directed 
projects. 

You and I know that they need to be 
evaluated. A process has been in place 
for transparency. I think we’ve moved 
in a very positive direction. So let’s get 
on with the business of this bill. 

We have no higher priority than to 
take every action necessary to protect 
our country, and I would just like to 
highlight a few of the provisions in this 
bill that are so important. 

The first would create a pilot pro-
gram to screen airport workers, and 
I’ve worked in a bipartisan way on this 
issue. In March, two airport workers in 
Orlando boarded a plane and made it to 
Puerto Rico with a bag containing fire-
arms and drugs, and this incident set 
off an alarm, reminding us that we’ve 
waited far too long to take sufficient 
action. Those who have unfettered ac-
cess to sterile and secure areas of air-
ports need to be physically screened. 
Meticulously screening passengers but 
giving workers open access is like in-
stalling an expensive home security 
system and leaving the back door open. 
This bill is the first step to close this 
loophole, something that is supported 
by Members on both sides of the aisle. 

Aviation security enhancements are 
not limited to airport worker screen-
ing. The bill makes the necessary in-
vestment to purchase and install explo-
sive detection systems. Last year, Brit-
ish authorities uncovered a plot to de-
stroy airliners over the Atlantic, which 
the terrorists believed would be on the 
same scale as the September 11 attack. 
We have to do all we can to reduce our 
vulnerabilities, particularly to known 
threats that terrorists have attempted 
to exploit. 

The second item I would like to ap-
plaud is the inclusion of much-needed 
funds for interoperability grants. After 
September 11, I wrote a bill to require 
the administration to create an office 
and grant program dedicated to inter-
operability and to implement a na-
tional strategy. Since that time, the 
office has been created, and last year’s 
appropriations bill included my strat-
egy proposal. This bill would fund that 
grant program, which the House over-
whelmingly approved in January as 
part of the 9/11 bill. 

I encourage all of my colleagues to 
go back to their districts and ask first 
responders what the Federal Govern-
ment can do to help them. I guarantee 
that one of the most frequent responses 
will be interoperability and commu-
nications problems. This bill provides 
not only the funding, but language on 
standards and other planning provi-
sions that are beneficial. 
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Third, this bill significantly en-

hances our ability to protect our ports. 
One of the biggest fears of security ex-
perts is that a terrorist will bring a nu-
clear weapon into the country through 
a port. This bill nearly doubles the 
funding for grants to protect ports and 
provides much-needed funding for the 
Domestic Nuclear Detection Office to 
develop and deploy the next generation 
of radiation portal monitors. 

A fourth improvement is transit se-
curity. In the last 5 years, terrorists 
have attacked trains in Madrid, Lon-
don and Mumbai. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
LOWEY) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. LOWEY 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, this bill 
would provide $400 million, more than 
twice the amount previously provided, 
for first responders to reduce this glar-
ing vulnerability. 

This bill is full of substantive provi-
sions to assist first responders that we 
need to debate. For example, I look for-
ward to considering several substantive 
amendments such as one submitted by 
my friend on the other side of the aisle 
that would assist a program that pro-
vides a ring around New York to pre-
vent a terrorist from bringing a nu-
clear weapon into the city. But we 
can’t have that debate and others 
about making our Nation safer if the 
minority continues to insist on push-
ing procedural roadblocks. 

In addition to serving on the Appro-
priations Subcommittee, I’m a member 
of the Homeland Security authorizing 
committee. We know that the threats 
against our country are real. Let’s end 
these procedural delaying tactics. 

Although the chairman, the ranking 
member and the members of the com-
mittee have produced a really impor-
tant bill, I know that many Members 
who are here getting up to speak may 
have additional thoughts, additional 
ideas to make our homeland safer. 
Shame on all of us if we’re spending 
the time arguing procedural tactics 
and not focusing on the homeland secu-
rity issues that are before us. As a New 
Yorker, I am personally offended. Let’s 
move on with it. 

b 1230 

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

Mr. Chairman, the problem with this 
bill is there is never a last word. There 
is a big debate going on about ear-
marks, when there are none in the bill. 
There were none in last year’s bill or 
the year before’s bill. This is the first 
bill to come before the floor, and they 
attack this bill saying where are the 
earmarks. 

Well, there are none. Speakers on the 
other side of the aisle can’t stand the 
fact that there is a new congressional 
leadership here. It’s rolling up its 
sleeves and doing the oversight work, 
the oversight work for an agency called 

Homeland Security that was created 
just a few years ago, the biggest bu-
reaucracy in modern American history, 
200,000 employees, $36 billion in expend-
iture, made up of all kinds of things 
from airports, seaports, Border Patrol, 
immigration, the list goes on and on. 

The leadership of this committee de-
cided to really put some fact-finding 
into it. It had more hearings than any 
committee in history in this subject 
matter, visited more sites, visited the 
borders, the hot spots, visited Katrina 
sites, talked with Customs and Border 
Patrol, with harbor district patrol, 
with Coast Guard, with truck inspec-
tors at the Ota Mesa truck center, the 
biggest truck inspection center in the 
word; with the San Ysidro crossing, the 
largest traffic crossing in the world. 

You know what every one of those 
patrolmen and inspectors told me? We 
can’t do our job unless you pass a com-
prehensive immigration bill. It’s not 
just about more fences and more assets 
on the border. It’s about the whole en-
chilada, the whole immigration bill. 

I think there is an underlying cur-
rent here. They don’t want an immi-
gration bill, and they know that this is 
the agency that deals with it. So it’s a 
delay tactic. 

Now, a delay tactic, we have been 
here for 24 hours. We have taken up 
two amendments. The first amendment 
cuts $79,000 out of the administrative 
office of Homeland Security, $79,000 out 
of a $36 billion bill. But, wait, they 
adopted a second amendment. It was 
for a cut for $300,000. 

We have successfully cut $379,000 out 
of a $36 billion bill. It’s taken us 24 
hours, numerous procedural votes to 
adjourn, to rise, to do anything but 
deal with the issue. We ought to be 
very proud of ourselves. 

We have been able to cut one one- 
thousandth of 1 percent. That’s what 
the great might of the United States 
Congress has been doing on this bill. 

Now, I know that the other side of 
the aisle likes to cut, squeeze, and 
trim. They are cutting the agency that 
they like the most. They are cutting 
an agency created by President Bush, 
they are cutting the money that Presi-
dent Bush asked for in this bill, and 
they have introduced another 110 
amendments to deal with more cuts, 
more frivolity. 

Where’s your leadership? This is an 
important bill. It’s probably the best- 
combed bill, best-managed bill in the 
history of this agency. You ought to be 
proud of it. You were proud of it in 
committee, because nobody voiced a 
negative vote. 

So it was unanimous in the Appro-
priations Committee, everybody liked 
the bill. Where is your leadership? 
Where is your responsibility? 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Chair 

must ask the gentleman to address his 
remarks to the Chair. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, this bill is 
about finding the answers to interoper-
ability. You have seen that we have 

interoperability right here. This bill is 
about responding to first responders, to 
be a first responder. 

The other side of the aisle is neither 
operable nor responsible for being first 
responders. Don’t call on them next 
time there is help needed. 

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

Mr. Chairman, as I look at the flag 
behind the Speaker’s chair, I am re-
minded about how great our country 
truly is. If our country is going to re-
main great, we have to face the threats 
that are out there, and there are many, 
many threats. 

Clearly, the Homeland Security ap-
propriations bill is an important piece 
of work to deal with those threats. But 
there is a threat that’s not quite so in-
sidious, and it’s the threat of spending, 
runaway spending in the face of the 
second largest tax increase in Amer-
ican history. 

We need to get serious about this 
threat, this threat to future genera-
tions. We owe it to the American fam-
ily to be responsible stewards of their 
hard-earned tax dollars. 

I am gravely concerned about the dis-
connect between a lot of the high rhet-
oric I hear coming from the other side 
and the harsh reality that we seem to 
face here. The rhetoric we hear from 
the Democratic leadership is about fis-
cal responsibility and oversight and 
transparency and full disclosure. But 
the harsh reality is about none of those 
things. 

I don’t see full disclosure here. I 
don’t see transparency. I am deeply 
concerned about this threat of runaway 
spending. 

Now, I have to say, I fully appreciate 
the hard work done by the Homeland 
Security Appropriations subcommittee 
and the full committee. The chairman 
of the committee, the full committee, 
and the subcommittee, as well as the 
respective ranking members, have done 
a lot of hard work. 

But their work is incomplete. Their 
work is definitely incomplete. It’s the 
responsibility of every Member of this 
body to provide oversight, not just the 
committee’s responsibilities. That is 
our responsibility, and we have to live 
up to it. 

It is clearly a major responsibility as 
we look at these possible earmarks 
that are going to be airdropped into 
this at a later date. The process is 
clearly flawed, and the American peo-
ple clearly deserve better. 

I reflect upon a statement by a very 
famous British statesman, when the 
British Empire was at its height in the 
18th century, and it goes like this: 
‘‘Magnanimity is seldom not the wisest 
course for a statesman, for empire and 
small minds go ill together.’’ 

I would submit to you that magna-
nimity is a very important American 
virtue, and magnanimity is also the re-
sponsibility of the majority, whoever 
happens to be in the majority. 

I ask the majority to live up to its 
responsibilities. 
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Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Before I speak, I 
would like to make one parliamentary 
inquiry. 

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

Mr. WHITFIELD. If I yield time to 
the gentlelady from North Carolina at 
the end of my remarks, and if she made 
a decision that the House do now rise, 
is that permissible? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Kentucky would first have 
to yield back his time in order for a 
motion to be in order for the com-
mittee to rise. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. But I can yield 
time to her for her to speak? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman may yield to her during his 5 
minutes. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to first of all thank the chairman 
of the subcommittee on the Demo-
cratic side and also on the Republican 
side for the hard work that they have 
shown in establishing this appropria-
tion bill for Homeland Security. 

Last night I was reading a poll, and I 
noticed that Congress, as an institu-
tion, has an approval rating of less 
than 30 percent. That certainly is not 
caused by the leadership of the Demo-
cratic Party, because when the Repub-
licans were in control a few months 
ago, Congress had an approval rating of 
less than 30 percent also. 

But I think it reflects the frustration 
of the American people about the insti-
tution of Congress and how Congress 
works. I welcome this debate on the 
earmarks, because I do not view this as 
a delaying tactic, but I think this is an 
issue that is even deeper than ear-
marks and the way that they’re han-
dled by the Appropriations Committee. 

I am speaking specifically of the fact 
that the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee yesterday mentioned 
that there was something like 32,000 
earmark requests, and that there was 
not ample time to get through these 
appropriations bills. Yet every year 
Congress is consumed by the appropria-
tions process, and every year it takes 
more and more time, and every year, 
frequently, we do not even pass all the 
appropriations bills in the House and 
the Senate, and we do continuing reso-
lutions, and then we do omnibus bills. 
The omnibus bills come to the floor, 
and sometimes they are 8 or 9,000 pages 
and Members don’t even know what’s 
in there, and we are voting on those. 

I would remind the Members that 
about 6 years ago we introduced legis-
lation that would ask the House to go 
to a 2-year budget and 2-year appro-
priations process. That bill received 
over 200 votes in support of it, because 
I think all of us recognize that this ap-
propriations process and budget proc-
ess that we now operate under is bro-
ken. It simply does not work. 

One of the frustrations, I will be very 
honest about it, on the earmarks is 

that there is a perception among Mem-
bers who are not on the Appropriations 
Committee that the vast majority of 
earmarks go to the appropriators. 

Yet all of us represent the same num-
ber of people, all of us represent tax-
payers, and all of us are entitled to ear-
marks. 

But it’s an unfair process. 
I know, from discussions that I have 

had with a lot of Members, I know ap-
propriators get upset with authorizers 
and say authorizers are not doing their 
job, and authorizers get upset with ap-
propriators in saying appropriators are 
authorizing on appropriations bills 
when they want to. 

So I think what this institution 
needs to do is go to a 2-year budget 
process, a 2-year appropriations process 
so that one year we can sit here and 
argue about money, but the next year 
we can argue about authorization and 
reforming education and health care 
and some of the substantive problems 
that the American people face instead 
of every year being totally consumed 
by the appropriation process. 

To me, that’s the problem we have 
today. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the 
gentlelady from North Carolina. 

Ms. FOXX. I thank my colleague for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to respond to 
some of the comments that have been 
made on the other side. I share the con-
cern that the gentlelady from New 
York said that this is an embarrass-
ment. She is right. It is an embarrass-
ment that we have to be doing this, but 
it’s an embarrassment to the majority 
party, because there are principles in-
volved here. 

You promised things you are not ful-
filling. That’s why we are bringing 
these issues up, and we’re going to con-
tinue to quote the things that are hap-
pening and remind you that that’s the 
reason. 

CNN.com today: ‘‘Obey says that ear-
marks can still be scrutinized before 
the spending bills go into effect, but 
nonpartisan advocacy groups like Pub-
lic Citizen says it’s not enough.’’ Craig 
Holman, legislative representative for 
Public Citizen: ‘‘It violates the whole 
spirit of the reform itself. We really did 
expect that earmark requests were 
going to be an open book so that all of 
America could sit there and take a 
look at who’s requesting what ear-
marks.’’ 

We’re not saying we are opposed to 
the underlying bill and we’re not doing 
this for delaying tactics. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
WHITFIELD) has expired. 

(On request of Mr. WHITFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, Ms. FOXX was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Chairman, I also 
point out that last year, when we de-
bated this bill, the majority party of-
fered 70 amendments to the bill and 
took over 2 legislative days. We have 

not even been in this for one legislative 
day yet, and we’re getting complaints 
that we are utilizing delaying tactics. 
Let’s not say what we should not be 
doing. 

Last night, also, Mr. OBEY said that 
professionals will look at these ear-
marks. We get complaints all the time 
that the staff runs this place. 

I’m offended by that remark. This is 
a job for the Members of Congress to be 
doing. This is not a job for the staff to 
be doing. I consider we are profes-
sionals at this business, and we don’t 
need to delegate the looking at ear-
marks to staff members. We need to be 
doing that ourselves, and we need to do 
it in this process. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that if 
my colleagues think holding hostage 
the Homeland Security bill, the bill 
that funds and protects our cities, our 
communities, our seaports, our air-
ports from threat of terrorism, if they 
think that holding up that bill is going 
to win back the majority, I would sug-
gest that’s the same type of out-of- 
touch approach that caused them to 
lose their majority in the last Con-
gress. 

One of the reasons they lost that ma-
jority, the American people wanted 
this Congress to put first things first to 
deal with the highest priorities of this 
country. Yet the previous leadership on 
the other side of the aisle, constantly, 
day after day, month after month, got 
us involved in unimportant issues. 

b 1245 

With the new leadership, we’re trying 
to take a new approach. 

What’s happened, to summarize, this 
week, we had the chairman, Mr. PRICE 
of North Carolina, the chairman of the 
Homeland Security Appropriations 
Subcommittee, who put together a bi-
partisan bill that passed without oppo-
sition on a bipartisan basis in the full 
Appropriations Committee. 

Then, the Republican leadership 
comes along and says, uh-oh, we’ve got 
to make a point, and let’s hold the 
Homeland Security Appropriations bill 
hostage. 

If they think that’s what the Amer-
ican people want, I think they’re sadly 
out of touch with the priority of Amer-
icans in wanting, above else, this Con-
gress to work together to defend our 
communities and our families. 

Where are we? Well, we have Repub-
licans that failed to pass 11 of 13 appro-
priations bills in the last Congress, 
they’re now trying to kill appropria-
tion bills in this Congress. 

What do we have? We have the archi-
tects of the largest increase in ear-
marks in congressional history lec-
turing us and the American people 
about earmarks today. And the sad 
thing is, that not only are they holding 
hostage the Homeland Security appro-
priations bill to protect our families 
and communities, I would speak as the 
chairman of the Veterans’ Affairs and 
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Military Construction Appropriations 
Subcommittee in saying that this de-
laying tactic is holding up a bill that 
should be on the floor right now that 
will provide the largest increase in vet-
erans health care spending in our Na-
tion’s history. 

So not only is the Republican leader-
ship in this House holding up homeland 
security, now they are delaying the 
passage of important legislation that 
our veterans and our military troops 
and their families deserve. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I’d like 
to yield the rest of my time to the 
chairman of the Appropriations Sub-
committee, Mr. PRICE. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I 
thank the gentleman for his very help-
ful comments. And I want to pick up 
where Mr. PEARCE left us a few minutes 
ago. I never had a chance to respond to 
his comments about unspent funding. 
So I want to take just a minute, if I 
might, to talk about what the com-
mittee, in fact, has done about grants 
and what kind of funding is available 
for those versus what we’re going to 
appropriate for fiscal 2008. 

We have made some key investments 
in this bill in State and local grants. 
The State grants are a modest increase 
over last year, something like 6 per-
cent. But we’ve made much more sub-
stantial increases in transit and rail 
grants, which I think, on a bipartisan 
basis, Members of this House have said 
is a vulnerability. Certainly they said 
that on the port security matter with 
the Safe Ports Act. We have made some 
increases there. 

Fire grants, have broad bipartisan 
support, as does the SAFER program. 
So in a number of these areas, we have 
gone somewhat above last year’s fund-
ing and above the President’s request. 
But we’ve done that on the basis of 
strong evidence and strong bipartisan 
support that this is needed. 

Now, what about the allegation that 
this money is in the pipeline, that we 
really don’t need to turn to the appro-
priations process for additional fund-
ing? 

The charge was made that there’s $5 
billion unspent in these grant pro-
grams. Well, $4 billion of that is obli-
gated. That leaves $1 billion. Let’s talk 
about the $1 billion. $600 million of the 
$1 billion of unobligated funds are from 
funds awarded to States and localities 
during the last 6 months. The remain-
ing $400 million in so-called unobli-
gated funds are from older grants that 
are actually most likely obligated. 

The Department tells us they’re only 
now bringing older data on-line into 
their grant system, but it’s very, very 
likely that all of that $400 million is 
obligated. 

So forget about $5 billion in unspent 
funds. It isn’t there. We must face up 
to the implications of needing to do 
more in these various grant areas. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, could 
I ask unanimous consent for two addi-
tional minutes? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
WEINER). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield my time to Mr. PRICE. 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Now, if 

the allegation is that the Department 
of Homeland Security has not been 
nimble enough, has not been responsive 
enough in getting the grant funds out 
there, then you certainly won’t get an 
argument from us. Our approach has 
been to work cooperatively with the 
Department to improve performance. 

There are two provisions in par-
ticular in this bill to ensure that Fed-
eral bureaucratic hurdles are lessened 
so that the funds can be used for their 
intended purpose more efficiently. 

As in prior years, the bill mandates 
that within 60 days of enactment, 80 
percent of the State Homeland Secu-
rity grant funds must be passed 
through from States to localities. And, 
as in prior years, the bill mandates a 
schedule for DHS to issue grant guid-
ance and make grant awards, ensuring 
that funding reaches grantees in the 
shortest time possible. 

Now, we need to continue pressing. 
We need to continue working on this. 
But I think, in pressing the Depart-
ment for responsive grant programs, 
we have bipartisan support on that. 
And in putting the money where we 
need to put it to make these additional 
areas safer, we have support on that as 
well. 

All I can say is it would be nice if we 
would get on to discussing the sub-
stance of the bill, as opposed to dealing 
with desultory tactics. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to, 
this has been quite a process since we 
got rolling yesterday afternoon, and I 
know there’s some frustration over not 
moving more quickly. But I do think 
Mr. BOEHNER made the point very 
clearly last night and it needs to be re-
iterated often, that we are simply seek-
ing to have the opportunity to review 
the earmarks as a body while we can 
have some impact on it, rather than to 
have them, as has been said, airdropped 
into a conference report, where con-
ference reports come to the floor and 
you have two options only. You can’t 
amend it. You can either adopt the 
conference report, or you can reject the 
conference report. As we all know, it’s 
very, very rare to reject a conference 
report on an appropriations bill. I only 
remember seeing that happen once 
since I’ve been here. 

And I just think that, in light of all 
the rhetoric, particularly from the 
other side, about the need to have more 
transparency, and then an action is 
taken which completely eliminates the 
progress that had already been made 
relative to transparency and relative 
to accountability, and this whole proc-
ess today really is about are we going 
to have the opportunity to review the 
earmarks in these bills, while we can 
make an impact on it, while we can 
single some out and remove them, 
while we can offer amendments, or are 

we going to simply turn a blind eye, let 
this be dropped into the conference re-
port? Basically, only, you know, main-
ly one person is going to control this 
whole process, and the entire rest of 
the House is shut out from this process. 

That’s why this process is moving so 
slowly, because of this fundamental 
battle. And, you know, it’s seeming 
like every major media outlet in the 
country seems to be on the side of 
transparency and accountability, and 
yet the majority party continues down 
this road of avoiding transparency, 
avoiding accountability. And no good 
reason has yet been offered as to why 
we should take this extraordinary 
move going completely backwards on 
this issue, instead of having this out 
here in the light of day as it was in-
tended, as we all argued for both sides 
should be the case. And that’s what 
we’re seeking to ultimately have pre-
vail before this day is out. 

Mr. Chairman, I’d like to yield the 
balance of my time to our ranking 
member, Mr. ROGERS. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, and I join 
in his frustration. This dispute about 
how the majority party is hiding ear-
marks so that the body cannot inspect 
them, is preventing us from discussing 
the merits of this bill, which, by and 
large, is an excellent bill, except for 
it’s overspending. And I’ll have an 
amendment at the end of the bill to ad-
dress that issue. 

So there’s really two issues we’re 
talking about here; one is the earmark 
mess that we’re in, and secondly, is the 
overspending in the bill. 

The President has threatened to veto 
this bill if it exceeds a 7 percent in-
crease. The bill now contains a 13.6 per-
cent increase in spending. That’s too 
much. We really don’t need that much 
money. We do need, I think, a 7 percent 
increase, which is double inflation. 
That would take care of the needs that 
Homeland Security has. 

And so at the end of the bill, I will be 
offering an amendment to give Mem-
bers a chance to vote to slice 5.7 per-
cent, across the board, off of the spend-
ing in this bill, leaving a 7.2 percent in-
crease that has been requested of us by 
the executives. 

And so, I would hope that Members 
would bear that in mind. At the end of 
the bill, you’re going to have a chance 
to exercise fiscal responsibility. That’s 
what we stand for. Fiscal responsi-
bility. 

So I would urge Members to hold 
their fire until that time. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Would 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I’ll yield. 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Let me 

just ask a question for clarification on 
the amendment that is before us which 
actually has barely been mentioned 
this morning. Is it not true that nei-
ther the McHenry amendment nor the 
Foxx amendment would be, in effect, 
incorporated in your amendment, since 
our expenditures for the item at issue 
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are already below the President’s re-
quest? 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. If the gen-
tleman would yield. 

At the end of the bill, we will have to 
see what amendments have passed, and 
then we will look at that and see 
whether or not that would fit into our 
across the board cut, and if it might be 
modified to that extent. 

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Has the gen-
tleman already spoken twice, on the 
amendment and the second-degree 
amendment? 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Not on this amend-
ment. I spoke on one of the other 
amendments. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today, and I want to indicate how 
important this bill, H.R. 2638, is to the 
entire country as a whole. This bill has 
particular significance for any Amer-
ican concerned about promoting the 
necessary and difficult objective of pro-
tecting our homeland. 

As a member of the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security, 
it has been a pleasure for me to work 
with the chairman and the leadership 
on adding language and enhancing the 
quality of this bill and strengthening 
the general provisions of it. 

As a Member who represents a dis-
trict that goes from both the Texas to 
the Mexico border, I’m distinctly aware 
of challenges that confront law en-
forcement officers charged with up-
holding criminal laws such as the drug 
and human trafficking. In recognition 
of this inherent danger represented to 
the law enforcement officials, also to 
private landowners along the border, 
and elected officials concerned about 
the border issues and statutory re-
quirements imposed on the Department 
of Homeland Security to erect, also, 
the fence barriers that span 370 miles 
along the southwestern borders. I was 
also pleased to dialogue with the chair-
man on these issues and making sure 
that we go about them in the right 
way. 

The first objective that I want to just 
briefly mention and talk briefly about 
is the fact that our border commu-
nities need additional resources. This 
bill begins to provide those resources. 
Our law enforcement on the cities, as 
well as the sheriffs that are unani-
mously in favor of doing what they can 
to protect our borders and to protect 
our communities need help, and they 
need help drastically. This bill begins 
to provide this assistance. 

I wanted to, again, reemphasize the 
fact that this bill is an essential bill 
that allows us to be able to protect this 
country in a way that we should. I 
know the other side has talked about 
the bureaucracy and the fact that we 
haven’t responded appropriately, and I 
agree with them. We haven’t, and 
that’s why we have added some addi-
tional resources. That’s why we also 

had 22 hearings of which I can tell you, 
because I have been here prior to this, 
and we had not had hearings the way 
we’ve had now to hold the agencies ac-
countable. No one knows that better 
than myself. 

I just had a community in Eagle Pass 
that went through a tornado that 
killed seven people, also hit the Mexi-
can side, killing three, and the dif-
ficulty that I had in getting FEMA to 
respond and the administration to re-
spond. So I understand the incom-
petency that exists within this admin-
istration and the fact that we’ve had 
difficulty in getting them to respond to 
our needs. 

But the bottom line is that when 
we’re hit with floods, when we’re hit 
with drought, when we’re hit with tor-
nados and other, we have to be able to 
have the resources necessary for them 
to be able to do that. And so when we 
were hit in Eagle Pass, I remember dis-
tinctly going through there. I also 
went over on the Mexican side, and I 
deliberately went over there also be-
cause I know that they had been hit 
harder. 

b 1300 
And I also went back because I know 

that the Mexicans, especially from the 
state of Coahuila, had come to help us 
during Katrina. They sent their sup-
port there in San Antonio, helping to 
feed some 20,000 that had come to San 
Antonio from Katrina, and I know that 
they had been extremely helpful. 

But we have got to make sure that 
FEMA has the resources and that they 
are also held accountable. I know that 
we are going to continue to have addi-
tional hearings in order to make that 
happen. 

I also want to personally thank our 
leader for helping us with the 
Stonegarden project. 

I would like to yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

And I commend him in turn for his 
work on getting help to the people 
dealing with the burdens of law en-
forcement in these border commu-
nities. That is what Stonegarden is all 
about. And he, together with col-
leagues on the Republican side, advo-
cated very strongly for the 
Stonegarden funding in this bill. 

We also have struck a balance at the 
gentleman’s request. Some very careful 
work was done on what kind of con-
sultation is desirable and necessary 
with affected communities before these 
border barriers are put into place. 

So we make no apologies for holding 
the Department accountable for the 
technology that is utilized and the plan 
that is adopted so as to be as effective 
as possible, to be economical, and also 
to be responsive to these very par-
ticular border communities. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentleman from Texas has expired. 

(On request of Mr. RODRIGUEZ, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. PRICE of North 

Carolina was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. There 
has been, Mr. Chairman, a steady flow 
of town and city officials from Texas in 
particular who have come to Wash-
ington to voice their concerns. We are 
going to visit them in very short order 
now to have a first-hand look before 
this bill goes to conference. 

But the work that we have done on 
this issue, I believe, does strike the de-
sirable balance. We appreciate the 
Members’ input on that because these 
communities are concerned that the 
construction of this barrier not go on 
without some regard for their history 
and their needs. 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I want to thank 
Chairman PRICE. 

I know that you also provided some 
guidance as we went to New Orleans 
and visited New Orleans and got an op-
portunity to see still the devastation 
and the fact that we haven’t done 
enough there, and I want to personally 
thank you for the leadership in that 
area. We not only went there, but you 
also took the committee along the bor-
der to look at the fences that are out 
there, the barriers for cars and those 
things that are important. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to speak on 
Ms. FOXX’s amendment, and I thank 
her for being one that realizes one of 
the threats that we face is a growing 
Federal budget and out-of-control Fed-
eral spending. 

And as we have talked about threats 
this morning as we are debating this 
Homeland Security budget, it is not 
lost on us that this is a $36.3 billion 
budget. It is 13.6 percent more than 
last year and, as our ranking member 
has so wisely stated, 6 percent more 
than was asked for and more money 
than needs to be in that budget. And, 
certainly, it does not make good fiscal 
sense that this would be the type of 
budget document, this would be the 
type of appropriations that would be 
passed for this. 

As we talk about threats, one of my 
colleagues mentioned that we were 
holding hostage the budget and loved 
using that term ‘‘holding hostage.’’ 
Well, Mr. Chairman, I think that prob-
ably the American people who watch 
this debate feel like they are the ones 
that are many times held hostage and 
their paychecks are held hostage by 
the Federal Government. 

The Federal Government has first 
right of refusal on that paycheck. They 
take out what they want before the 
taxpayers and our constituents see 
that paycheck. And, quite frankly, Mr. 
Chairman, I think they are tired of it. 

And they are tired of the type of out- 
of-control spending that they are see-
ing from this new majority. They 
didn’t like the spending that was there 
when we were there. Certainly there 
are many of us that think that we 
spent too much, and certainly many of 
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us worked very hard for the Deficit Re-
duction Act, the 2006 budget, that re-
duced $40 billion of Federal spending. 

Quite frankly, Mr. Chairman, I think 
the American people thought that you 
all were going to do better than that, 
that you were going to cut more than 
we had cut. But that is not what they 
are seeing. 

We have got hundreds of billions of 
dollars more in spending certainly, $105 
billion more in new appropriations, 13 
percent more in this single budget 
alone. It is out of control. Our con-
stituents feel like their paychecks are 
held hostage, and, quite frankly, we 
think information is being held hos-
tage. 

Now, on the security issue and on 
this fence, sometimes those of us who 
are mothers talk about setting up situ-
ations that are going to be win-win sit-
uations for our children. We like to 
create an environment where things 
can succeed. Well, unfortunately, Mr. 
Chairman, when it comes to funding 
the fence, what the liberal leadership 
has done is set up a failure, because 
what you do is underfund the fence. 
Then you come along and $700 million 
of this funding gets pulled into this 
gray bureaucratic red tape area that 
probably you are never going to see 
that fence built. 

Now, we had a vote last year. We had 
283 Members of this body go to a ma-
chine, put in their card, and punch the 
green button for the fence. That was 
the vote that was taken. So that leads 
us to say was that a politically moti-
vated vote? Did they do that because 
they thought they were looking for re-
election? Did they feel like that was 
what their constituents wanted? Be-
cause, certainly, we know one of the 
things we hear from many of our con-
stituents is ‘‘secure the border first.’’ 

But now we have a Homeland Secu-
rity bill and in this $36.3 billion with a 
13.6 percent increase over last year, we 
can’t find the appropriate amount of 
money to fully fund a fence. And that 
is something that the American people 
want to see done. 

Mr. Chairman, the debate that is tak-
ing place here, quite frankly, I think, 
is a very good debate. It is the type of 
debate we ought to have, and we ought 
to do this more often so that people 
can see what are the philosophies of 
the left and what are the philosophies 
of the right. So then they can get an 
understanding for the philosophical dif-
ferences of how we view how to go 
about our jobs, how we view going 
about handling the taxpayers’ money. I 
think this is a good thing for us to 
come here and talk about if we want to 
spend more, if we want to spend 13.6 
percent more, or if we want to return 
to the model of the Deficit Reduction 
Act, the 2006 budget, and reduce $40 bil-
lion worth of spending. 

Mr. HALL of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, before I address the 
Homeland Security Appropriations 

bill, I just wanted to comment that it 
is interesting, some might say enter-
taining, to be given a lesson in fiscal 
responsibility by those Members who 
helped to run up the biggest deficit and 
the biggest balance of trade deficit 
that this country has ever seen. But we 
will let that go. 

For now I would just like to talk 
about, first of all, the fact that there 
are no earmarks in this bill. To talk 
about earmarks on a bill, the Home-
land Security Appropriations bill, 
which has no earmarks is inappropriate 
and just a distraction. 

In terms of first responders, the part 
that I would like to address, it is par-
ticularly important to my district, 
New York’s 19th, which served and con-
tinues to serve New York City. Orange 
County in my district is the farthest 
north that first responders from New 
York are allowed to live. The firemen 
and policemen of New York may live 
only that far north from New York 
City because of needing to be there 
when they are called in a hurry. And as 
a result, we have had many fire and po-
lice who lost their lives on 9/11 and 
many are subsequently suffering from 
respiratory ailments from working on 
the Ground Zero pile. So we know, not 
only from that but from planning for 
other incidents, accidents, attacks that 
we need to be ready for, that first re-
sponders need our help and they need it 
from this bill, and this bill gives it to 
them. 

This bill gives it to them through 
Homeland Security grants, which meet 
the needs of first responders including 
hiring, training, and equipping first re-
sponders. The President proposed 
slashing the grants by 52 percent. In-
stead, our bill restores this cut, pro-
viding $550 million, which is $25 million 
above fiscal year 2007 and $300 million 
above the President’s request for 
Homeland Security grants. 

Local law enforcement terrorism pre-
vention programs, this $375 million 
program plays a key role in assisting 
local law enforcement agents in infor-
mation sharing, target hardening, and 
counter-terrorism planning. The Presi-
dent’s budget eliminates this program. 
Our bill provides $400 million, which is 
$25 million above fiscal year 2007. 

Firefighter assistance grants, the 
President proposed to slash these 
grants by 55 percent. Instead, this bill 
restores the cut, providing $570 million, 
$23 million above fiscal year 2007 and 
$270 million above the President’s re-
quest. And SAFER grants, the Presi-
dent proposed eliminating these Staff-
ing for Adequate Fire and Emergency 
Response, SAFER, $115 million SAFER 
grants. The program was eliminated by 
the President in his proposal. We, in-
stead, provide $230 million, which is 
$115 million above fiscal year 2007. 

So in every instance in which first 
responders need our help, need the Fed-
eral Government’s assistance, to be 
able to respond to fire, police, and 
other security and public safety issues 
and events, we are trying to provide 

them with the resources that they need 
over the President’s objections and 
over his cuts. 

I am proud to support this bill, and I 
submit that I personally don’t have 
any earmarks in it, and I don’t know of 
anybody else who does. So let’s please 
not discuss it in those terms but in 
terms of what makes the American 
people safer. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I have listened very 
carefully to the debate last evening 
and today. And I have heard a number 
of complaints and concerns from our 
friends on the other side of the aisle. 
First let me speak to the process. 

There are a lot of complaints that 
somehow we are spending too much 
time debating this appropriations bill. 
Well, Mr. Chairman, I would point out 
that the last appropriations bill, the 
one that funded our troops in harm’s 
way, this body spent almost 4 months, 
almost 4 months, coming up with that 
appropriations bill. And, Mr. Chair-
man, as I look at the clock, we haven’t 
even debated this one yet for 24 hours. 

Mr. Chairman, we also hear that, 
well, if you care about homeland secu-
rity, you have to pass this bill and you 
have to pass it today. Don’t you care 
about homeland security? Well, Mr. 
Chairman, as an appropriations bill, to 
the best of my knowledge, there is 
nothing in this bill that will go into ef-
fect until October 1. So here we are in 
June and we are being told, no, we 
can’t submit to Democratic procedures 
here. We can’t thoroughly vet and de-
bate this important bill. It has to be 
passed today, even though it doesn’t go 
into effect until October. 

And then, Mr. Chairman, we have 
heard, well, the reason that we don’t 
have our earmarks listed in the bill, 
the reason that there is this secret 
slush fund that someday somehow will 
be unveiled to all is because, well, the 
staff hasn’t had time to vet all of these 
earmarks. 

b 1315 

Well, Mr. Chairman, again, when our 
friends from the other side of the aisle 
took over as the majority and rewrote 
the rules, apparently they didn’t read 
their own rules very well. Members on 
both sides of the aisle became con-
fused. Nobody even knew how to sub-
mit their earmark request. 

So then to turn around and somehow 
point to this side of the aisle when it 
was that side of the aisle, Mr. Chair-
man, that created the problem. I mean, 
it’s like the old proverbial person who 
is being indicted for murder who says, 
Well, please don’t convict me, I know I 
killed my parents, but now I’m an or-
phan. Well, they are the ones who 
caused the problem, Mr. Chairman, so I 
don’t quite understand why they are 
complaining about the process that 
brought us here in the first place. 

As I listen to the debate, Mr. Chair-
man, and I do believe this is an impor-
tant bill, and I believe there is a lot of 
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important work and very important 
provisions in this bill, but I think also 
there seems to be, as I listen closely to 
the debate on the other side of the 
aisle, there seems to be no appreciation 
whatsoever of the role the poor, belea-
guered taxpayer plays in homeland se-
curity, like there is some unlimited 
vault from the workers of America to 
pay for all of this. 

Mr. Chairman, those on the other 
side of the aisle, by refusing to do any-
thing about entitlement spending, have 
put us on a fiscal course to where the 
next generation won’t even have a De-
partment of Homeland Security. Let us 
learn the lessons of history or we will 
be condemned to repeat them. 

One of the reasons that the Soviet 
Union, the evil empire, doesn’t exist 
anymore is because their economy col-
lapsed. They could not keep pace. Their 
workers could not produce what was 
necessary to defend that state. And 
now we are looking at our friends from 
this side of the aisle putting us on a 
fiscal course that would render our 
total inability to provide for a Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. 

Now, I know the easy thing to do is 
kick the can down the road, worry 
about the next election, don’t worry 
about the next generation; but Mr. 
Chairman, I don’t think that is worthy 
of this body. 

Mr. Chairman, ultimately this comes 
down to the role of earmarks and our 
ability to fund this. As my colleague in 
the other body, Senator COBURN of 
Oklahoma, has said, earmarks are the 
gateway drug to spending addiction. 
Now, I know there are many good ear-
marks, there are many worthy ear-
marks; I myself do not request them. 
But for many Members they have be-
come that gateway drug to spending 
addiction, making it more difficult to 
fund our homeland security. Those on 
the other side of the aisle campaigned 
for increased transparency, and all we 
are asking is that Members have the 
ability to strike at these. 

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

I can understand why there would be 
some confusion on the other side about 
why we would need to move these ap-
propriations bills in a timely manner 
because, yes, the fiscal year starts Oc-
tober 1. So what is the urgency, I’m 
hearing. 

I can understand why there is a lack 
of recognition of the urgency because 
in the 12 years, Mr. Chairman, that the 
Republican Party controlled this 
House, they were able to complete all 
the appropriations bills on time ex-
actly zero times. They were unable to 
do it any time in the 12 years they con-
trolled this House. 

So, yes, I understand there is some 
confusion about the process and why it 
is important to get these bills out on 
time. 

If anyone is interested, the last time 
that all the appropriations bills were 
completed on time was 1994, which per-
haps, by coincidence, was the last time 

the Democrats controlled the process 
in this House. So we do understand the 
urgency of getting these bills done on 
time; and we do understand that Octo-
ber 1 is going to be here and we need to 
complete work on these bills. 

Certainly, what has happened in the 
House the last couple of days, and I 
would expect is going to happen over 
the remaining course of the week, and 
perhaps months, does not bode well for 
our ability to do that because we are 
facing a lot of obstruction. I think it 
would be instructive to talk about 
what is actually in this bill rather than 
talk about the procedural gimmickry 
which is going on to prevent us from 
passing this bill. 

The bipartisan Homeland Security 
Appropriations bill provides critical 
funding to improve the Nation’s home-
land security and implement the rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission, 
which have languished for more than 4 
years now. One of the first things we 
did in the first hours of this House was 
to vote to implement the 9/11 Commis-
sion recommendations. This bill moves 
us in that direction; it enables us to do 
that with the funding that is required. 
I don’t think that is something that 
should wait any longer. We have al-
ready waited 4 years from those rec-
ommendations. We have waited almost 
6 years since 9/11 to see this take place. 

This legislation strengthens border 
security. I hear a lot of talk about bor-
der security and immigration. This bill 
provides emergency first responders 
with additional training and equip-
ment, and improves aviation and port 
security, all important aspects of the 9/ 
11 Commission recommendations. 

We talk about immigration reform. 
This bill makes border security the top 
priority by devoting substantial re-
sources to secure our borders not only 
against potential terrorists, but also to 
help stop the growing flood of illegal 
immigrants entering our country each 
and every day, totaling more than 12 
million at this time. 

In this bill, we invest in our Nation’s 
most pressing security needs by hiring 
3,000 additional border security agents. 
That’s what we are talking about, we 
are going to secure the borders. We in-
clude $1 billion for fencing. I think that 
is as important to people on the other 
side of the aisle as it is to people on 
our side of the aisle. I don’t know why 
they’re delaying this; that $1 billion 
goes to fencing infrastructure and 
technology along the U.S.-Mexican bor-
der. 

We commit $2.1 billion to illegal im-
migrant detention and removal. We 
hear about this ‘‘catch and release’’ 
program as part of the immigration de-
bate. This bill stakes a step in solving 
that problem. We are in the process of 
debating that. Let’s get it done. Let’s 
stop all the delaying tactics. Let’s get 
this bill done. 

This bill provides $550 million in 
State homeland security grants which 
are used to hire, train, retain and equip 
emergency first responders. Is there 

anyone in this House who doesn’t think 
that’s an important priority that we 
should make a priority and get this bill 
through the legislative process? 

This bill increases funding for fire-
fighter assistance grants. Unfortu-
nately, the President recommended a 
55 percent reduction. We put that 
money back in because I don’t know 
that we can come up with any more 
important segment of our society than 
our firefighters, the brave men and 
women who put their lives on the line 
every day here at home to keep us safe. 

We improve aviation security by dou-
bling the amount of cargo screening on 
passenger aircraft, another key rec-
ommendation of the 9/11 Commission. 
So these are not things that should be 
delayed. 

We invest in port security by pro-
viding $400 million in grants to im-
prove critical port facilities and infra-
structure. And this Homeland Security 
Appropriations bill includes strong 
oversight measures to ensure careful 
spending of taxpayer dollars. I want 
you all to hear that: It eliminates the 
wasteful, no-bid contracts that have 
led to billions of dollars in losses. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentleman has expired. 

(On request of Mr. CARTER, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. ALTMIRE was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Chairman, what 
this bill does is give our brave men and 
women who respond to emergencies the 
tools and resources they need to pro-
tect our communities. I can think of no 
better way to show the American peo-
ple that we are committed to this. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. CARTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I just wish to correct your mistake in 
your opening statement. 

I have been serving on this com-
mittee for the last 2 years, and the 
House of Representatives has finished 
the appropriations process by the 4th 
of July both terms that I served in 
Congress. So I think the statement 
made as an opening was a mistake. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Reclaiming my time, 
that has not been the case. The House 
has not completed its work. These bills 
were not finished and implemented by 
October 1. 

Mr. CARTER. I beg to differ. These 
bills were passed by the House of Rep-
resentatives, in the last two terms I 
served on this committee, before the 
4th of July. I think you can check with 
the subcommittee chairman, and he 
will agree with me on that. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. The last time they 
were implemented on time was 1994. 

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

Mr. Chairman, in talking today 
about the Homeland Security Appro-
priations measure, I would like to echo 
what the gentleman from Texas was re-
ferring to. In the 2006 and 2005 calendar 
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years, we did finish the appropriations 
measures, all 13 of them, or 10 of them, 
by July 4. We worked diligently. The 
House got through with its work on 
these appropriations bills. 

There is probably no more important 
bill for the security of our homeland 
than this appropriations measure. 
There are some positive aspects in it, 
but the spending in it is mighty high. 

It is my understanding that the 
gentlelady from Tennessee will be of-
fering an amendment that focuses on 
one area that I feel needs additional 
expenditures of money, and that is 
with our secure border, the need for 
fencing, the need for technology there 
that will prevent the flood of illegals 
from coming into this country. 

The focus of this legislation as a pri-
mary topic should be keeping illegal 
aliens out of this country. During the 
past several weeks, I have had more 
calls on that topic than any other 
measure. And I know a number of the 
calls, letters, e-mails and faxes were 
due to the other body’s consideration 
of something called Comprehensive Im-
migration Reform, which was certainly 
a misnomer. It was nothing but am-
nesty, pure and simple, and the over-
whelming majority of communications 
with my office are in opposition to any 
type of amnesty. They want a fence 
erected to keep illegal immigrants out. 

You know, when we talk about ear-
marks, in my view there are some good 
earmarks and there are some bad ear-
marks. I’m sure that I have a perspec-
tive of my district. I like congression-
ally directed funding for items that 
benefit the 5th District of Virginia. 
And I’m sure if you went around the 
country, others would take a similar 
approach. 

Some would have a policy of no ear-
marks at all. And let me say, if I get to 
define earmarks, it would be fine with 
me if we cut out earmarks right across 
the board. But some broad, general 
spending programs, in my view, could 
also be designated as earmarks. And if 
we were to follow the approach of the 
Representative from Texas and Arizona 
of eliminating all earmarks totally, 
there would be, in my view, less Fed-
eral spending. 

There has been a lot of talk about 
transparency and the need for that 
with regard to earmarks. One of the 
things that would get more media at-
tention, more newspaper focus, more 
television looking at the individual, 
congressionally directed spending re-
quests would be if they were talked 
about, debated and voted on in com-
mittee. And then, when they came to 
the floor, those individuals, whether 
they are on the Democratic side of the 
aisle or the Republican side of the 
aisle, they could stand up and focus on 
these individual items and say whether 
they wanted them or whether they 
wanted to introduce amendments to 
strike them and remove them from the 
bill. 

Those who advocate transparency, in 
my view would do well to follow a pol-

icy of putting in earmarks at the com-
mittee level, and then having them de-
bated here on the floor. 

I hope that as the appropriations 
process goes forward with other items 
of legislation beside homeland secu-
rity, that we can follow that rule so 
that we would get much greater atten-
tion and focus and, in my view, trans-
parency on earmarks. 

In closing, I want to reiterate my 
support for the Blackburn amendment 
that will increase funding for the fence 
and for border security, and take it 
from certain other administrative 
areas in the Department of Homeland 
Security. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word, and I would 
like to yield as much time as he may 
consume to the distinguished chairman 
of the subcommittee. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
will consume about 15 seconds just to 
respond to the question that was raised 
about the Republican track record in 
passing appropriations bills. 

The gentleman might want to talk 
about when the Labor-HHS bill was 
passed last year. I think what he will 
find is that not only was it not passed 
by July 1, it was not passed at all. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I understand that there 
is a legitimate debate on the question 
of earmarks. I understand it is a fair 
topic to be debated on the floor of the 
House. I understand, Mr. Chairman, 
that the other side would be defensive 
about this issue in that their abuses of 
the earmark process, and their bull-
dozing to passage of these earmarks re-
sulted in so much excoriation by the 
press, and a lost election and the incar-
ceration of their Members. 

b 1330 

But, Mr. Chairman, there is a time 
and a place for debate on these issues, 
and this bill is not the time or the 
place. This is the Homeland Security 
appropriation, Mr. Chairman. This is 
the last bill that ought to be politi-
cized. 

Mr. Chairman, my congressional dis-
trict lost over 100 people on September 
11. Over 100 people. I went to more fu-
nerals than I thought was possible. My 
district is about 40 miles from where 
the Twin Towers used to stand. When 
my constituents go to New York City 
these days, they can’t see the Twin 
Towers because we had no homeland 
security in 2001. When they go to New 
York City, it is without the people that 
they loved and knew. All they have left 
are the memories. 

Mr. Chairman, what I believe is hap-
pening today is that the Members from 
the other side are dishonoring those 
memories and, in fact, compromising 
our homeland security by using this 
critical bill to keep us safe and sound 
and strong to score political points on 
and to delay on. 

That is simply not acceptable. They 
are putting politics, Mr. Chairman, 

ahead of our homeland security. They 
are putting politics, Mr. Chairman, 
ahead of our national security. They 
are putting politics, Mr. Chairman, 
ahead of the memory of those who lost 
their lives on 9/11. 

Now, I was in Pakistan just some 
time ago with the Appropriations Com-
mittee. I stood on the border between 
Pakistan and Afghanistan and learned 
that the Taliban is getting stronger, al 
Qaeda is resurging, Ansar al Islam is 
getting stronger and Jamah Islamayah 
is getting better. What is the other side 
doing over the past 48 hours? Spending 
8 hours debating cuts to the General 
Counsel’s Office in the Department of 
Homeland Security. 

Al Qaeda and the Taliban are plan-
ning, plotting, and strategizing our de-
mise; and the other side, Mr. Chair-
man, is spending 8 hours debating a cut 
in the costs of the General Counsel’s 
Office in the Department of Homeland 
Security. 

Mr. Chairman, forgive me if I sound 
frustrated. But I don’t know how I can 
go back to my district in New York 
and explain to my constituents who at-
tended funerals that instead of figuring 
out how to strengthen our borders, we 
spent 8 hours debating the General 
Counsel’s Office in the Department of 
Homeland Security; that while our en-
emies are planning to destroy us, the 
other side offered eight separate mo-
tions to rise yesterday; that while our 
enemies are figuring out how to plan 
our demise, the other side is figuring 
out how to delay the response. How can 
I possibly explain that to the families 
that I represent? 

I don’t begrudge the other side their 
right to debate earmarks. But not on 
this bill. This is the wrong bill. It is at 
the wrong time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to return all of 
us to that very dark day. Many of the 
gentlemen and the gentlewomen who 
are spending all of this time consumed 
in a debate over earmarks in a bill that 
has no earmarks, who are consumed on 
procedural motions, held hands on 9/11 
that night on the steps of this building 
and pledged never again. We would 
never let this happen again. We will do 
what must be done. We will bear any 
burden and pay any price in the defense 
of liberty and freedom. 

What has happened in the years since 
then? We are not willing to pay the 
price. We are not willing to bear the 
burden. The only burden is that we are 
going to be here through the weekend 
debating more motions to rise, more 
amendments that are nothing but, in 
my view, political cheap shots. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not the time 
and the place. We need to pass this bill 
to strengthen America, not com-
promise America’s security. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I move to 
strike the last word. 

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

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to bring a little bit of 
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openness to this debate and this proc-
ess. Those of us on the minority side 
are not concerned about the overall 
scope of the Homeland Security bill. 

Chairman PRICE and Ranking Mem-
ber ROGERS, I think, have done an out-
standing job on the substance of the 
bill. But we are very concerned about 
the lack of openness and transparency 
on what are called ‘‘earmarks,’’ be-
cause the majority party campaigned 
specifically for openness and trans-
parency on this particular issue, and 
this is the first appropriation bill, and 
there is no openness and transparency 
on earmarks. 

So I am going to start a precedent at 
least for the Sixth Congressional Dis-
trict, which is the district that I rep-
resent. I am going to put my earmarks 
in the RECORD on this bill. I have two 
of them. 

The first one is for the City of Ar-
lington, Texas. It is a request for $10 
million to replace all of the radio 
equipment and communication equip-
ment for the City of Arlington Police 
Department so they meet the new 
Project 25 interoperability require-
ment. So that is my first earmark. The 
second earmark is also for the City of 
Arlington, Texas. It is a $2 million re-
quest for the Narcotics Task Force. 

Now, my very first congressional ear-
mark, way back in 1985, or maybe 1986, 
was to set up the first anti-drug Nar-
cotics Task Force in Tarrant County. 

I went to Jamie Whiten, who was the 
powerful chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee. I went to that corner 
office right off the floor and on trem-
bling knees asked Mr. Whiten for $1 
million to have the first anti-drug task 
force in Tarrant County, Texas, with 
the main city being Fort Worth in Ar-
lington, Texas, and, lo and behold, I 
got it. So this request for $2 million is 
in a sense a continuation, an expan-
sion. That task force has obviously ex-
panded since the mid-1980s, but this is 
a $2 million request for the Narcotics 
Task Force. 

I have also signed a delegation letter. 
I won’t list every Member who signed 
it, but in Congressman EDWARDS’ dis-
trict down in College Station, Texas, 
Texas A&M is the home of a National 
Emergency Response and Rescue 
Training Center. I have asked, along 
with a number of other Members, for 
an additional $13 million for that na-
tional center. 

Those are all my earmark requests. 
Under the new rules, I have to sign a 
letter, like every other Member, to Mr. 
PRICE and to Mr. ROGERS stating what 
my earmark request is, and then I cer-
tify that neither myself nor my spouse 
has any financial interest in this 
project. 

So I want to put these earmark re-
quests in the record so that at least 
one Member of Congress is being open 
and transparent in the process. 

I want to say something about the 
process. There is absolutely nothing 
wrong with trying to make earmark re-
quests open. But it is disingenuous, to 

say the least, to campaign on openness 
and transparency and then not deliver. 
I happen to think Chairman OBEY is 
doing an outstanding job. It is a tough 
job being chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee. Just ask former 
Chairman LEWIS. But to have one 
Member of Congress responsible for 
vetting every earmark request, and ap-
parently this year the number is 32,000, 
which is an average of about 80 per 
Member, which is an average of about 7 
per appropriations bill, that is an im-
possible task. 

Let’s come up with some system to 
put the earmarks in the bills as they 
come to the floor. Let there be a de-
bate. Some would fall out, some would 
shift around, but the American people 
would know what the process is all 
about. 

Mr. Chairman, I include my earmark 
requests for the RECORD. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 15, 2007. 

Hon. DAVID PRICE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Homeland Security, 
House Committee on Appropriations, Wash-

ington, DC. 
Hon. HAROLD ROGERS, 
Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Homeland 

Security, House Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN PRICE AND RANKING MEM-
BER ROGERS: I am requesting funding for the 
Interoperable Law Enforcement Communica-
tions System in fiscal year 2008. The entity 
to receive funding for this project is the City 
of Arlington, located at 101 W. Abram Street, 
P.O. Box 90231, MS 01–0310, Arlington, TX 
76004. 

The funding would be used for replacing 
the Arlington Police Department’s local 
radio system with new equipment which will 
allow Arlington Police officers to commu-
nicate with other agencies. 

I certify that neither I nor my spouse has 
any financial interest in this project. 

Sincerely, 
JOE BARTON, 

Member of Congress. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 15, 2007. 

Hon. DAVID PRICE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Homeland Security, 

House Committee on Appropriations, Wash-
ington, DC. 

Hon. HAROLD ROGERS, 
Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Homeland 

Security, House Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN PRICE AND RANKING MEM-
BER ROGERS: I am requesting funding for the 
Narcotics Task Force in fiscal year 2008. The 
entity to receive funding for this project is 
the City of Arlington, located at 101 W. 
Abram Street, P.O. Box 90231, MS 01–0310, Ar-
lington, TX 76004. 

The funding would be used to allow the Ar-
lington Police Department to coordinate 
with HIDTA, the DEA, and regional task 
forces to conduct focused interdiction initia-
tives combating drug trafficking in Arling-
ton and the surrounding area. 

I certify that neither I nor my spouse has 
any financial interest in this project. 

Sincerely, 
JOE BARTON, 

Member of Congress. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 16, 2007. 

Hon. DAVID PRICE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Homeland Security, 
House Committee on Appropriations, Wash-

ington, DC. 
Hon. HAROLD ROGERS, 
Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Homeland 

Security, House Committee on Appropria-
tions, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN PRICE AND RANKING MEM-
BER ROGERS: The purpose of this letter is to 
request funding for the following projects in 
the FY’08 Homeland Security Appropriations 
bill under the consideration of your Sub-
committee. I have listed the projects in 
order of greatest priority. 

First priority: City of Arlington. Texas: 
Interoperable Law Enforcement Communica-
tions System $10.0M 

Any federal funding received will be used 
for an Interoperable Law Enforcement Com-
munications System. The proposed project 
would provide the basis for a regional com-
munications system through the acquisition 
of state-of-the-art technology that adheres 
to recently drafted federal specifications for 
interoperability, Project 25. The Project 25 
standard allows agencies to purchase com-
munications equipment from any manufac-
turer and be assured that it is designed to 
achieve interoperability with other Project 
25 compliant systems. It is expected that 
this amount of funding will be required to 
completely replace Arlington’s communica-
tions system with technology that can serve 
as the backbone for a regional Project 25 
compliant system. 

Police and other public safety employees 
rely on an array of wireless voice commu-
nications (mobile radios, portable radios, 
base-stations, cell phones and pagers) to con-
duct day-to-day activities as well as respond 
to major emergencies, catastrophic events 
and disasters, both natural and man-made. 
Traditionally, most law enforcement agen-
cies and jurisdictions have chosen to finance, 
install and maintain their own communica-
tions systems. As a result, the systems are 
purchased from different suppliers/manufac-
turers, operate on different radio frequencies 
and utilize a broad range of underlying tech-
nologies and architectures. The result has 
been inoperability (or inability to commu-
nicate) between jurisdictions. 

Problems caused by lack of interoper-
ability are particularly acute during large 
scale events that necessitate the involve-
ment of personnel from multiple agencies 
and jurisdictions. This is commonly referred 
to as ‘‘mutual aid’’ in the public safety pro-
fession. Mutual aid events can come about 
due to unplanned events such as large-scale 
accidents, natural disaster, civil insurrec-
tion/riot, or major crime event or terrorist 
attack. Mutual aid situations can also be the 
result of major sporting events, political 
conventions or large scale celebrations. Re-
gardless of its source, interoperability is 
critical to an effective response to large 
scale events and mutual aid situations. 

Second priority: City of Arlington, Texas: 
Narcotics Task Force $2.0M 

Any federal funding received will be used 
to fund a comprehensive, cooperative inter-
diction program in Arlington, Texas. Funds 
would be utilized for personal protection 
equipment for officers who find clandestine 
labs, surveillance equipment, drug dogs, spe-
cialized K–9 vehicles and related equipment, 
personnel, training, and other related serv-
ices. 

Narcotic trafficking is a multi-jurisdic-
tional problem requiring a task force ap-
proach to ensure coordination among numer-
ous law enforcement agencies. The Tarrant 
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County Narcotics Intelligence Coordination 
Unit (TCNICU) was formed in 1988 to work 
these complex narcotics cases. Due to a new 
requirement that federally-funded narcotics 
task forces be multi-county as well as multi- 
agency, the TCNICU expanded to include 
Ellis County during 2003. Its name was 
changed to Metro Narcotics Intelligence Co-
ordination Unit (MNICU), and the Depart-
ment of Public Safety (DPS) now has oper-
ational control/oversight of the task force. 

This task force is supported through Byrne 
Funds, funneled through the Governor’s Of-
fice (Criminal Justice Division). These funds 
were depleted in March 2006 and no other 
funding sources have been identified. The 
City’s current agreements with HIDTA and 
DEA cover only overtime expenses. 

Major drug trafficking routes run from 
Mexico through the Metroplex to other 
states. The HIDTA Interdiction programs in-
stituted along Interstate 35 have been very 
successful. Interstate 20, Interstate 30 and 
State Highway 360 are major thoroughfares 
in the heart of the Sixth District for drug 
traffickers transporting their wares to Dal-
las and Fort Worth and beyond. Additional 
funding is requested to create a comprehen-
sive program. 

Thank you for your kind consideration of 
these projects. If you have any questions or 
concerns, please feel free to contact me or 
my Legislative Assistant, Aarti Shah 

Sincerely, 
JOE BARTON, 

Member of Congress. 

MARCH 16, 2007. 
Hon. DAVID PRICE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Homeland Security, 
Committee on Appropriations, House of Rep-

resentatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We are writing to ex-

press our strong support for a $13 million in-
crease over last year’s funding in the FY 2008 
Homeland Security Appropriation Bill for 
the National Emergency Response and Res-
cue Training Center (NERRTC), a lead mem-
ber of the National Domestic Preparedness 
Consortium (NDPC). NERRTC, established in 
1998, is a member of The Texas A&M Univer-
sity System, and is located in College Sta-
tion, Texas. 

The other non-federal members of the 
NDPC include the Counter Terrorism Oper-
ations Support (CTOS) at the Nevada Test 
Site (NTS); Energetic Materials Research 
and Training Center (EMRTC) at the New 
Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology; 
and National Center for Biomedical Research 
and Training (NCBRT) at Louisiana State 
University (LSU). The Consortium coordi-
nates and integrates their training efforts to 
ensure the optimal use of federal funds ap-
propriated for the purpose of providing a fo-
cused, threat responsive, long-term national 
capability for our emergency responders. 

The FY 2007 Appropriations Bill provided 
$22 million for NERRTC, as part of the $88 
million allocation for the four non-federal 
members of the NDPC. Unfortunately, the 
President’s FY 2008 budget proposes a signifi-
cant decrease in funding levels for the Con-
sortium, reducing the total allocation for 
the NDPC to $38 million, to be awarded on a 
competitive basis. The states would be re-
quired to incur training costs to purchase re-
quired training that has historically been 
fully-funded by the Office of Grants and 
Training (G&T) through the Consortium. 
The states have received no impetus to pur-
chase the specialized training, which only 
the Consortium provides. 

Under this new training direction for the 
G&T, responsibility for all three levels of 
WMD/terrorism training (awareness, per-
formance, and planning/management) will 
shift from DHS to local jurisdictions. This 

shift would result in the loss of uniform 
training standards and the certified training 
programs that have been developed. Addi-
tionally, given the proposed changes in FY 
2008 funding for the State Formula Grant 
Program, the new training strategy could 
impact the states’ ability to meet needed 
training requirements. 

We strongly believe that the current train-
ing strategy, which has been successfully im-
plemented by G&T through the Consortium 
for the past nine years, continues to be an ef-
fective tool for our nation. To date, NERRTC 
has trained in every State and U.S. Terri-
tory, reaching more than 7,400 jurisdictions 
and over 204,000 participants. The entire Con-
sortium has trained over 700,000 emergency 
responders through a nationally validated 
curriculum. This model has reached all dis-
ciplines necessary for national preparedness, 
including fire, law enforcement, EMS, haz-
ardous materials, public works, public 
health, emergency managers and senior offi-
cials. The model is effective and provides for 
consistency in standards and curriculum. 

The national demand for NERRTC special-
ized training programs, as well as the spe-
cialized training programs provided by the 
other members of the Consortium, continues 
to grow at a rapid pace. For FY 2008, $35 mil-
lion is requested to increase current support 
to G&T and program delivery, to meet the 
documented national needs and requests 
from states, to expand training deliveries to 
our local and state emergency responders. 

We appreciate your consideration of this 
critical national project and its significant 
contributions to enhancing our homeland se-
curity. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to 
yield to Mr. MCHENRY any time that I 
have remaining. 

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleague from Texas. 

Mr. Chairman, the important part 
here is that we say very clearly to the 
American people that we should know 
where the dollars and cents that our 
Federal taxpayers are funding for their 
government is going. That includes the 
important programs of this govern-
ment. But it very much is important to 
the American people to give scrutiny 
to these pork-barrel projects and ear-
marks contained within these billion- 
dollar bills. The bill before us today is 
$36 billion in spending. I think it is 
worthy and worthwhile that we spend a 
little time giving this legislation scru-
tiny. 

Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this has been a fas-
cinating debate. I have heard, unfortu-
nately, some language that I certainly 
find offensive, that we are dishonoring, 
for example, those who have died in 
this country. I certainly don’t believe 
that is the case. I don’t understand how 
our insistence on making sure that we 
are appropriating the taxpayers’ dol-
lars responsibly dishonors anyone. 

Repeatedly I have heard that in this 
bill there are no earmarks. Again, I 
would reiterate, that is the point. We 
simply don’t know if that is the case. 
The gentleman from Texas just stood 
down here and said he has requests for 
two earmarks in this bill. I don’t know 
how many earmarks will end up at the 

end of the process, and, frankly, none 
of us do, because there is no trans-
parency and we do not have visibility 
into this very, very flawed system for 
Members’ projects for earmarks. 

Mr. Chairman, I know that my dear 
friend and colleague from North Caro-
lina would like the opportunity to talk 
about his amendment and this process 
once again, so I would be happy to 
yield the remainder of my time to the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
MCHENRY). 

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleague from Minnesota. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we need to 
have a serious discussion here on the 
floor today, as we did yesterday. There 
have been some accusations about 
what we did when we were in the ma-
jority. But, look, let’s face it, there is 
a new majority. There is a new regime 
in town. They called for a new direc-
tion. I guess there is a new direction. 
Congress’ approval ratings are the low-
est they have been in decades. 

Nothing has been achieved in this 
Congress. In fact, the Democrats’ agen-
da, the Six for 06, the vaunted Six for 
06 agenda, has been Zero in 06. Zero of 
these bills have been enacted into law. 

So it is wonderful for the Democrats 
to point at the Republicans. But, let’s 
face it, the Democrats are in the ma-
jority, and it is their obligation to gov-
ern, and they have not yet done it. 

They spent 133 days in power, the 
new Democrat majority, and what have 
they done? Well, they had a lot of de-
bate about whether or not to defund 
the troops who are in harm’s way. They 
played politics with the troops. But yet 
they didn’t take any time at all to re-
view the earmarks in this bill. They 
have had 133 days. The chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee has had 133 
days to review these earmarks, but yet 
he will not open it up to public scru-
tiny. 

All we are asking for these earmarks 
and for this Democrat excessive spend-
ing is for it to see the light of day so 
the American people can see what their 
money is going towards. So while they 
play politics with funding the troops, 
they do nothing when it comes to pork- 
barrel spending. They do nothing when 
it comes to earmarks. They do nothing 
to control spending. They do nothing 
to enact their vaunted Six for 06 agen-
da. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the American 
people need to understand what this 
new Democrat majority, this new di-
rection, is all about. It is about poli-
tics. It is about politics. And what we 
are talking about here today, what Re-
publicans and conservatives are saying 
is that we need to have those earmarks 
laid out for public scrutiny so the press 
and Members of this body can actually 
see what the chairman wants to insert 
at the 11th hour in this legislation. We 
want to see what is in that slush fund 
within this bill. We want to see where 
our tax dollars are going. But we also 
want to spend. Beyond that, we want to 
make sure this money is appropriated 
wisely. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:23 Jun 14, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00028 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A13JN7.016 H13JNPT1hm
oo

re
 o

n 
P

R
O

D
P

C
68

 w
ith

 H
M

H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6363 June 13, 2007 
What the ranking member on this 

subcommittee has said is there is too 
much spending. We have got too many 
bureaucrats being thrown into the De-
partment of Homeland Security. This 
money is not being spent wisely. It is 
not being spent in the right ways. We 
are not funding defense like we should. 
We are not funding border security like 
we should. We are not funding intel-
ligence capabilities like we should. Yet 
there is a large increase in spending in 
this appropriations bill. Where is it 
going? Where is it going? 

b 1345 

And where is that money, that slush 
fund, going? I think the American peo-
ple, not just my colleagues in the 
House, not just the committee chair-
men, not just a committee, but all the 
American people deserve to see where 
their money is going. That’s the right 
thing. 

That’s what we’re debating about 
here today and what we were debating 
about last night. And while the Demo-
crats forced us to go into 2:00 a.m. vot-
ing on this House floor, in the middle 
of the night, voting on important mat-
ters of public policy, the Speaker 
sleeps. While we were forced to stay 
here until 2:00 a.m., voting on proce-
dural motions to hold the Democrats 
accountable, the Speaker slept. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

I appreciate my good friend from 
North Carolina. We’ve been out here a 
bunch together. First, he says, well, 
this is politics. This is not politics. 
This is governing, something you on 
the other side know very, very little 
about. 

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman should address his remarks 
to the Chair. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman is correct. 

The Chair would ask the gentleman 
from Ohio to address his remarks to 
the Chair. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, my 
friends on the other side were saying 
that this is about politics, and I would 
like to say that this is not about poli-
tics. This is about governing, Mr. 
Chairman, something the Republicans 
in Congress know very, very little 
about. 

Now, we have heard lectures today 
about spending too much money. $4 
trillion under the Republican watch, 
Mr. Chairman, borrowed from China, 
Japan and OPEC countries with a Re-
publican House, a Republican Senate, a 
Republican President. Mr. Chairman, I 
hope the Republicans will spare us the 
lectures on fiscal responsibility. 

And then, Mr. Chairman, they start 
saying that, well, you’re spending it, 
but you’re not spending it right. You 
can spare us the lectures on spending. 
Need we bring up Katrina, need we 
bring up Iraq, Mr. Chairman? We don’t 
really need lectures from the most bla-
tantly irresponsible spending Congress 
in the history of this illustrious body. 

Now, the Homeland Security Depart-
ment was created by the Republican 
Party, Mr. Chairman. They ran on it. 
They ran campaigns against Max 
Cleland on it. They created it. And so 
now they’re saying that if we actually 
fund it to protect the country, that 
somehow we’re doing something wrong. 
That’s what you do with programs that 
work; you fund them. 

And now more to the point of what I 
think the real substance of this argu-
ment is really all about: The National 
Intelligence Estimate said that the war 
in Iraq has created more terrorists 
around the globe. That means, Mr. 
Chairman, that there are more terror-
ists out there now than there were be-
fore, and they’re all coming to get us 
here in the United States. President 
Bush even says all the time, You know, 
if we don’t fight ’em over there, they’re 
going to come over here and get us. 

So what we’re trying to do in this 
bill is to protect the homeland. We’re 
trying to protect against all those ter-
rorists that have been created in the 
last 5 years, that have joined al Qaeda 
and all of these other groups that now 
want to come over here. We’re trying 
to actually protect the homeland. 

So we want to secure the ports. We 
want to make sure we have the first re-
sponders. You’re impeding progress 
with the shenanigans that have been 
going on here the last 24 hours. 

Mr. MCHENRY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I will not yield. 
The problem with this is that God 

forbid something does happen in this 
country. Every minute that we waste 
here is 1 more minute that the terror-
ists get to attack this country without 
the proper port security, without the 
proper border security. 

So as you delay and you move to rise 
and you move to adjourn— 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman will address his remarks to the 
Chair. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, as 
the Republicans move to rise, as they 
move to adjourn, as they try to fili-
buster, that is just buying time for 
these programs not to get imple-
mented. And God forbid the American 
people, after another attack, come to 
us and say, what were you doing? Why 
didn’t you have the technology on the 
ports? The Republicans are going to 
have to go back home to their district 
and say, we were filibustering this bill. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I will not yield. 
You guys have had the floor for 24 
hours. You could let us say a few 
words. 

The bottom line is this: The new 
Democratic Congress has fulfilled the 
promises that we have made, Mr. 
Chairman. Passed the minimum wage, 
cut student loan interest rates in half, 
security issues. When you look at the 
budgets that we have passed, the larg-
est increase in veterans spending in the 
history of the VA to take care of those 

soldiers who are out there, a $500 to 
$600 increase in the Pell Grant, fully 
funding Head Start, SCHIP, Even 
Start, after-school programs, invest-
ment in alternative energy sources. 

If I was you, I wouldn’t want our bills 
to pass either, because when these pass 
and we take it to the American people, 
Mr. Chairman, our friends on the other 
side are going to wish they would have 
had the level of competence that the 
Democrats have. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I come to the floor because of the in-
spiration of the ranking member of my 
committee, the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, who came and disclosed 
for the body the earmarks that he had 
in the bill. I would like to take this op-
portunity to disclose the earmarks 
that I have in the homeland security 
bill as reported to me by my staff. The 
number is zero. 

But, still, the argument that goes on 
here today is important. We just heard 
a scholarly discussion about the budget 
that was passed by the new majority. 
The reality is, a lot of those fully fund-
ing issues are in what are called ‘‘re-
serve funds.’’ The gentleman men-
tioned specifically SCHIP. We have 
been working on that in my committee 
for months now. I will tell you, the 
funds are not there. The reserve funds 
are sort of like sending a get-well card 
to a Federal program that is going to 
expire on September 30 of this year be-
cause we have not yet done the work to 
extend it. 

Mr. Chairman, I also feel obligated to 
point out that certainly there are 
many times during the last 4 years 
that I have been here, again as just a 
simple country doctor who came to 
Congress, but there have been many 
times that I have been here that I have 
felt that our side was spending too 
much money. However many times I 
felt that way, I cannot escape the feel-
ing that now we are fixing to spend 
that and a great deal more, and that 
does sadden me. 

I think, more to the point, the bill 
that is under discussion today is a bill 
that is extremely important to this 
country, and I think it is a shame that 
a new majority that campaigned on the 
concept of openness and being trans-
parent about the process now has de-
cided that there is value in opacity and 
intends to obscure the process as much 
as they possibly can. 

It is one thing to decide that that is 
the correct way to govern, but don’t 
campaign on that issue. Don’t promise 
what you can’t deliver. If you cannot 
be open about your method of gov-
erning, then please don’t run on that as 
an issue in the future. 

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to 
yield as much time as I have remaining 
to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. MCHENRY. I appreciate my col-
league from Texas for yielding. 

I want to respond to my colleague 
and friend from Ohio. He does a won-
derful job at oratory. His facts are a 
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little off, Mr. Chairman, I must say. He 
forgot in his list of these wonderful 
things the Democrat Congress has 
done, because, let’s face it, it is a nice 
long list of things that they have said 
that they would do. Actually, they 
haven’t implemented many of the 
things that he claims, Mr. Chairman. 
The one thing on his list he forgets, 
though, is the largest tax increase in 
American history. I don’t know why he 
doesn’t brag about that. 

But he actually points out something 
that is very important to realize. The 
Democrats have done part of what 
they’ve said. They campaigned on in-
creasing the size and scope of govern-
ment, Mr. Chairman, and they’ve done 
that. They’re working to do that. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. MCHENRY. In just a second. In 
just a moment. 

Mr. BURGESS. The gentleman from 
Texas controls the time and, no, he 
will not yield. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Will the gen-
tleman from Texas yield? 

Mr. BURGESS. No, I will not. 
Mr. MCHENRY. Let me just say this. 

The largest tax increase in American 
history, that is really the backdrop of 
these spending bills. 

The gentleman points out an inter-
esting quandary, I must say. He says 
that Republicans are delaying the im-
plementation of homeland security 
funding. The Department is funded 
through October 1. Beyond that, if it 
were important for us to put our prior-
ities first, we would start, Mr. Chair-
man, with the Department of Defense, 
for national defense purposes. Instead, 
he’s pulling a political game on us, Mr. 
Chairman, to simply say that we are 
harming national security because 
we’re trying to restrain pork-barrel 
spending within this appropriation. 

He actually points out a very impor-
tant thing the American people need to 
understand. If the Democrats wanted 
to focus on priorities, we would have 
started with homeland security and na-
tional defense on day one. Instead, the 
new Democrat majority played politics 
with our troops in harm’s way in Iraq 
and Afghanistan. They played politics 
with that funding, Mr. Chairman. They 
played politics for 100 days. And 
they’re continuing to play politics with 
the funding for our troops in harm’s 
way, Mr. Chairman. And we should op-
pose that. 

And the American people are react-
ing to that. They don’t want to defund 
our troops in harm’s way. They don’t 
want to do that. 

I would ask my colleague from Texas, 
to, if he would, yield for 15 seconds to 
the gentleman from Ohio for his com-
ment or question, because that is much 
more generous than he did earlier. And 
I would love to respond to what he says 
or claims. 

Mr. BURGESS. In fact, I will be 
happy to yield, but let me just reclaim 
my time for a moment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentleman from Texas has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BURGESS 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. BURGESS. I have no earmark in 
this bill, but had I had an earmark in 
this bill, I would have had to submit 
that the middle of March, 3 months 
ago. 

As the gentleman from North Caro-
lina so correctly points out, this is not 
new information. This information has 
been percolating somewhere within the 
committee for the last 3 months’ time. 

Mr. Chairman, I will be glad to yield 
the remainder of my time to the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman for his courtesy. The reason the 
gentleman from Texas doesn’t have an 
earmark in this bill is because there 
are no earmarks in this bill. 

Mr. BURGESS. Reclaiming my time, 
the ranking member of my committee 
came to the floor and said he had two 
earmarks in the bill. So I submit to 
you that there are earmarks in the bill, 
and we should be discussing that; that 
should be part of the new open and 
transparent Congress. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word, and I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Just to clarify. 
The ranking member submitted ear-
marks. There are no earmarks in the 
bill. That’s a clear difference. 

I ask my friend from North Carolina, 
what do you want to cut out of this 
bill? The Border Patrol? The 3,000 Bor-
der Patrol agents? Do you want to get 
rid of the technology that we’re going 
to have on the ports to scan cargo com-
ing in? Is that what you want to cut? 
Do you want to cut the money that 
we’re giving to our first responders? 

Mr. Chairman, exactly what is it that 
you don’t like about this bill? There 
are no earmarks and we’re funding pro-
grams that are going to protect the 
homeland. 

Now, we understand clearly, Mr. 
Chairman, that our friends on the 
other side have had a difficult time 
governing the country. That doesn’t 
mean they have to impede us from 
doing it. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, the 
Homeland Security Appropriations bill 
addresses not only the threat of ter-
rorist activity, but funding for States 
and communities to confront the 
threat and real consequences of natural 
disasters and emergency situations. 

Hurricane Katrina was one disaster. 
The response of the Federal Govern-
ment to Katrina was another disaster. 
While the world watched, our citizens 
were left to fend for themselves. I live 
in a city that sits at the epicenter of 
the New Madrid fault zone. Histori-
cally, this area has been the site of 
some of the largest earthquakes in 
North America. Scientists believe we 
could be overdue for a large earthquake 
and through research and public aware-
ness may be able to prevent terrible 
losses of life and property. 

Also, Memphis is built on the banks 
of the Mississippi, and as every river 

town knows, we must be vigilant to en-
sure that the river remains our friend. 
And Tennessee is one of the States 
most frequently hit with tornadoes and 
destructive straight-line winds. 

I am pleased to support the Home-
land Security Appropriations bill be-
cause it provides for the needs of our 
citizens to ensure that their govern-
ment will be vigilant in protecting 
them not only from terrorists, imag-
ined and real, but by preparing for 
emergencies and being there in the 
aftermath of disasters. We don’t need 
to just say, there’s been a ‘‘heckuva 
job’’ done, but we need to make sure 
that the job is done. 

Mr. Chairman, we were here until 2 
o’clock this morning because of dila-
tory moves on the other side. We need 
to come together and pass a homeland 
security bill that protects our cities 
and our States from natural disasters 
and protects our country from terror-
ists, imagined and real. This is a bill 
we need to pass for America and make 
America proud of this United States 
Congress. 

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

Mr. Chairman, part of our process in 
this country as a Republic and one rea-
son we broke away from a monarchy 
was because of the fact that Ameri-
cans, by nature, want things in the 
public view. 

b 1400 

Back in the days of the king, the 
king made all of the decisions and he 
made them based on any reason or lack 
of reason the king wished. 

Americans want their government to 
be public. That’s why this House meets 
in public instead of in a back room 
someplace, because when you meet in 
back rooms, things seem to happen 
that are not in the favor or the benefit 
of the public or the American people. 

And in this whole appropriations 
process, the American public is watch-
ing us and we are being asked to appro-
priate billions of dollars for different 
projects, appropriations bills; but yet 
we don’t know where the money is 
going. Now, most Americans probably 
would find that difficult to understand. 
I find that difficult to understand. Why 
you would ever appropriate taxpayer 
money, set it out here in some fund, 
you can call it a slush fund or a sludge 
fund it makes no difference. We don’t 
know where the money is going. We are 
being told trust us, we are the govern-
ment; we will decide later how to spend 
your money. Trust us. 

And how is that decision going to be 
made? It is going to be made really by 
one person and his staff, a good person 
no doubt, but will that decision be 
made upon partisan politics, how these 
false, fake, secret earmarks are going 
to be determined? Will it be based upon 
longevity in the House? Will it be based 
upon where a person happens to live in 
the United States? Will it be based 
upon other factors that are subjective 
as opposed to objective? Who knows. 
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We don’t know because we don’t know, 
first of all, where the money is going 
and how those decisions will be made. 

But we are all asked in this House, 
including those on the other side, to 
write a letter and ask for one earmark, 
and then that letter will be reviewed 
by the staff. And the staff will meet 
with the one Member of Congress and 
the decision will be made whether to 
grant or not grant that earmark. 

It seems to me that one person 
should not have that ability, that au-
thority, that power. It goes back to the 
phrase from Orwell’s ‘‘Animal Farm’’ 
that all animals are equal, but some 
animals are more equal than others. 
And this is probably one of those exam-
ples. 

So why not be open about it? Why 
not be democratic about it and air 
those public earmarks in the public 
sector. Let’s argue and debate them on 
the House floor. Let’s vote them up, 
let’s vote them down, but let the Amer-
ican people see exactly what those ear-
marks are and then they can see where 
we stand and see how we vote as 435 as 
opposed to one person. 

So deals made in back rooms are not 
good deals for the American public. All 
we are asking in this legislative body is 
that we take the taxpayers’ money and 
we tell them up front where that 
money is going to be spent before we 
take it away from the taxpayers and 
say trust us, we are from the Federal 
Government, we are here to help you. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to Judge 
Carter. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

This has been a stimulating debate, 
and I want to thank my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle for joining in 
this debate. Yesterday evening we were 
accused of delaying and taking up all 
of the time, and I think we have equal-
ly shared the time this morning, and I 
am very proud to have the help of the 
Democrats on the other side of the 
aisle in continuing this debate because 
I think it is important that we hear 
from all sides. In fact, that is what this 
is all about. 

We keep talking about us, but I think 
that the Democratic Representatives 
on the other side of the aisle individ-
ually have the same right to see and 
debate these earmarks as the people on 
the Republican side of the aisle. I am 
not arguing this point only for Repub-
licans. I believe that the individual 
Members who are elected by the people 
in their district to make sure they are 
on top of spending have the same right. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is amazing because 
a lot of us sat here last night until 2 in 
the morning and watched the Repub-
lican minority file motion after motion 
for us to rise so we wouldn’t take up a 
Homeland Security bill that has no 
earmarks. 

What they did was slow us down on 
trying to have a bill passed by October 

1, which they have had trouble when 
they were 12 years in the majority. 
That is why we had to live under con-
tinuing resolutions, and continue to 
live under one because of their govern-
ance last year. 

The Homeland Security bill has 300 
new Border Patrol agents. It would be 
nice on October 1 if this bill was signed 
into law so we would have those Border 
Patrol agents on the border, in our air-
ports and in our ports. 

They are delaying the planning for 
the first responders, whether in the 
city of Houston where I come from, or 
the State of Texas where my three col-
leagues who spoke earlier on how bad 
earmarks were, or the bill provides pro-
tection from explosive systems for our 
airports, including Dallas-Fort Worth 
and Houston. 

This is delaying $400 million for port 
security, including the Port of Hous-
ton, the number one foreign-tonnage 
port. We are doing some great things in 
the Port of Houston. It is because we 
put the community together, the busi-
ness community and all government 
agencies, Republican and Democrats. I 
wish we could see that in Washington. 
But we didn’t see that last night. We 
saw delay after delay in not taking up 
this bill. So we are putting it off so 
they can make a point of how bad ear-
marks are. 

But the House Republicans don’t 
want to talk about those issues. They 
want to talk about how they want to 
bring the light of day into earmarks. 
Well, for 12 years they didn’t want the 
light of day in earmarks. They were 
the king. They were the emperor of 
earmarks. I have watched for many 
years what happened over those 12 
years with the earmarks and the ones 
that were shut out in the minority. 

I think what they are concerned 
about is that we may do to them what 
they did to the Democrats for 12 years, 
but that is not our intent. All we want 
is to be able to see them, the public. 

I have requested earmarks, and I am 
proud to say I have received them for 
our district. I don’t mind publicizing 
them. In fact, I will do it in any man-
ner required, instead of airdropping 
them in like they previously did in the 
appropriations bills. 

I think that conversion we saw, 
maybe it started with the November 
election, but we are seeing it now, that 
conversion is almost as amazing as 
Saul’s conversion on the road to Da-
mascus, from Saul being a persecutor 
of Christians to becoming Paul, the 
Lord works in mysterious ways; but I 
don’t think it is so mysterious. I think 
what we are seeing is after 12 years of 
being dictators in this House, now they 
are afraid the same rules are going to 
be used against them. 

For 3 years, I have requested $250,000 
in an earmark for a prenatal machine 
to treat mothers, poor mothers, to be 
able to get a new piece of equipment so 
we can do prenatal planning. $250,000. 
Health and Human Services has 
stripped out Democratic earmarks for 

a number of years. I don’t intend to do 
that. I am not an appropriator, but I 
hope our Appropriations Committee 
doesn’t do that. I am not ashamed to 
say that I asked for that earmark 
again this year for that prenatal ma-
chine. 

Or for $250,000 for a diabetes program 
in Harris County to help what our local 
community is doing. I have asked for 
$250,000 for immunizations. The reason 
we have earmarks is that I don’t want 
to appropriate all that money and send 
to Health and Human Services, and 
say, by the way, I sure would like you 
to help diabetes and immunizations in 
Harris County in Houston, Texas. Or 
maybe help pay for part of a machine 
for prenatal care. 

Mr. Chairman, do I still control the 
time on the floor of the House? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Texas has the time. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. It is my 
understanding that Members cannot 
rise while other Members have the 
floor of the House. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A Member 
may seek to be yielded to. The gen-
tleman from Texas may continue. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, we all have to obey the 
rules, whether Republican or Demo-
crat; and that is what we are trying to 
say. We want to pass the appropria-
tions bills before October 1. In the ma-
jority for 12 years, they couldn’t do it. 
They put in earmarks all over the ap-
propriations process, and yet stripped 
out Democrats. I don’t want us to do 
that, but I do want us to have some 
legislative ability to say we have 
projects in our district that are impor-
tant. If I am willing to say, yes, I want 
them and I will publicize them, then 
why shouldn’t we be able to have an 
elected official make that decision in-
stead of the bureaucracy that may still 
be under the President. But the now 
Republican minority put earmarks in 
even when they were in the majority, 
so that is what this debate is about. 

They don’t want us to pass these bills 
but we need to do it for the American 
people, particularly Homeland Secu-
rity. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I listened to the re-
marks of the gentleman, and I think he 
had some good points to make, but I do 
just want to point out that under the 
Republicans, the Democrat minority 
was allowed to determine which of 
their projects got funded. If Democrat 
projects were stripped out, it wasn’t 
done by the Republicans; it was done 
by the Democrats on the leadership in 
the Appropriations Committee. I think 
this is important to understand. We 
didn’t interfere with what Democrat 
priorities were, as I understand it. You 
got a certain percentage and were able 
to determine your own priorities. 

I would say to the gentleman who 
just spoke, I think he may be blaming 
us for something that we didn’t do. 

Now, I am not here to lead a crusade 
against earmarks. The Constitution 
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clearly specifies that the legislative 
branch is in control of spending for the 
government. We are entitled to set our 
priorities, and we would not be doing 
our jobs as Representatives if we did 
not indeed set those priorities. 

I do want to note with some of the 
things that have been said, in the final 
year of Republican control of the 
United States Congress, we cut non-
defense discretionary spending for the 
first time in 19 years. The hardest 
thing we ever have done in Congress, 
you or we have done, is to cut spend-
ing. It is very, very difficult. 

Having said that, last year we actu-
ally accomplished it, and nobody knew 
it so I am going to say it here again 
today: the first time in 19 years, 
through the leadership of JERRY LEWIS 
and the Appropriations Committee, we 
cut nondefense discretionary spending, 
the first time in 19 years. 

We did not cut mandatory spending, 
but we worked hard to slow the growth 
curve, and we did that. Mandatory 
spending, by the way, is where two- 
thirds of all spending actually occurs. 
And for the first time in 9 years, we 
slowed the growth of mandatory spend-
ing. Those are two huge accomplish-
ments. I hope that the Democrat ma-
jority in the time they have will be 
able to show a similar accomplish-
ment. I am not encouraged so far by 
what I see. I think with all of their 
rhetoric about openness and trans-
parency and curbing earmarks, it bodes 
very ill, despite that rhetoric, in trying 
to tar and feather the Republicans with 
these slanderous statements that they 
have, indeed, overturned their own 
process and they are going to airdrop 
in the earmarks in the conference com-
mittee. 

Yes, it has been asserted there are no 
earmarks in this Homeland Security 
bill. That is right, but there will be, 
and they will be in this bill in the con-
ference report where all we can do is 
vote ‘‘yes’’ or ‘‘no,’’ no chance to 
amend or affect the process. That goes 
completely against what the majority 
party asserted would be their policy. 
And we have to keep calling attention 
to this to have the world understand 
what is going on here. This is funda-
mental to the consideration of all the 
other appropriations bills. We have to 
get this process established. 

They ran their campaigns last No-
vember on the idea that the earmarks 
are going to be open and accountable, 
and the first thing they did was to go 
way back in time and do something 
where they are completely shielded 
from public view until the last minute 
when they get dropped in. That is 
wrong. We will not accept that, and we 
will not go easily into that good night 
until and unless you reform that pol-
icy. It is completely unacceptable to 
campaign about openness and trans-
parency for earmarks, and then to go 
in exactly the opposite direction, have 
no openness and no transparency and 
no accountability. 

b 1415 
That is very, very wrong, and I hope 

that people will clearly see that. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield any remaining 

time that I have to Mr. MCHENRY, if he 
would care to offer any additional in-
sights. 

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleague from California, to 
reiterate my earlier point, which is, we 
need to lay clear these earmarks. We 
need to know what they are in the leg-
islation so that the American people 
can judge for themselves the worthi-
ness of the programs and the money al-
located for them. 

Now, we just want a clear, open, 
transparent process which is what the 
new majority, what the new Speaker 
campaigned upon. 

Now, we had this long debate last 
night after 10 o’clock. We went on for 
hours and hours and hours about this 
process until after 2 in the morning. 
Now, I understand the Speaker went 
home to sleep and the rest of us sat 
here and debated, but that’s a whole 
other issue. If the Speaker had been 
here, Mr. Chairman, they would know 
that this is an important debate for the 
American people to hear. 

Ms. GIFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it’s important 
to really focus on the substance of this 
bill, and I rise today in strong support 
of this Homeland Security bill. 

I represent southern Arizona. My dis-
trict, the 8th Congressional District, 
shares 120 miles with the country of 
Mexico. We are facing a security and 
immigration crisis in my district and 
across the Nation. The flood of illegal 
immigrants and drug trafficking con-
tinues to place an undue burden on not 
just our health care system but our 
schools, our first responders and on our 
local law enforcement. 

Currently, the Tucson sector is the 
most porous section along the U.S.- 
Mexico border. On average, every day 
the Border Patrol apprehends about 
2,000 illegal immigrants and approxi-
mately 2,500 pounds of drugs. While 
most illegal immigrants are coming 
here for economic opportunities and 
don’t want to do harm to anyone, prob-
ably about 10 percent are involved in 
criminal activities. 

Nationally, the Border Patrol arrests 
1 million illegal immigrants annually 
and seizes over 1 million pounds of 
marijuana and 15 to 20 tons of cocaine. 

Smugglers’ methods, routes and 
modes of transportation are potential 
vulnerabilities that can be exploited by 
terrorists attempting to do the Amer-
ican people harm. 

Border security must be strength-
ened, and all of the options for accom-
plishing this must be on the table. Suc-
cess requires a multifaceted approach. 
We need to build fences, we need to de-
ploy sensors, we need to utilize the lat-
est technologies, such as UAVs, and 
take advantage of advanced technology 
in terms of detection. 

I’m pleased that this legislation 
makes border security a priority and 

provides the funding that we badly 
need along the U.S.-Mexico border. The 
improved border security that this bill 
will fund is a crucial component in 
passing comprehensive immigration re-
form that is tough, practical and effec-
tive. I hope to work with my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle to pass legis-
lation later that includes components 
of border security, along with com-
prehensive immigration reform. 

Now, the bill that we are discussing 
today provides $8.8 billion for the Cus-
toms and Border Protection agency, 
which is $50 million above the Presi-
dent’s request, and $647 million, nearly 
8 percent, above fiscal year 2007. It pro-
vides funding for 3,000 additional Bor-
der Patrol agents, and this will bring 
the total number of Border Patrol 
agents up to 17,819 by the end of fiscal 
year 2008. 

This bill also funds the SBI, the Se-
cure Border Initiative. This is going to 
be rolling out in Sasabe in southern 
Arizona, and it funds this initiative at 
the President’s requested level of $1 
billion. It requires the Department of 
Homeland Security to justify how it 
plans to use these funds to achieve 
operational control of our borders. 

So I urge my colleagues to pass and 
I urge the President to sign this very 
important legislation. Our border com-
munities urgently need this funding to 
stem violence and lawlessness and pre-
vent terrorism that could possibly im-
pact the United States along the south-
ern border. 

I urge the Members on both sides of 
the aisle to move forward on this legis-
lation. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

This debate that began yesterday and 
continues today is really about two 
things. One thing we’ve heard a lot 
about here recently in the last few 
speeches that people have given is 
whether or not the majority party 
wants to have earmark spending that 
is secret and that is not subject to indi-
vidual vote. We believe that such 
spending ought not to be secret and 
ought to be subject to an individual 
vote. That’s one thing. 

But there is another thing, and that 
is that this bill simply spends too 
much. This bill has an increase in it, 
and I know the gentleman from North 
Carolina and I had a discussion on this 
yesterday. Let’s just talk about the 
nonemergency spending. 

This bill increases spending from 
year to year by 13.6 percent. Again, 
that is a lot. It is a lot more than infla-
tion, which has been running under 3 
percent. It is a lot more than most peo-
ple see as an increase in their salaries. 
Why, in fact, if someone out there lis-
tening, Mr. Chairman, makes $15 an 
hour, if they were to get a similar in-
crease this year, they would make over 
$17 an hour next year. I mean, most 
people out there making $15 an hour 
would love an increase to $17 an hour, 
but they’re probably not going to get a 
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$2 increase, but yet this bill proposes 
to expand the spending by 13.6 percent. 

Now, people on the other side of the 
aisle, Democrats that continually criti-
cize our amendments and the things 
we’re talking about by saying that we 
are cutting spending, the two amend-
ments before us right now and the pre-
vious amendments we voted on last 
night and most of the amendments, if 
not all, that we’re going to see later, 
are not cutting anything. They are 
slowing the growth. If you get $1 a 
month and somebody gives you $2 a 
month, that’s an increase; it’s not a 
cut. But they keep saying cut on the 
other side of the aisle so much that I 
believe perhaps a little visual assist-
ance is required. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I just want to 
make this very, very clear. One equals 
one. If you are getting $1 and you still 
get $1, that is not a cut. That’s the 
same amount of money that you had 
before. Two is actually more than one. 
So that if you were getting $1 and now 
you get $2, that also is not a cut, even 
if you wanted $3. Because what Mem-
bers on the Democratic side of the aisle 
continue to say is, oh, we’re getting 
one, we want three, you’re only going 
to give us two and so, therefore, it’s a 
cut. No, it is not. One equals one, two 
is more than one, regardless of what 
you want. 

Mr. ROGERS will propose an amend-
ment later that has already been de-
scribed by the other side as a massive 
cut, except it will leave a 7 percent in-
crease, I believe, roughly, in spending 
in this bill. A 7 percent increase from 
year to year is not a cut. 

The amendment that is before us 
right now, Mr. MCHENRY’s amendment, 
proposes to spend less money than the 
bill before us on the Secretary’s bu-
reaucratic operation, but it actually 
allows the Secretary’s bureaucrats to 
spend more than they spent last year. 
That, again, is not a cut. 

So, Mr. Chairman, let us make it 
clear here that Republicans are not 
proposing to cut this bill. We are not 
proposing to cut spending in the De-
partment of Homeland Security. We 
are proposing to increase it at a rate 
which is sustainable because if you 
continue to increase things at 13.6 per-
cent a year, then that requires that ev-
eryone out there who’s making that $15 
an hour get a raise to $17 and give it all 
to the government in order to keep 
paying for this sort of increase. Amer-
ican taxpayers cannot afford that kind 
of increase after increase after in-
crease. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree we should be 
debating substantively whether or not 
we have reached perfection in the 
amount of resources we have put to 
homeland security, and if Members on 
the other side think that no additional 
funding for homeland security is nec-
essary, no additional border guards, no 
additional funding for immigration, 
that’s their right. 

If they have so little confidence in 
Secretary Chertoff and the other ap-
pointees of the Bush administration to 
decide what they need to administer 
their responsibilities, that’s their 
right. In the Senate, they call it ‘‘a 
vote of no confidence’’ formally. Here 
the vote of no confidence in Secretary 
Chertoff will be the constantly re-
peated phrase, ‘‘those bureaucrats,’’ 
and apparently Members do not have 
any confidence in the appointees of the 
Bush administration. That’s their 
right. 

What they don’t have a right to do, it 
seems to me, is to totally forget his-
tory. Now, we are told, and I guess I 
should express my admiration for so 
many Republicans who are fighting for 
the rights of others. In our society, 
people fight for their own rights, but 
we genuinely honor people who fight 
for the rights of others, people who are 
not themselves victims, but fight to 
protect others who have been victim-
ized. 

Well, a number of the Republicans 
are in that category. They are fighting 
very hard for the right to vote against 
earmarks. What’s interesting is that 
many of the Republicans who over 
these past couple of days have been 
fighting for the right to vote against 
earmarks always vote for earmarks, 
and I don’t just mean in overall bills. 

The gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
FLAKE) took the floor and acknowl-
edged that he had offered 39 amend-
ments in the last Congress to cut out 
earmarks and he lost 39 times. The 
overwhelming majority of Republicans 
voted 39 times against the gentleman 
from Arizona. So we have Republicans 
yesterday, and I will have the RECORD 
and we’ll have the rollcall, we will have 
people who said you must give me the 
right to vote against these earmarks 
who then never voted against a single 
earmark. And that is admirable. 

It is admirable when you, yourself, 
have no intention of voting against 
earmarks when, in fact, you are 39 for 
39 in voting to keep earmarks in the 
bill. And by the way, one might think 
the gentleman from Arizona is irra-
tional. I do not. I voted with him on a 
number of occasions, not the majority, 
but I voted with him on some. 

The gentleman from Arizona is a 
careful Member. He selected the most, 
to him, outrageous earmarks, and we 
have Republicans who voted for all 39 
outrageous earmarks, according to the 
gentleman from Arizona. The great 
majority of the Republican Party voted 
overwhelmingly to reject the earmarks 
that, of course, their appropriations 
colleagues had put in the bill. 

So, Mr. Chairman, is that not admi-
rable, Members who got up here and 
said, How dare you not let us vote 
against earmarks, when they them-
selves had no intention of doing that? 
This is the vegetarians rushing forward 
to defend the slaughter of beef cattle. 
This is atheists insisting that people be 
given a religious day of worship. 

This is a very, very impressive dis-
play of concern for the others. These 

are people who themselves apparently 
intend to vote for every earmark that 
comes down the pike. They never met 
an earmark they didn’t like, because if 
the gentleman from Arizona has done 
all of his careful research, and he’s pre-
sented 39 earmarks that he thinks are 
particularly egregious and Members 
have voted against him on every one 
and have voted to keep all 39 earmarks, 
they’ve never met an earmark they 
didn’t like. 

So their insistence on delaying this 
bill and repeating arguments. I must 
say I was here all night last night. I 
walked in and I don’t object to dilatory 
tactics. I object to excruciatingly bor-
ing dilatory tactics. I must say, Mr. 
Chairman, the Members on the other 
side are the least imaginative filibus-
terers I’ve ever seen. They just repeat 
themselves and repeat themselves, and 
stuff that was uninteresting and flat in 
the first place does not improve with 
age. 

But whatever their tactics, under-
stand they are employing them on be-
half of the right of the others to vote 
against earmarks because it is clear 
that the overwhelming majority of Re-
publicans have no intention of voting 
against earmarks, at least not based on 
the record. They not only voted for 
bills with earmarks, the gentlewoman 
from North Carolina acknowledged 
that earmarks had increased from 1,500 
to 15,000 under Republicans, but then, 
of the 15,000 earmarks, when one of our 
most diligent Members, the gentleman 
from Arizona, proposes to kill 39 of the 
earmarks, the overwhelming majority 
of Republicans voted against him 39 
times. 

So, for that dedication to preserving 
a right that they themselves have no 
interest in exercising, I give them cred-
it, for very little else, Mr. Chairman. 

b 1430 

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the folks on our side, 
we certainly care about the security of 
the United States, we care about the 
security of the homeland, but we also 
care about how the tax dollars of 
American families are spent. 

The previous speaker talked about 
the right to vote on earmarks and how 
some of those people are going to vote 
for these earmarks. But it’s not just 
about the right to vote on earmarks. 
It’s about the right of American fami-
lies and American citizens to see what 
those earmarks are that their elected 
officials may vote for or against. 

I guess I look at this in this light, to 
paraphrase the line from the movie, 
‘‘show me the earmarks.’’ Show me the 
earmarks. Because when you see the 
earmarks, then you are going to see 
where the money is going. That’s what 
the American people want to know. We 
have talked about the term trans-
parency a lot in this debate, because 
the reason it’s so important is the lack 
of transparency inevitably leads to 
more spending. 
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That’s just the way it works. We 

have got to know what’s going on. If we 
don’t, more spending is going to occur. 
If you don’t take my word for it, look 
at the numbers. This bill increases 
spending 13.6 percent. It’s spending 
that always drives. Spending is the 
problem. We hear the term, the old cli-
che with politicians, tax-and-spend 
politicians. It’s really the opposite. It’s 
really the opposite. It’s spend-and-tax 
politicians. Spending drives the equa-
tion. 

If you think about this, the spending 
contained in this bill, in the budget we 
passed that was passed a few weeks 
back, that spending inevitably will 
lead to higher taxes. Every single good 
tax cut that has been put in place over 
the last 6 years, under the Democrat 
spending plan, is going to go up, money 
that would be in the pockets of fami-
lies to spend on their kids, their goals, 
their dreams, things that their kids 
care about, things that their family 
cares about, their business to reinvest 
it there. All those things that they 
would like to spend their money on, 
those taxes will go up, take money 
from the hardworking family of this 
country and give it to government. 
That’s what we are talking about. 

That’s why we are talking about 
some of these issues. We want you to 
show me the earmarks, show us what’s 
there so we can see where ultimately 
the spending will go and the American 
people, more importantly, can ulti-
mately see that. 

I am reminded of a debate that I had 
back in my days of the State House. 
There was a tax increase that was mov-
ing through our assembly, I was op-
posed to it, and I remember a reporter 
coming up to me and saying Jordan, 
you are so opposed to this tax increase, 
you think it’s so bad for families and 
taxpayers across the State of Ohio, he 
said. But where’s the outcry? Where 
are those families storming the State 
House to talk about this huge tax in-
crease that you are fighting against? 

I said, you know, they’re too busy 
working to pay those taxes to storm 
the State House. That’s the truth. We 
have got to remember the families out 
there who have been working hard, 
making their businesses succeed, mak-
ing their families reach their goals and 
dreams they’ve set. We have got to re-
member those as we go through this 
debate. 

I would be happy to yield to my col-
league from North Carolina who is, I 
know, the sponsor of the second 
amendment. 

Mr. MCHENRY. I thank my friend 
and colleague from Ohio. This is about 
whether or not to restrain the growth 
of government. This is about ensuring 
the integrity of taxpayer money in this 
process. It’s about ensuring that we 
know where our taxpayer dollars are 
going and that there is public scrutiny 
to that, not just scrutiny from a nar-
row few in this body. 

But while the Speaker slept last 
night, we were working on the floor to 

bring this issue to the American peo-
ple. While the Speaker slept, we made 
the case to the American people that 
this is an important debate to restrain 
the growth of government, even within 
the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity’s bureaucracy. 

We want to make sure the taxpayer 
dollar is spent wisely, efficiently, and 
effectively. This is a healthy debate, 
because we on this side of the aisle 
want to restrain the growth of govern-
ment while those on the other side 
want to grow and grow and grow the 
government in all the bureaucracy, es-
pecially here in Washington D.C. 

It’s very important. It’s very impor-
tant for us to engage in this dialogue 
and debate, for the American people to 
have scrutiny over this process and 
through this process. While the Speak-
er slept last night, we worked till 2 in 
the morning, till past 2 in the morning, 
to make sure the American people 
knew what this new majority, what 
this new direction was all about. 

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. I thank the 
gentleman from North Carolina for his 
work. 

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

Mr. Chairman, in deference to the 
comments of the last speaker, I think 
the American people know what’s 
going on here. They know that almost 
6 years after 9/11 and over 5 of those 
years during the time that they con-
trolled this Congress, they couldn’t do 
what we have been able to do with this 
funding for Homeland Security. They 
couldn’t do it, or they wouldn’t do it. 

But either way, Homeland Security 
funding is vitally important. 

Why? It’s important because it sends 
a strong, clear message to all the em-
ployees of the Department of Homeland 
Security, including Customs and Bor-
der Protection officers, that serve us, 
serve us well, valiantly around the 
clock, that we think their work is im-
portant. 

Last summer, in August, we had a se-
ries of hearings. I went to, I think, five 
or six of those hearings where a num-
ber of my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle were present as well. 

They talked about doing everything 
that was possible to secure our coun-
try’s borders. They talked about sup-
porting the Customs and Border Pro-
tection officers. They talked about pro-
viding them the tools and the weapons 
and the technology, all the kinds of 
things that sounded really good. 

Yesterday and today, they’re singing 
a different tune. They’re talking about 
stalling. Every minute that we talk 
about silly things, we aren’t talking 
about serious problems, that demand 
serious efforts, serious problems that 
demand serious solutions. 

At the very minimum, serious prob-
lems that demand serious debate. We 
don’t need Members citing ‘‘Animal 
Farm,’’ which, that’s all well and good 
to make a point, but the American peo-
ple know that instead of an animal 
farm, this is a body of a ship of fools 
here. 

We don’t need cute and silly things 
like one is one and two is more than 
one, because it insults the very people 
that they profess to support, the em-
ployees of the Department of Homeland 
Security, DHS. By the way, every 
minute that we take doing these kinds 
of silly things here, professing to want 
to debate seriously, we also take time 
away from the largest increase ever for 
veterans funding, which is the next bill 
that’s waiting to be taken up here on 
the floor of the House. 

Again, 5 years after 9/11, they 
couldn’t do it, they wouldn’t do it. Now 
they’ve decided that they’re not going 
to let us follow through on the hollow 
promises that they had made for 51⁄2 
years after 9/11. 

These are serious issues that we have 
an obligation seriously to solve, an ob-
ligation that we owe, not just the 
American people, but the employees of 
the Department of Homeland Security. 

I spent 261⁄2 years serving this Nation 
proudly on the border. I know the in-
tegrity. I know the hard work. I know 
the dedication that the employees of 
the Department of Homeland Security 
give each and every day. 

They are, or they should be, re-
spected and are not being respected by 
the kind of silly debate that has been 
going on here from Members of the 
other side of the aisle. I think they de-
serve better, I think our country de-
serves better, I think we all deserve 
better when we reflect that this is the 
people’s House. We deserve better than 
that kind of silly debate. 

I believe that it’s important that we 
return to a process, the regular order 
of continuing to debate this funding for 
a very important agency 6 years after 
9/11. 

Let’s get to the business that we 
were sent here to do. People put their 
faith and trust in us. Let’s not betray 
that faith and trust. Let’s do our job. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make, 
essentially, two points. First, my 
friends in the minority lack credibility 
on the issue they have raised last night 
and today; and, second, this bill is far 
too important to be stalled, delayed, 
put off by blatantly partisan tactics. 

On the first point, why does the mi-
nority party lack credibility on this 
issue? Well, one of the two parties dur-
ing the last 6 years took the largest 
surpluses, I think we have had in his-
tory, and managed to turn those sur-
pluses into deficits, a multitrillion dol-
lar turnaround that was accomplished 
in a record short time. That party was 
the party of my friends in the GOP. 
That’s the same party today that is ar-
guing for fiscal responsibility. 

One of the two parties presided over 
the greatest growth and expansion and 
acceleration and abuse of the ear-
marking process in history, brought 
that process to a point where it ac-
counted for more earmarks and more 
dollars than ever before. That party 
was also the GOP. 
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One of the parties in this House pre-

sided over a period that resulted in 
more indictments of Members, more in-
vestigations of Members, more appear-
ance of impropriety than any time 
since ABSCAM or Watergate. That 
party was the Republican Party. 

That same party that abused the ear-
mark process, that had no earmark 
transparency is now objecting to what? 
It is now objecting to an earmark proc-
ess that is better, that is more trans-
parent than it has ever been. That 
party is objecting to the work of the 
majority which eliminated all ear-
marks in last year’s bill. 

So here you have a party that has 
demonstrated over the last 5 or 6 years 
utter fiscal irresponsibility, a lack of 
willingness to reform the earmark 
process, now complaining that, okay, 
the Democrats are reforming the proc-
ess, they are making it more trans-
parent, but we are complaining because 
we think they should take it much far-
ther. 

Well, I think the last 6 years dem-
onstrated a lack of credibility, a seri-
ous lack of credibility among my 
friends in the minority party. 

Why is this bill so important? Why is 
this bill essential to move forward, and 
why are these partisan stalling tactics 
so questionable? 

This is the bill that provides the re-
sources to defend our country. I am 
just going to focus on one because 
there are numerable areas of this bill 
that are so vital. But if you go back 5 
or 6 years ago when President Bush and 
Senator KERRY had their debate, they 
were asked what is the number one se-
curity threat facing this country. 
Their answer surprisingly was the 
same, nuclear terrorism, the idea that 
al Qaeda could get nuclear material 
and bring it into this country. 

Well, there are only so many things 
that prevent al Qaeda from doing that. 
It’s not their lack of motivation or 
will. Osama bin Laden has already 
talked about wanting an American Hir-
oshima. The obstacles are getting the 
materiel, fashioning the bomb, and get-
ting it into the country. Getting the 
materiel, unfortunately, is not very 
difficult, given the plentiful amounts 
of highly enriched uranium in the 
former Soviet Union. 

Building a bomb is not that difficult 
because the technology is now decades 
old. Getting into the country, unfortu-
nately, is not very difficult. That’s 
something this bill seeks to address by 
deploying radiation-detector portal 
technologies; and more than just de-
ploying them, as essential as that is, 
doing the analysis to find out which of 
the portal technologies will be most ef-
fective in keeping a nuclear or radio-
logical weapon out of the country. 
These are the kinds of investments 
that are being delayed, stalled, run 
down by a party that has run our Na-
tion’s finances into the ground in the 
last 6 years, that is complaining about 
an earmark process better than any-
thing they proposed. 

We need to move this bill forward. 
My friends in the minority don’t have 
the credibility on this issue. They may 
have had it at some point, but they 
lost it in the last 6 years. This is not 
the way to retrieve it. 

We need to move this bill forward. 
Now is the time to do it. We need to 
implement these reforms to improve 
our safeguards against nuclear mate-
rial getting into this country. We need 
to ensure that our cargo is protected. 

We need to ensure that any number 
of investments that are made in inter-
operable communications equipment 
and our firefighters and our police offi-
cers are made, and they are made now. 

I urge this bill move forward. I urge 
the delay come to an end. 

b 1445 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the last word. 
I want to talk about what my friend 

from California just mentioned. And I 
want to just simply say that I think 
that the gentleman from California is 
truly a gentleman, and I enjoy the 
time we’ve spent together. But there 
are just a few things I think need to be 
corrected. 

Number one, the gentleman men-
tioned that over the last 6 years, the 
Republicans, when they were in charge, 
squandered the opportunity, lost the 
credibility. Well, guess what? It’s only 
taken 6 months for this majority, 
maybe 6 years for the former majority; 
6 months, and this majority has turned 
their back on earmark reforms. Six 
months into the new majority, and this 
majority has turned this thing upside 
down. 

What do I mean when I say that, Mr. 
Chairman? 

Let me just quote our current Speak-
er, on December 14, 2006, ‘‘We will bring 
transparency and openness to the budg-
et process and to the use of earmarks, 
and we will give the American people 
the leadership they deserve.’’ 

What happened? 
Well, a number of things happened. 

Under the Republican majority, ear-
marks got out of control. Under the 
Republican majority, waste occurred. 
Let me be the first one to say that. 

So what happened? 
In the last session, Republicans 

changed the rules. We said, if you’re 
going to have an earmark, a pork-bar-
rel project, Number one, we’ve got to 
see it. It’s got to be in the bill. A Mem-
ber has to have their name attached to 
it, so they have to defend it. 

But most importantly, the American 
people need to see this, and it needs to 
be in the bill as it comes to the House 
floor, as it goes to the Senate Chamber, 
so that the American people have time 
to look at it, so that transparency and 
sunlight can bring accountability to 
the process, and so that we, as the peo-
ple’s Representatives, each and every 
one of us, representing 670,459 people, 
can have judgment, can vote on it. 
That’s transparency. That’s account-
ability. It happened late in our major-
ity, but it happened. 

What did the Democrats do as they 
took over the majority? 

To their credit, Mr. Chairman, they 
extended, enhanced and improved upon 
these rules. So I would, at this mo-
ment, like to give some bipartisan 
credit to the fact that we negotiated 
these earmark reforms in the last ses-
sion, and Speaker PELOSI and the 
Democrats, to their credit, carried 
them over and made them better. 

Where are we 6 months later? Where 
are we 6 months into this new major-
ity? We went three steps forward, and 
now we went six steps backwards. 

Mr. Chairman, what are we doing? 
No transparency, no earmarks in 

these bills, no opportunity for the 
American people, the public, to see 
what’s in this legislation. All we have 
in these bills are big slush funds, a $5.9 
billion slush fund in the bill that’s 
coming up next, a $20 billion earmark 
slush fund in the bill coming after 
that. 

What does that mean? 
They’re putting billions and billions 

of dollars of fiscal space of a general 
earmark in these bills, and they’re sim-
ply saying, this money will be ear-
marked afterwards, when I, the chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee 
decide to put this money in to go to-
ward pet projects, pet constituencies, 
at my choosing, at my scrutinizing, 
after Congress has the ability to con-
sider these things on their own merits. 

Is that transparency? Is that ac-
countability? Absolutely not, Mr. 
Chairman. 

They have gone backwards, back on 
their word, back from bringing trans-
parency and accountability to Con-
gress. 

So let me just say for the record, 
both parties have messed this up. Both 
majorities have seen the light, and this 
majority is going backwards on this. 
That is what this is all about. 

We recognize we’ve got to have more 
transparency and accountability in the 
way we spend taxpayer dollars. That’s 
one of the problems we have. The other 
problem is this idea that we can just 
spend our way into prosperity, this 
idea that we can just spend more and 
more and more money, and all things 
wrong in America will be fixed. If only 
we take more money out of people’s 
paychecks, bring them up here to 
Washington and spend their money, 
every problem can be solved. 

This is the problem we have at a 
basic philosophical level. Here is where 
we are just 6 months into this new ma-
jority. 

The President gave us a budget. His 
budget increased spending across all 
levels of government. His budget in-
creased discretionary spending. Well, 
what happened since that budget came? 
Six billion new dollars in February in 
the omnibus appropriation. Then, just 
last month, $17 billion in new spending 
of unrelated, nonrequested spending in 
an emergency appropriation bill to go 
to funding the troops in Iraq, $17 bil-
lion that has nothing to do with Iraq. 
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And now, $21 billion in more spending. 
$43 billion out the window, out the door 
in new spending in just 6 months. 

How do you balance the budget, Mr. 
Chairman? You balance it by control-
ling spending. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentleman has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. RYAN of 
Wisconsin was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.) 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. We believe 
you balance the budget by controlling 
spending, not raising taxes. And at the 
end of the day, this is what the dif-
ferences are. 

The majority brought to the floor a 
bill and passed the largest tax increase 
in American history. They modified it 
to possibly reduce that to the second 
largest tax increase in American his-
tory. So what can they do? Raise more 
spending and raise taxes to balance the 
budget. 

We want to balance the budget at a 
much lower level of taxing and spend-
ing. We want more transparency in the 
process. We want to control Federal 
spending, and we want the American 
people to see exactly how their money 
is being spent so that their Representa-
tive can call these issues into question, 
not put the power in one man’s hands 
here in Congress, which is the current 
proposal before us. 

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

Mr. Chairman, it’s been an inter-
esting process these last, give or take, 
24 hours. As a freshman legislator who 
spent 24 years in the Tennessee State 
senate, in those 24 years in the senate 
I saw the parties work together. Demo-
crats and Republicans worked together 
for the betterment of our State. We 
had Republican governors. We had 
Democratic governors. We had Repub-
lican and Democratic legislators. 

What America wants is for the par-
ties to work together. On most of the 
bills we’ve had, they were brought by 
Democrats, and it’s been called a 
Democratic Congress, but many of the 
bills that were passed by this Congress 
were done in a bipartisan way. 

There were Republicans who voted 
for stem cell, not a majority, I believe, 
but Republicans voted for the stem cell 
research. There were some Republicans 
who even voted for the minimum wage. 
There were Republicans who thought 
prescription drug prices should come 
down. There were Republicans who 
even cared about college loans being 
brought down. There were bipartisan 
efforts to bring about progress. 

There was much less bipartisanship 
in the effort to save lives in Iraq and 
end that wasteful and unfortunate pol-
icy we have in the Middle East, but— 
however, there was bipartisanship. 

During this debate, one of the most 
serious requests debates we could have, 
the Homeland Security bill to protect 
us from natural disasters, to protect us 
from foreign enemies and terrorists, we 
have gotten into the most divisive par-
tisan debate that I’ve seen in this Con-
gress in the 5 months I’ve been here. 

Much of the debate has not been 
about the Homeland Security bill, un-
fortunately, Mr. Chairman. It’s been 
about attempts to attack our Speaker, 
the first woman ever elected Speaker 
of this House of Representatives, a 
great day in this country when the 
glass ceiling was broken, when a great 
lady was put in this position, the high-
est position a woman has ever been in 
in the legislative body in the history of 
the United States. To try to tear down 
the Speaker, trying to tear down the 
party and trying to bring up other 
issues, rather than talking about 
Homeland Security. 

Yesterday, Congressman ARCURI 
spoke, a former prosecutor. He said, 
you know, in opening statements if a 
person talks about the facts, they’ve 
got a case. And if they talk about 
things other than the facts, they don’t. 
And the opposition party has not 
talked about the facts. They’ve 
brought up everything but the facts of 
the Homeland Security bill. They real-
ly haven’t shown where there are prob-
lems with this bill. 

The previous speaker, Mr. Chairman, 
talked about, used all the buzz words, 
the buzz words of ‘‘slush fund,’’ ‘‘pet 
projects,’’ ‘‘pork’’ and others. 

The truth of the matter is, Mr. Chair-
man, and he knows it as well as every-
body else knows it, he’s not against 
those things. He just wants his slush 
fund, his pet projects and his pork. And 
when people throw those terms out, be-
cause that’s not what they are, they 
are Congress citing specific needs to be 
placed in the law to that represent 
their districts. But then what he does 
is disparage government. 

I have spent my life in government, 
my entire life, and I’ve found it a great 
calling, and I think we should all try to 
make people think more and better 
about government and have young peo-
ple see this as a high calling, Mr. 
Chairman. There are young people in 
our audience. They should see this as a 
place where they want to serve and see 
government as working, and I think 
some of them do. 

But to use these terms in a dispar-
aging way when what the party’s try-
ing to do is to say, we want our share, 
we want our earmarks, not pork, but 
our earmarks, is wrong. And it’s wrong 
when you take the oath of office to up-
hold the Constitution. You should be 
upholding government and supporting 
government. 

And it’s unfortunate we’ve seen this. 
This has been a low point in the Con-
gress since I’ve been here. 

I am proud to be a part of this Con-
gress. There are many Members on the 
other side of the aisle that I’m proud to 
serve with as well. There are some 
very, very fine people, and I’m sure the 
gentlemen who have spoken today are 
all fine people. 

But we need to rise above some of 
this partisanship, try to pass this 
Homeland Security bill, protect our 
country, and inspire people to serve in 
government and realize that it’s a 

process, and the process involves the 
Senate, and it involves the executive, 
it involves both sides of the aisle. And 
to try to tear down one side tears down 
government in general. We’re all part 
of the process, and I wish we’d work to-
gether and pass this bill. 

We were up till 2 o’clock this morn-
ing because of seven moves to rise and 
have the committee adjourn. All seven 
failed. They knew they were all going 
to fail. And it was a burden on the 
staff, it was a burden on the Congress, 
and probably a burden on people that 
wanted to watch something else on C– 
SPAN last night. 

But with that, Mr. Chairman, I just 
encourage our colleagues to support 
this bill, to protect America and to 
have a debate that is germane to the 
issues concerning homeland security. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. I 
intend to yield a couple of minutes to 
my colleague here. 

But before I do, my colleague who 
just spoke said that we ought to be 
working together, and I really agree 
with that. The problem is, to my 
knowledge, the people on our side real-
ly weren’t consulted about these appro-
priation bills in any real detail, and we 
didn’t know that they were going to 
put pork-barrel projects in the bill 
after the fact, maybe in conference 
committee when we didn’t have any 
idea what was going on there and we 
didn’t have any control over those bills 
because they weren’t, those pork-barrel 
projects weren’t debated here on the 
floor. 

So let me just say that we really 
should work together, and I hope you’ll 
convey that to the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee, so in the fu-
ture we won’t be taking this much 
time on the floor. 

I will be happy to yield to my col-
league. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I thank the 
gentleman from Indiana for yielding. 

I want to say to the person who just 
spoke, who referenced me, that my mo-
tivation here is just to come and get 
more pork for myself. I know the gen-
tleman’s new here, but he doesn’t know 
me, if that’s what he said. 

He also mentioned that you want to 
make this system more democratic. We 
should be here fighting for good gov-
ernment and for democracy and fair-
ness. Is giving one man in this body 
this power like Caesar, to decide 
whether or not earmarks go in and out 
of bills, democratic? Is that small D 
democratic? 

Is giving all the power to one chair-
man on how all 32,000 earmark requests 
in his power, is that democratic? Or 
should we have the ability, as Demo-
crats and Republicans, in a small D de-
mocracy, the ability to vote on these 
things? 

Shouldn’t the American people have 
the choice and the ability to see how 
their money is being spent? Or should 
we, in the name of good government, 
give the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee sole discretion, sole 
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decision-making power, on how tens of 
billions of dollars are spent on tens of 
thousands of projects? 

That’s democracy? That’s good gov-
ernment? That’s fairness? I think not, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, the idea that we 
should simply relegate our power, our 
voting cards, our ability to speak on 
behalf of our constituents, to one 
chairman of one committee to spend 
tens of billions of our taxpayers’ hard- 
earned dollars on tens of thousands of 
projects, if we think that that is good 
government, that is fairness, that is 
what democracies do, that is not my 
opinion. That is not my value. That is 
not what I think democracy is all 
about. 

I believe we are here to fight for fair-
ness, transparency, accountability. 
And what we are here to do is to make 
sure that our taxpayers dollars are 
spent wisely, that they are spent in a 
transparent way, that there is account-
ability in this system. 

Why on earth does each and every 
one of us want to delegate our law-
making power and authority to one 
person to decide how our taxpayer dol-
lars are spent is beyond me. But for 
those of you who say that our motiva-
tion is simply to get a bigger slice of 
the pie, to get more pork-barrel spend-
ing, that’s just not the case. And I 
think that’s insulting. 

b 1500 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 

the gentleman from Tennessee. 
Mr. COHEN. I apologize to you for 

that. I don’t know you personally, and 
I was reflecting on the politicians in 
general, all of our government rep-
resentatives, Democrats and Repub-
licans. So as far as any direct thing, I 
shouldn’t have said that specifically, 
and I think you have got a wonderful 
reputation and I appreciate the fact 
that your germaneness has returned to 
you in this debate. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I appreciate 
that and I want to be fair and civil 
here. 

But this is a big issue, Mr. Chairman. 
It is not about delaying some bill. It is 
about bringing accountability and 
transparency back to the process in 
how we spend taxpayer dollars, and it 
is about not going back on your word, 
and that is what this majority is doing. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Reclaiming 
my time, Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman for his remarks, and I agree 
with him. 

The fact of the matter is that there 
is billions of dollars in pork that is 
stuck in this bill or will be stuck in 
this bill and nobody in this place 
knows what it is going to be. And many 
of the liberal newspapers that support 
your side of the aisle, the Democrat 
side of the aisle, are taking issue with 
this practice. So even your own sup-
porters, the New York Times and 
Washington Post, are giving you Hades 
for this. 

So I would just like to say my col-
leagues, you ought to reevaluate what 
you are doing today because I think it 
is hurting you. You are sticking a 
knife in your own foot by doing this. 

Now, the thing I would like to say be-
fore my time runs out is that the 
Democrats, since they have taken 
charge, have increased in authorization 
bills by $105 billion in new spending. 
They are hiding pork, as I said, from 
the American people. 

They want to let the tax cuts expire, 
which means that everybody in this 
country will have a tax increase. In In-
diana it will amount to about $2,200 per 
person. That is because you are letting 
the tax cuts expire. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. RA-
HALL). The gentleman’s time has ex-
pired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, if the tax cuts expire, that in ef-
fect is a tax increase. And that tax in-
crease will amount to $392 billion on 
the American people, the largest tax 
increase in American history. 

This second-degree amendment here 
only cuts $9 million in spending. Just 
$9 million. You guys have already au-
thorized $105 billion in new spending. 
Why in the world would you object to a 
$9 million spending cut? It doesn’t 
make sense. 

My colleague from Tennessee just 
said that we ought to work together. I 
really agree with that, and I hope that 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle and the appropriations chairman 
will take that to heart and in the fu-
ture not do the things that he did in 
this bill so we won’t have to stay here 
all night and all day debating the same 
paragraph in one bill because you 
won’t work with the Republican minor-
ity. You always complained about us 
and now you are doing worse. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Chair 
would remind the gentleman from Indi-
ana to address his remarks to the 
Chair. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, in order to work in 
this House, there are many good 
friends that we engage with, and I just 
listened to a good friend of mine on the 
other side of the aisle. But I think we 
are missing the straight and narrow 
road as our colleagues continue to be 
repetitive and a broken record. 

Let me indicate that almost like the 
terminology ‘‘border security’’ and 
‘‘war against terror,’’ there is no dis-
agreement between the parties in 
terms of transparency, I would hope, in 
this new Congress. My good friends on 
the other side of the aisle know that 
the stumbles that they made in the 
last Congresses motivated the Amer-
ican public to change hands as it re-
lates to the majority. It is certainly 
foolish for them to think that this ma-
jority would muddle it up by not fur-

thering the challenges and the instruc-
tions given by the people, which was 
transparency. And I know that they 
know that no earmark will move to fi-
nality without the American public’s 
having the opportunity to scrutinize 
and to assess those earmarks of each 
Member. Earmarks that must serve the 
American public not special interests. 

But now we are in a state which calls 
to question the commitment of the mi-
nority to this whole issue of homeland 
security. I know that all of us can find 
a number of different ways to utilize 
these dollars. What we found from 
many Members on this side of the aisle 
is that we have attempted to plus-up, 
for example, the urban area grants, 
which help the high-tier, particularly 
sensitive, and troubled and terror- 
prone cities around America, that is, 
moving dollars to improve the security 
of vulnerable areas. 

The simple reduction of funds does 
not speak to the singular question and 
the responsibility of the Homeland Se-
curity authorizing committee, which I 
have the honor of serving on as the 
subcommittee Chair with my chair-
man, the Honorable BENNIE THOMPSON. 

We know every day, as the chairman 
of the subcommittee on Homeland Se-
curity for appropriations, DAVID PRICE, 
does, and I know his ranking member, 
that every day questions of homeland 
security appear before the American 
public. I have a personal remembrance, 
Mr. Chairman, of singing on the steps 
of this body ‘‘America the Beautiful’’ 
on that forlorn day, a day that no 
American could ever have imagined in 
their life, those who were not of the 
World War II generation to have re-
membered Pearl Harbor, but no one 
could have fathomed the strike that 
came to us on September 11, 2001. It 
was then that we changed our complete 
mindset that we had no time, no lee-
way, no latitude, if you will, to play 
around the edges of homeland security. 
We are doing that and we have done 
that last night. We did that all into the 
wee hours, playing around homeland 
security. 

And while we fiddle away the time, 
the first responder and port security 
grant program is languishing, dollars 
that are needed by those on the front 
lines. State grants regarding law en-
forcement, urban area grants that 
Houston, as one of the tier-one cities, 
certainly would be losing and many in 
the State of Texas. Albeit the incident 
at JFK is still being explored, even the 
thought that individuals would have 
the knowledge to explode a pipeline 
that would then literally obliterate an 
airport and the surrounding areas says 
that we are fiddling while Rome is 
burning. 

And so I want to work with my col-
leagues. I know that the chairman of 
this subcommittee does. The chairman 
of our full Committee on Homeland Se-
curity, the authorizing committee, 
wants to as well. There are issues that 
we want to confront, and, certainly, I 
want the most secure airports one can 
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find, not only the area where the trav-
eling public is but the area where em-
ployees are, the area where workers 
are, the back part of the airport. I 
want pipelines to be safe. 

And as it relates to the issue dealing 
with preparedness, we were in a sub-
committee hearing today where the 
question has come up whether the dis-
abled are secure, whether the vulner-
able communities are secure. 

So, Mr. Chairman, let me simply say 
we are fiddling while Rome is burning. 
We need to move forward because the 
question will be for the American pub-
lic when a tragedy happens, as I close, 
where were you and what did you do? 
They will just film what happened last 
night and what is happening today, and 
we will not be able to answer the ques-
tion with dignity. 

The leadership in this House believes 
in homeland security. We need to move 
this bill forward. 

Mr. MCCAUL of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

I too am a member of the Homeland 
Security Committee. I was also a Fed-
eral prosecutor in the Public Integrity 
Section in Washington, and I also serve 
on the Ethics Committee. I would re-
spectfully submit that we are not mud-
dling up the process but rather trying 
to restore ethics and integrity to the 
process and to this institution. 

In my view, this is Congress at its 
worst. Our colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle have created a secret slush 
fund with billions in secret earmarks 
hidden from public scrutiny. This 
comes on the heels of many broken 
promises that we heard, promises such 
as from Speaker PELOSI: ‘‘We will bring 
transparency and openness to the budg-
et process and to the use of earmarks.’’ 

The majority leader, STENY HOYER, 
said: ‘‘We are going to adopt rules that 
make the system of legislation trans-
parent so that we don’t legislate in the 
dark of the night.’’ 

Yet that is exactly what is occurring 
in this body. CNN, not exactly a con-
servative think tank, actually said 
that the Democrats promised reform 
and it is not happening: ‘‘The ‘anti-ear-
mark reforms’ are just for show. Mere 
window dressing.’’ This process signals 
a retreat in the secret dealings and a 
guarantee of fiscal and ethical abuse. 
Earmarks should always be open to 
public vetting, full debate, and floor 
challenge, as we attempted to do in the 
last Congress. 

Now, Mr. OBEY and the Democrats 
are stuck between the pork and those 
campaign promises that they made. 
And so those promises are given away. 
The majority wants this Congress to 
operate behind closed doors in dark 
corridors where the precept of Justice 
Brandeis that ‘‘sunlight is the best dis-
infectant’’ is hardly known. The power-
ful impact of public debate and a free 
press are critical features of an Amer-
ican democracy and they are missing, 
Mr. Chairman. They are missing here 
today in this Congress. 

Secrecy creates a breeding ground for 
corruption. Openness is an important 

part of ensuring that government offi-
cials are acting in the best interest of 
the public and that the citizens are not 
being manipulated by special interest 
groups. 

Here we have one man, one man and 
an unelected staff, determining the 
power of the purse for the United 
States Congress, acting on behalf of 435 
Members elected by the United States. 
Yet we have one man to make all the 
decisions about the spending for the 
United States Government. This is not, 
I submit, a democracy. This is a mon-
archy. 

And to quote James Cooper: ‘‘A mon-
archy is the most expensive of all 
forms of government, the regal state 
requiring a costly parade, and he who 
depends on his own power to rule must 
strengthen that power by bribing the 
active and enterprising whom he can-
not intimidate. 

‘‘A nation is truly corrupt, when, 
after having, by degrees lost its char-
acter and liberty, it slides from democ-
racy into aristocracy for monarchy; 
this is the death of the political body 
. . . ’’ 

Someone said: ‘‘The best weapon of a 
dictatorship is secrecy, but the best 
weapon of democracy should be the 
weapon of openness.’’ That is what we 
are trying to achieve here today. 

I will close with a quote from Lord 
Byron, and I think he sums up this de-
bate better than any quote I have 
heard when he said: ‘‘The Cardinal is at 
his wit’s end; it is true that he had not 
far to go.’’ 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

The question of earmarks really has 
two questions to it. But, first, why are 
we here having a debate about ear-
marks? We are because in the 12 years 
before the last election, the use of ear-
marks, something that has been 
around since the beginning of the Re-
public, exploded and it went from 
around $5 billion in the budget to 
around $13 billion in the budget. And it 
really raises two questions, aside from 
the political opportunism that may 
present itself in this debate. 

The first question about earmarks is 
whether it is appropriate for individ-
uals who have the most power in this 
Congress to take advantage of their 
situation to get appropriations that go 
to their districts. Generally, the 
projects that are funded are projects 
that are supported and worthwhile. 
But, in fact, in the budgetary process, 
it is the people who are in the right 
committees or have the most power 
that have the opportunity to get the 
greatest benefit. 

b 1515 

By the way, that is a fairness issue 
just within this body, because if there 
is going to be allocation of resources, 
they should be extended for the benefit 
of the entire country, people in each 
and every one of the 435 congressional 
districts, people in each of the 50 
States and our territories. 

The second issue is a budgetary re-
form issue. If you have appropriation 
by earmarks, if highway projects are 
funded on the basis of who is on the 
committee or who is in leadership or 
who has the ear of the Chair, then it 
means that decisions are being made 
on personal relationships as opposed to 
public need. 

I come from a State legislature, Mr. 
Chairman, where we had to wrestle 
with this question of earmarks. And 
every legislator had an immense 
amount of pressure on them to deliver 
for their district; in fact, the needs of 
the district were compelling and rea-
sonable. We had to struggle with an ap-
proach that would take the limited 
funds that were available in our treas-
ury and allocate them for highway 
projects on the basis of where the 
greatest need was in the State, not on 
the basis of who had the most clout. 

So, Mr. Chairman, this debate that 
has resulted in eight motions to rise, 
spending over 10 hours on what essen-
tially looks like a minor and very po-
litical amendment is really not about 
earmarks, because there has been a 
complete erasing of history in the role 
that the other side has played in get-
ting us to the point where we are on 
earmarks. 

Also, this debate on earmarks is tak-
ing place in the Homeland Security 
bill, which is a bill that traditionally 
has not had earmarks. We could be 
having a debate about the MILC price 
support program and arguing about 
earmarks, but there are no earmarks 
that have been part of the Homeland 
Security bill in this Congress or, to its 
credit, in prior Congresses. 

So, why is it that we are arguing 
about, admittedly an important issue, 
the question of earmarks and what im-
pact it has on questions of fairness and 
what impact it has on questions of fis-
cal responsibility in the Homeland Se-
curity bill, that has independent integ-
rity and importance to the people of 
this country, and where the history has 
been that there are no earmarks? 

It would allow a reasonable observer 
to conclude that essentially this is 
about politics. In fact, it is my view 
and, I think, the view of most people 
that we really should not be injecting 
politics into the question of homeland 
security. 

Mr. Chairman, you come from the 
City of New York. You, better than 
anyone else, know the urgency of mak-
ing certain that we have our borders 
protected, that we are taking aggres-
sive and effective measures to combat 
terrorism, to detect terrorists coming 
into our country, to have adequate 
funds and resources for our local fire 
departments and our local police sta-
tions. So, Mr. Chairman, the loser here 
is one person, it is the American peo-
ple. And who wins and who loses in this 
political debate, whether it’s the other 
side or our side, we will let the com-
mentators decide. 

We are making no progress on mov-
ing ahead on an earmark reform ap-
proach, largely because the vehicle 
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that the other side has chosen to use is 
holding hostage a Homeland Security 
bill that doesn’t have earmarks in it, 
won’t have earmarks in it, in the past 
has not had earmarks in it. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
WEINER). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. MCHENRY) to the 
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Ms. 
FOXX). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 31 OFFERED BY MS. FALLIN 
Ms. FALLIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

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

lows: 
Amendment No. 31 offered by Ms. FALLIN: 
In title I, under the heading ‘‘Office of the 

Secretary and Executive Management’’, 
after the first dollar amount insert ‘‘(re-
duced by $138,000)’’. 

Ms. FALLIN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment would reduce the executive 
salary in the Office of Secretary and 
Executive Management account to the 
FY 2007 level, representing a $138,000 
reduction from the $4.588 million to 
$4.45 million. The current bill’s funding 
level represents a 3 percent increase 
over 2007 FY budget enacted. 

There has been at least $105.5 billion 
in new Federal spending over 5 years 
authorized by the House Democrat 
leadership this year. The current Fed-
eral debt is $8.8 trillion, roughly $29,000 
for every U.S. citizen, and growing by 
over $1 billion a day. Entitlement 
spending, Medicare, Medicaid and So-
cial Security is out of control, and 
within a generation will either force 
significant cutbacks in services and 
benefits, or we are going to have to 
have massive tax increases. 

Mr. Chairman, the Congressional 
Budget Office and Government Ac-
countability Office has been warning 
Congress that the growth in direct 
spending, i.e., spending that is on auto-
pilot, and the outside annual spending 
process are occurring at an 
unsustainable rate due to well-known 
demographic trends and other factors. 
Discretionary spending has also grown 
exponentially and must be brought 
under control. 

This amendment will be the first step 
of many necessary steps enforcing fis-
cal discipline and sanity upon the Fed-
eral Government and out-of-control 
Federal deficit spending. We must re-
store fiscal discipline and find both 
commonsense and innovative ways to 
do more with less. The Federal budget 
must not grow faster than American 
families have the ability to pay for it. 

Mr. Chairman, I have to say that in 
my State, my citizens are very con-
cerned about spending in Washington. I 
have heard a lot of talk this year about 
the elections and what occurred during 
the elections, and that voters gave us a 
mandate for change here in Congress, 
that they didn’t want business as 
usual. People have told me that Con-
gress spends too much, and we have to 
remember that the money that we 
spend here is not our money; it’s the 
taxpayers’ money. 

And the taxpayers’ pocketbooks are 
stretched these days. The price of gaso-
line has been skyrocketing, the price of 
health care, the price of prescription 
drugs. Families are just squeezed these 
days. And I believe it is time that we 
have this discussion about controlling 
our spending. 

Mr. Chairman, I don’t have a problem 
with slowing down this process. I think 
the American people want us to slow 
down the spending process. They want 
us to look at balancing our budget. 
They want us to prioritize here in Con-
gress what’s important, what’s a spend-
ing priority. They want us to reduce 
the deficit. 

They want to know where the money 
is going. They appreciate us fine-tun-
ing our appropriation bill. And it seems 
reasonable to me that we have this dis-
cussion. That is why I support this 
amendment. 

There is a 13 percent increase in 
spending in this appropriation bill, and 
that’s huge. When you have $1 billion 
here and $1 billion there, that all adds 
up, and we still have many other ap-
propriation bills to consider. And 
frankly, no one in my district has 
called me to say, you know what? The 
government doesn’t spend enough. I 
want you to spend more. They want us 
to look for government waste. They 
want us to control spending. 

And while we are increasing spending 
in this Congress, we have yet to even 
look at other issues that we need to 
discuss, the rising costs of entitle-
ments, Medicare, Medicaid and Social 
Security. 

Mr. Chairman, last night I heard the 
majority leader talk about securing 
America and the funding of homeland 
security and how important this piece 
of legislation is. I appreciate his com-
ments, and I agree with that; it is im-
portant that we secure America. I 
don’t believe that anyone on my side of 
the aisle objects to funding homeland 
security. The objections that we have 
been talking about over the last 24 
hours are about spending. It is about 
the process of determining how the ear-
marks are processed and projects are 
processed. 

I want to remind this House that the 
President and a Republican Congress 
led the effort to fund homeland secu-
rity and to protect our Nation. We sup-
port homeland security. But I would 
also like to suggest that securing 
America also means the financial secu-
rity of America, the financial security 
of our Nation. And financial security 

comes through transparency, openness 
and open discussion on this House floor 
of spending and spending priorities, 
and allowing Members to participate 
and to vote on those priorities in the 
light of day. 

This process of voting on a level of 
funding for homeland security, then 
having a conference report and then 
having one person in Congress and 
their staff decide on the add-ons, the 
earmarks we’re spending, to me just 
doesn’t pass the openness test and the 
transparency test. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentlewoman from Oklahoma (Ms. 
FALLIN) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Ms. FALLIN 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Ms. FALLIN. When I was a kid, we 
used to have a game we played called 
‘‘King of the Hill.’’ And that would be 
when one person would get on this hill 
and we would fight off others who 
would come and try to take control. 

This process reminds me of the game 
‘‘King of the Hill’’, where one person is 
trying to play that. I just don’t believe, 
Mr. Chairman, that that is the right 
thing to do. 

This is our opportunity in Congress 
to show that we mean business in con-
trolling our spending, we mean busi-
ness in reducing our deficit, we mean 
business in transparency and openness 
of earmarks. And we can’t lose this op-
portunity, we can’t take a step back. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to re-
quest that our appropriations chair-
man, who is a very capable and able 
man, delay consideration of this bill 
until we have proper transparency in 
the earmark process. It is a choice that 
the majority can make now, starting 
with this first appropriation bill. The 
majority is in control. And also, the 
appropriations chairman could come to 
the floor to this debate and assure this 
body and the Members that we will be 
able to see the individual earmarks and 
vote on them on this floor. 

This process will not allow us to do 
that the way it is now. And what better 
way to start off the appropriations 
process than to start with this bill, 
with transparency on the earmarks, 
transparency of funding? 

Let’s fix it now, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to offer a few 
comments on the proposed amendment, 
and perhaps a reality check, since the 
Member offering the amendment has 
neglected some important facts that 
would put this in perspective. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an amendment 
that, once again, goes after the Office 
of the Secretary of Homeland Security. 
Virtually every amendment we have 
dealt with in this long debate has cho-
sen that target. 

We just finished 10 hours of debate on 
an attempt to cut in half the Sec-
retary’s legal advice office. Now, this 
amendment would cut funding from the 
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requested level for the Office of the Ex-
ecutive Secretary. 

Our friends on the other side of the 
aisle have spoken all day about the 
President’s requests. Well, what the in-
troducer of this amendment didn’t tell 
us was that the bill, actually cuts 
$539,000 from the President’s request 
for this item. So we are well under the 
President’s request, and she wants to 
cut it further. 

For department operations overall, 
we have cut $73 million from the Presi-
dent’s request, and our recommended 
amount is also less than was provided 
for 2007. So, it is not as though we are 
funding the departmental offices lav-
ishly. Quite the contrary, we have 
scrutinized the requests carefully. We 
have cut the requests considerably. But 
we have tried to give the Department 
the funds that it needs to maintain its 
own operations. 

Now, we have debated an amendment 
for 10 hours having to do with the gen-
eral counsel’s office. Last night, we 
were treated to eight motions to rise, 
eight motions to go home without con-
tinuing or completing work on this 
bill. I think any fair observer would 
say this is an attempt to obstruct and 
to delay. These are desultory motions. 

So, now we have another amendment 
in that same vein. This comes on top of 
days of our Republican friends railing 
against bureaucrats. Not one voice on 
the minority side said a thing in de-
fense of the Bush Administration’s le-
gitimate needs for the Department, 
needs which we have assessed and have 
actually cut back the funding for, but 
needs which, nonetheless, one would 
expect Republican Members to have 
some interest in, some sensitivity to. 
Not one voice was raised in defense. 

b 1530 
All I can say is that we have 

scrubbed these administrative items 
very conscientiously. We have reduced 
them overall and in particular. So we 
are confident in our recommendations. 
But we do have to ask, why? Why 
should we, on this side of the aisle, 
stand up for the administration, stand 
up for the Bush administration’s own 
Department, when Republicans them-
selves are unwilling to do so? 

Now, we are well aware that not 
every Republican feels this way. There 
are Republicans and Democrats who 
have worked in a bipartisan way on 
Homeland Security on this bill and 
over many years. But the group of Re-
publicans who are dominating this de-
bate seem to have no regard for that, 
no interest in it. So it falls to us to de-
fend their own administration. And we 
are not inclined to make a very strong 
recommendation on this amendment. 

If the Republican Members of this 
House want to take money away from 
this account that we have already re-
duced considerably, then they can be 
our guest. 

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard com-
ments in this Chamber today that 

there are attempts on this side of the 
aisle to obstruct. I’ll tell you what the 
attempt is that we are making over 
here. It is to shed light on a topic that 
is now of interest to Americans. We 
had a Member come into the Chamber 
last evening, and he was talking about 
an earmark that he had requested, the 
‘‘Bridge to Nowhere.’’ 

There aren’t a lot of people that un-
derstood our jargon. They didn’t under-
stand our acronyms. It seems like 
every occupation has its own language. 
But when the American people started 
reading about the ‘‘Bridge to No-
where,’’ when it was on the cover of 
Parade magazine, when you were in the 
doctor’s office waiting and you picked 
up the Reader’s Digest trying to kill a 
little time, golly, here was an article in 
the Reader’s Digest about the ‘‘Bridge 
to Nowhere.’’ 

So suddenly the term ‘‘earmark’’ has 
come to be understood by the Amer-
ican public. They started reading a lit-
tle more, and they started finding out 
about earmarks and how people in Con-
gress with seniority, with a great deal 
of power because of their seniority, had 
the ability to direct spending. 

It is like when I talk to a high school 
or a junior high or middle school class. 
I always tell them, Government has no 
money of its own. The only money that 
government has is the money that is 
extracted from its citizens. 

Mr. Chairman, I try to impress this 
upon young people and try to get them 
prepared for the first day after they 
have worked on a job. They get their 
paycheck and then they take a look at 
it, and they see how much government 
is taking out of their paycheck. I want 
them to start thinking right away 
about how government spends its 
money. 

I think a lot of Americans, whether 
Democrat, Republican, if you looked at 
the political spectrum, whether they 
were conservative or moderate or lib-
eral, they got a little upset to think 
about how some individuals had that 
much power to take tax dollars from 
people all over the United States and 
spend them on a project that they 
deemed important. 

I will never forget the first time I 
was in a press conference, Mr. Chair-
man, with a number of other Members 
when we were looking at an omnibus 
bill, and the visual, just having all 
those pages right there on a chair was 
startling. There were all those things 
in there called ‘‘earmarks,’’ and some 
were just downright silly. I mean, the 
American public would groan when 
they would think that Members would 
take money from citizens around the 
country and then spend them that way. 

So as we worked through this reform 
process, as we talked about it, we had 
heroes in our midst that would get up 
time after time and try to go after 
some of these egregious earmarks and 
get beaten back. But you can’t always 
determine who is going to win the war 
when you look at individual battles. 

Although those individual battles 
were lost, we are going to win the war 

on this earmark thing because the 
American people know right from 
wrong. They know there should not be 
an abuse of power where someone on 
their unelected staff, and I have to tell 
you, I admire the staffers on Capitol 
Hill, most of them are young, because 
we have long days and we have hard 
work and it takes someone with a 
sharp mind and dedication to work, but 
they are not accountable to anybody’s 
constituent. 

When I go home to my district, I can 
read letters to the editor about me. 
People can call me personally on the 
phone. People can come to my office. 
Even though each of us represents over 
600,000 people, we are approachable, and 
we have to be accountable. But staff is 
not accountable when you have power 
vested in one individual. 

In my family we have a little saying. 
We say, Does somebody think they are 
God? And because we are God-fearing 
Christians, we do not believe that we 
are talking about capital G-O-D. What 
we are talking about is G-A-W-D. Who 
does an individual think they are when 
they try to exercise this kind of power? 

The American public has an innate 
sense of right and wrong. The public’s 
business should not be done in private, 
with one all-knowing individual sur-
rounded by staff, getting in letters or 
comments whether this earmark is 
good or this earmark is bad. Maybe 
eventually we will have a sign that 
says ‘‘thumbs up’’ or ‘‘thumbs down’’ 
just to conserve time. That is not 
right. The American people know it, 
and we all know it. 

There has been a problem with ear-
marks for a long time. Today is the 
day that we need our friends on the 
other side of the aisle to admit what 
we know what they know, and what 
they know we know, and reform this 
process. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentlewoman from Colorado (Mrs. 
MUSGRAVE) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. 
MUSGRAVE was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.) 

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. Mr. Chairman, 
today is the day that we know the 
American people deserve to know how 
their tax dollars are being spent. If 
we’re going to have earmarks, let’s 
have the whole Congress, 435 of us, duly 
elected by our constituents, give it an 
up-or-down vote and have individuals 
who want an earmark have the courage 
to stand up and convince them, again, 
whether Republican, Democrats, con-
servative, moderate, liberal, wherever 
you put them on the political spec-
trum, the American people’s business 
should be conducted in public, and the 
American people know that. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I never thought I 
would say that I really miss the grand 
old days of the liberal tax-and-spend 
party, because the great liberals in our 
Nation’s recent history were never 
ashamed about being honest with the 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:25 Jun 14, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K13JN7.085 H13JNPT1hm
oo

re
 o

n 
P

R
O

D
P

C
68

 w
ith

 H
M

H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6375 June 13, 2007 
American people that they wanted to 
raise taxes and they wanted to increase 
spending. In fact, they campaigned on 
increasing taxes and they campaigned 
on increasing spending. 

One of the problems we have with the 
hypocrisy in what is going on in the 
last 6 months is that we are dramati-
cally increasing taxes, $392 billion, se-
cretly and surreptitiously, through the 
budget bill that repeals the most pro- 
growth tax cuts since Ronald Reagan 
was President. And now we have a 
process by which American taxpayers’ 
money will be spent in secret, behind 
closed doors and in the dark. I really 
admire the grand old liberal days, when 
raising taxes and increasing spending 
was something that was done just right 
out in the open, where everybody could 
see it and debate it. 

I have heard in the last 10 hours of 
debate that Republicans have been ac-
cused of being repetitious. It is better 
to be repetitive than disingenuous or 
hypocritical, in my view. 

Winston Churchill once famously 
said that there is nothing that one gov-
ernment learns so readily from another 
as how to spend other people’s money. 
I would tell you that there is a critical 
process that is being undermined here 
that is important to a functioning Con-
gress and that will embarrass this in-
stitution if we don’t stop it right now. 

That is why this debate is so impor-
tant. It is not about $1 million or $1 
billion here or there. It is about how 
we go forward in spending the people’s 
money in a transparent, honest and 
open fashion. 

We have had our Democratic col-
leagues point out, I think fairly, that 
Republicans maybe aren’t in the best 
glass house to throw stones when it 
comes to the issue of spending money 
or earmarks. I will tell you that it is 
very important that we acknowledge 
Republican failures. 

Not all of us were happy with some of 
the things that happened in my last 6 
years. For example, I voted against nu-
merous GOP-led appropriation bills. I 
voted for virtually all of Congressman 
JEFF FLAKE’s amendments. I was on 
occasion punished by having my own 
priorities stripped out of bills. 

I voted for cuts in every GOP appro-
priations bill in my first 6 years. I 
criticized our Republican President for 
overspending and for not exercising his 
veto to discipline Congress. I criticized 
my own leadership. I supported every 
reform effort I can think of in the 
methods of opening up earmark proc-
esses to transparency and honesty. I 
even went on national TV and said that 
the Republican-led Congress was spend-
ing money like drunken sailors. 

I have to tell you, a Navy captain in 
California admonished me. He said 
Congress was not spending money like 
drunken sailors; that drunken sailors 
spend their own money, and, when they 
run out, they quit spending. And I have 
to give it to him. 

So I want to tell you that not all of 
us are coming here and ridiculing 

things that we have not ridiculed in 
the past. I applauded the Democratic 
reforms that were promised in terms of 
transparency and earmarks. As soon as 
we were told back in January that the 
reform-minded Democrats were going 
to open up the process and make it 
transparent, I said publicly that that 
would be one good thing about a Con-
gress that I otherwise disagreed with 
its priorities. 

But here I am 6 months later ruing 
the day that I ever said something nice 
about intentions, because the inten-
tions never materialized. In fact, we 
have gone dramatically backwards. We 
are now going to have 434 of us give our 
proxy to the appropriations chairmen, 
all the cardinals and Chairman OBEY, 
and we are going to let them decide 
how to spend the people’s money. 

We did away with proxy voting dec-
ades ago in Congress, and now we are 
going to have spending by proxy. That 
is wrong. It is fundamentally an af-
front to the American people, and it 
undermines the entire legislative proc-
ess. 

I can tell you that I was Speaker of 
the Florida legislature, and when there 
was trouble because of poor spending, 
it was almost always due to lack of 
honesty, openness, and transparency. 
And the Democratic leadership will rue 
the day, sooner than later, that it put 
a cloud of secrecy around spending the 
taxpayers’ dollars. They will regret 
going back on their word. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I was doing some 
math, and I am sure my colleagues are 
aware of this. If you are not, you might 
be shocked. We spent 10 hours on a de-
bate to cut $8 million from the general 
counsel. Now, you talk about waste. 
This place runs, the electricity runs, 
the people are on salary, and that side 
made us spend 10 hours just to cut $ 8 
million, with eight motions to rise to 
stop the work. 

Now, nowhere does anyone get up and 
discuss the issues in this bill. The bill 
continues to be a good bill. No matter 
how much you attack it, no matter 
how much you avoid dealing with the 
true issue, the center issue, it con-
tinues to be a good bill. I think what is 
happening here is, as time goes on and 
different folks and different Members 
pay attention, we have to continue to 
repeat some of the things that we have 
said before, because you put us in that 
situation. 

So, with that in mind, let me remind 
you that this is the Homeland Security 
bill. This is the bill and this is the 
issue that, according to a lot of folks 
on talk radio, the Republican Party is 
supposed to be very strong on. Demo-
crats are supposed to be strong on 
some issues and Republicans are sup-
posed to be strong on some issues, but 
according to what you tell the world, 
you are stronger on this. 

Mr. Chairman, they claim to be 
stronger than anyone else in the uni-
verse on homeland security, yet you 

have spent all night, all night, trying 
to destroy this Homeland Security bill 
which protects the homeland. 

b 1545 

As I said before, I represent New 
York City. I was in New York on the 
day of September 11 and we personally, 
as the rest of the Nation well knows, 
suffered the pain of having a terrorist 
attack. Immediately thereafter, we 
came to the House floor and we created 
the Department of Homeland Security. 
That’s what this bill is. This is not a 
bill that talks about earmarks. 

Let’s try it again. 
Now, as you know, I speak two lan-

guages, but out of respect to the ste-
nographer, I won’t use Spanish, so I 
will remind you in English, there are 
no earmarks in this bill. I would say it 
in Spanish, but I don’t know how to 
say ‘‘earmarks’’ in Spanish. As soon as 
I do, I’ll find a way to say it. 

But I’ll say it in English again: There 
are no earmarks in this bill. There’s 
only security for the homeland. There’s 
port security. There is work for border 
agents. There is strengthening of cargo 
shipments, of our airlines, of finding 
ways to protect ourselves from the pos-
sible next terrorist attack. That’s what 
this bill does. 

And you spend hour after hour after 
hour with procedural motions to ad-
journ to go home, to stop working and 
telling us that there are somehow ear-
marks in here that have to come to the 
light of day and telling us that a new 
process and a new system has been in-
vented. Yes, a new one is in place. It’s 
one that is going to tell us who, which 
Member of Congress, asked for money 
to go to a certain program in his or her 
district and throughout the Nation. 

And let me tell you something. I 
don’t have a problem with that. I don’t 
think that the administration or the 
bureaucrats are the only people who 
know how to spend money. I think I 
know how to spend some dollars in my 
district. And all an earmark is, is that 
we tell the agency, spend so much 
money, usually a very small amount in 
that particular group, to help that par-
ticular group of students, or that par-
ticular environmental issue, or to 
clean up that particular toxic waste. 
There’s not a problem with that. 

But when you stand here and tell us 
that this is what this bill does and that 
somehow there is a system that has 
been set up that is horrible, you’re kid-
ding yourselves. And so I must do 
something that I didn’t want to do, and 
I’m not going to mention names be-
cause that’s not proper. But do you 
know, my fellow Republicans, that 65 
of you have written letters to me, 
chairman of a subcommittee, asking 
for 137 projects totaling close to $350 
million? 

Now, I didn’t get a chance to ask my 
chairman, Mr. OBEY, but the com-
mittee that I chair, Financial Services 
and General Government, is not one of 
the larger budgets. I shouldn’t admit 
that in public, but it isn’t one of the 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:25 Jun 14, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K13JN7.088 H13JNPT1hm
oo

re
 o

n 
P

R
O

D
P

C
68

 w
ith

 H
M

H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6376 June 13, 2007 
largest budgets, and it doesn’t have 
that many areas where you can ear-
mark even if you wanted to. But 65 of 
you have asked for 137 programs for 
$340 million. Some of you have spoken 
on the floor. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Chair 

would remind all Members to address 
their remarks to the Chair. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word 
and to speak in favor of the 
gentlelady’s amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, Fred Bastiat said in 
the dawn of this Republic that govern-
ment is that great fiction through 
which everyone endeavors to live at 
the expense of everyone else. I am not 
sure if there are too many subjects 
other than earmark transparency being 
debated here today that hold more rel-
evance to such a comment, and I am 
afraid that Members of both parties are 
unwilling to admit that. 

It is critically important that we do 
because it comes down to the very core 
of who we are as Americans and wheth-
er or not we are still capable of self- 
governance, and whether or not we will 
allow the fabric of liberty that has 
been so carefully woven throughout the 
years to be torn asunder while we all 
stand by and watch. 

So to that end, Mr. Chairman, let me 
remind Members of this body of some 
of the promises made by those in the 
majority only a few short months ago. 

One prominent Member said explic-
itly, ‘‘We will bring transparency and 
openness to the budget process and to 
the use of earmarks.’’ Another said, 
‘‘We are going to adopt rules that 
make the system of legislation trans-
parent so that we don’t legislate in the 
dark of night. We need to have ear-
marks subject to more debate. That’s 
what debate and public awareness is all 
about. Democracy works if people 
know what’s going on.’’ Of course this 
was after campaigning on the pledge 
to, quote, ‘‘make this House the most 
honest, ethical, and open Congress in 
history.’’ 

But, Mr. Chairman, these promises, 
though unequivocally made, have been 
unequivocally broken. Reforms de-
signed to ensure openness, trans-
parency and accountability have been 
trampled underfoot by the very Mem-
bers who so vocally called for their en-
actment. We saw this most egregiously 
in March of this year with the emer-
gency supplemental legislation, when 
funds were desperately needed to pro-
vide for our men and women in uniform 
and instead they were laden with $21 
billion in irrelevant pork-barrel spend-
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, I am afraid we are see-
ing it again today in this capricious de-
cision to blatantly shut the American 
public out of one of the most important 
and necessary duties of this House and 
our representative form of government, 
that of allocating taxpayer funds for 
the general good of the American peo-
ple. 

The chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee has arbitrarily decided that 
a few select Members of Congress are 
more capable of ascertaining the public 
good than the public is itself. Their ac-
tions imply that these Members should 
be allowed, behind closed doors, to de-
cide where tax dollars are spent with-
out being indebted in any way to the 
collective intelligence and scrutiny of 
the general public, the press, the 
media, the blogosphere, and the Amer-
ican people themselves, of course, who 
are given the charge to keep their 
elected Representatives accountable. 

Mr. Chairman, in any other case, this 
would be called an oligarchy, the bu-
reaucratic rule of the few over the 
many. It was this very arbitrary con-
fiscation of power that once caused our 
Nation’s founders to throw off the yoke 
of the Crown of England. A single 
glance at the footnotes of history dem-
onstrates clearly that breaching that 
dam sets up a dangerous and degenera-
tive historical precedent. 

James Madison in the Federalist Pa-
pers presaged this misappropriation of 
power that we are witnessing today 
when he said it this way: ‘‘The appor-
tionment of taxes on the various de-
scriptions of property is an act which 
seems to require the most exact impar-
tiality. Yet there is no legislative act 
in which greater opportunity and 
temptation are given to a predominant 
party to trample on the rules of jus-
tice.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, I urge every Member 
of this body to recall our commitment 
to God and the people we serve, to pre-
serve the rules of justice. Hidden slush 
funds, overseen by a very few people in 
the dark of night, that is not justice, 
Mr. Chairman. Camouflaged tax in-
creases that could be the largest in his-
tory, that is not justice. 

We come here in a moment of conten-
tion, but we can turn that moment of 
contention into a time to restore the 
transparency and accountability to 
this appropriations process, and I hope 
we do that, Mr. Chairman. I hope we 
vote for the gentlelady’s amendment. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

My friend who just spoke and those 
on the other side of the aisle are fond 
often of quoting our Founding Fathers. 
I’m not a student of James Madison or 
some of his brethren, but I would think 
that they would be turning in their 
graves if they watched how this House 
worked for the last 12 years. 

I come here as a freshman Member 
and I am speaking from what I saw 
from the outside. I am sure this anal-
ogy has been used here on the House 
floor over the course of the last 10 
hours, but listening to folks on the 
other side of the aisle, my Republican 
friends, complain about the issues of 
fiscal responsibility and transparency 
has got to conjure up the image of the 
bull in the china shop. If you let a bull 
into a china shop for 12 years and then 
he just tears down everything off the 

walls, he knocks over every case, he 
breaks every single glass in there. And 
then in this case, he runs out of the 
china shop and says, Well, why don’t 
you go in there and clean that up? Why 
doesn’t somebody go clean up the mess 
that we just made? 

That’s what happened in this House 
from those of us who watched it from 
afar on the issues of transparency and 
on fiscal responsibility. 

You know, it’s interesting. I sat here 
last night being called back and forth 
to the floor for, I guess, eight different 
motions to shut down this House and 
to stop the Homeland Security bill 
from going forward, and I wondered 
why hadn’t that happened in the last 12 
years. Why wasn’t there a night while 
we were wasting billions of dollars on 
this floor in Iraq, $9 billion that we 
found out are totally unaccounted for? 
Why didn’t we shut down the House one 
night to talk about that? 

As thousands of FEMA trailers were 
stranded on open lots in the south-
eastern United States, why didn’t we 
shut down this House for one night to 
talk about that over the last 12 years? 
While $70 billion in corporate give-
aways were handed out through the 
Medicare bill, why didn’t we shut down 
this House to talk about that? 

Millions of dollars in no-bid con-
tracts. Record deficits year after year. 
Why on earth wasn’t this House shut 
down like it was last night over the 
last 12 years? 

The American people are probably 
asking that same question, and there is 
probably one answer: This House 
changed hands. There is a different 
party in charge. And so now there is a 
very different standard that applies 
here. The questions that should have 
been asked for 12 years, well, now in a 
political context they are being asked 
today. 

I also don’t shy away, Mr. Chairman, 
from the fact that as a new Member, 
I’m also one of the younger Members 
here. So I kind of feel that I have an 
obligation to talk for the millions of 
my generation that have just become 
utterly turned off to politics. And when 
they look at a House being shut down 
overnight into today, who knows how 
many more days, to prevent a fairly 
nonpartisan Homeland Security bill 
that will protect them, that will pro-
tect their parents, their neighbors, 
that will make their communities a 
safer place, they know this is about 
politics, not policy. 

And so I think about all of those peo-
ple who, as they watch this process un-
fold, are losing their faith in this insti-
tution. As angry as I am about the dou-
ble standard that’s applied, about the 
hypocrisy that’s exercised on this 
House, this House thick with irony 
over the past several days, I think also 
about what people think when they see 
members of the Republican Party play-
ing politics with the issue of homeland 
security. 

Now, we hear claims that this isn’t 
obstruction. We don’t have a problem 
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with slowing down the House to talk 
about this. Well, I would say this. I 
think that my friends on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle, they vastly un-
derestimate the gullibility of the 
American people. They also vastly 
overestimate the amount of patience 
that the American public has left for 
the games that are being played here 
on the House floor. 

We have an obligation to do all the 
things that we were sent here to do, to 
fund homeland security, to protect this 
Nation. We also have an obligation to 
live up to the expectations that people 
had of this Congress when it changed 
hands, to take the politics out of this 
House and to start doing the right 
thing for the American people, not the 
right thing for either political party. 

I would ask we don’t go through to-
night what we did last night, that we 
start doing what’s right for the Amer-
ican people on policy rather than 
what’s right for the Republican minor-
ity on politics. 

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

I appreciate the opportunity to ad-
dress the Chair. I will resist the temp-
tation to point out how my Tigers took 
two out of three from your Mets re-
cently. 

I, too, am Generation X and was in-
terested in some of the remarks that 
were put forward on the floor. First, I 
do not know that the people who wrote 
the Federalist Papers and came up 
with the system of limited government 
would be rolling in their graves at any 
attempt that we engage in to stop the 
obfuscation of earmarks within a proc-
ess that is less than transparent. 

I would also like to note that it is my 
preference to refer to the bull in the 
china shop as the bull in the Com-
munist China shop. And speaking of 
bull, let us not forget that for 4 days 
this Chamber dealt with little else 
than a nonbinding/impotent resolution 
on Iraq that resulted in absolutely 
nothing except the people’s business 
being delayed for that period of time. 

Today, we are here about earmarks 
and not in general, but in particular 
the process by which they are inserted 
into appropriation bills. It seems to me 
that one of the fundamental problems 
we have in addressing this is the lack 
of openness and transparency in the 
process and that is what this endeavor 
is about. 

It would also strike me that in dis-
cussing this process, it is odd to hear 
the new majority using the President 
of the United States’ budget requests 
as an absolute baseline of fiscal sanity 
when throughout the course of the last 
4 years in which I have served in this 
body, they have decried this President 
of the United States as the epitome of 
fiscal insanity. 

So a baseline request from the Presi-
dent is just that. It is a request. 

Now, in many ways we are then 
bound as an institution to give def-
erence to both the authorizing commit-
tees and then the appropriating com-

mittees. But we do not delegate carte 
blanche our individual power which is 
vested in us by our constituencies to 
then oversee the work product of both 
the authorizing committees and the ap-
propriating committees. 

b 1600 

Today we are engaged in trying to 
exercise and reaffirm the right of not 
only ourselves but of Members on the 
other side of the aisle to be able to ex-
ercise that power that has been tempo-
rarily vested in them by their constitu-
ents to fully and fairly vet these bills 
and to make sure that the appropria-
tions are what they are claimed to be, 
and to make sure that they are put to 
the best, most efficient and effective 
purpose that they can be on behalf of 
the American people. 

Part of the reason this is necessary is 
not everyone in this Chamber takes the 
same approach to earmarks as other 
Members might. Some Members do no 
earmarks at all. Some Members prefer 
to do many, many earmarks. And some 
Members, I cite myself, do earmarks at 
the request of their local municipali-
ties so we can serve as conduits back to 
our States. 

I come from Michigan. It is critical 
to us that we receive our fair share of 
Federal spending because we pay more 
than our fair share of Federal taxes. 
My State, Michigan, is a donor State. 
Michigan is currently in a one-state re-
cession, and it is very important that 
our taxpayers receive their money 
back. But that is my individual ap-
proach. That approach has to be vetted 
by 434 of my colleagues here, and only 
an open and transparent process will 
ensure that if I have made a priority 
request through a earmark, it is in 
keeping with the best interest not only 
of my district but within the best in-
terest of the entire American people. 

It would seem to me this is a very 
reasonable approach, it is a very rea-
sonable request, and it is a request 
that we are pressing today, as we did 
yesterday, and will continue to do so 
because it is part of our constitutional 
obligation we take as Members of this 
body. 

Were we to do otherwise, it would be 
a dangerous precedent to set because in 
my mind we are tragically on the verge 
of coming up with a new kind of sys-
tem which will allow very little trans-
parency and openness and thus injure 
the ability of not only ourselves but 
the American people to know how their 
money is being spent. 

In the past there was the old joke 
that in the Congress you had Repub-
licans, Democrats and appropriators. If 
the process that we in the minority 
find so offensive is allowed to proceed, 
you will now have four distinct enti-
ties. You will have Republicans, you 
will have Democrats, you will have ap-
propriators, and you will have super- 
appropriators. 

I don’t know if the new super-appro-
priators get to make these decisions in 
the dead of night, also get to wear a 

cape and cowl, if they come with a 
sporty car so they can chase down Fed-
eral earmarks, or if they have a cave or 
a pole to slide down at their leisure as 
they go off to work to spend other peo-
ple’s money. 

I think, however, this would be a 
tragic development and would oppose 
it. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
MCCOTTER) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. 
MCCOTTER was allowed to proceed for 
30 additional seconds.) 

Mr. MCCOTTER. Finally, as a mem-
ber of Generation X, I would like to 
ask the baby boomers who devised this 
process to do as you Age of Aquarians 
often do, let the sun shine in. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

I came to Washington, D.C. on Janu-
ary 4 and was sworn in, took a solemn 
pledge to go to work on behalf of the 
citizens of this great Nation. We went 
to work, this side of the aisle, and even 
with some of our brothers and sisters 
from the other side of the aisle, we 
passed legislation. We did things for 
the least of these, such as the min-
imum wage. Since then we have taken 
care of our veterans. 

Everything that we have done has 
ended up being objected to by either 
our Chief Executive or by our friends 
on the other side of the aisle. It seems 
like there is no interest in effectuating 
good legislation on behalf of the people 
of this country. It seems as if there is 
a conspiracy to hold things up now 
that there has been a change in power. 
It seems there is a conspiracy to throw 
monkey wrenches in the plans of those 
on our side who would do things to pull 
this country out of morass that it has 
been in for the last 6 years. 

Last night, Mr. Chairman, was a cul-
mination of that conspiracy. It re-
sulted in us being here until 2 a.m. 
handling trivial motions which were 
designed to obstruct the progress of the 
Homeland Security bill which has 
made its way through committee and 
has found itself now in a state for final 
passage. 

This is a bill that has no earmarks in 
it, yet we have got the other side 
claiming that there is something bad 
about earmarks happening. The thing 
is the American people want us to pass 
this bill. It is going to provide moneys 
for Customs and Border Patrol and bor-
der protection. It is going to help re-
duce lines at airports by helping fund 
the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration, TSA. It will fund the Coast 
Guard. It will even provide funds for 
FEMA. And it will provide funding for 
State and local formula grants. Are we 
going to pass this bill? Yes, it is going 
to pass overwhelmingly when the other 
side finishes playing their games. But 
the American people see through this. 

It is deeply disappointing that we 
would treat these appropriations bills 
as a means by which we exercise futile, 
meaningless and deeply partisan tac-
tics instead of doing the hard work 
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that the American people put us here 
to do. 

I need to remind Members present 
here today that this debate that we are 
having about earmarks is really no de-
bate at all, and it is putting needed 
funds at risk to combat terrorism, and 
it hurts us in keeping our promises to 
our veterans and all of the important 
other issues that this bill addresses. 

My home State of Georgia in par-
ticular will be better prepared with 
needed funding delivered to the Urban 
Area Security Initiative and first re-
sponders. 

The Hartsfield-Jackson Airport in 
Atlanta, the busiest airport in the 
world, should not suffer because the 
minority side chooses to hold the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion funding hostage. 

But instead of debating the merits of 
the bill, they choose to play political 
games. I choose to work. I ask my 
friends to please drop the political 
showmanship and let’s proceed to do 
what the American people want us to 
do and what they expect us to do and 
that is to go to work and allow our-
selves to be guided by the mandate 
that the American people have given 
us. 

They clearly told us to gather on this 
sacred floor to find solutions to the 
problems that they are confronted with 
on a daily basis and not to engage in 
the spectacle like what we did last 
night. 

My friends on the other side of the 
aisle, you decided to take this vital bill 
that would provide us with needed pro-
tection and turn it into a political ex-
ercise. Now is not the time and here is 
not the place to do that. Let’s get on 
with the business and move this bill 
forward. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

It is clear that the gentleman from 
Georgia is new here because he has ob-
viously not seen this process played 
out in the past, or seen his colleagues 
on his side take days and days and days 
to take care of appropriations bill and 
to throw problems in our way. 

What he is saying is so disingenuous. 
This bill does not have to be approved 
until October 1. The budgets are out 
there for these agencies until October 
1. This does not have to be done today; 
it doesn’t have to be done tomorrow. 
There is plenty of time to do this. 

But what the Democrats have al-
lowed us to do is to expose their hypoc-
risy. They are giving us that oppor-
tunity. Now, we could stop all of this 
debate immediately, and we would be 
happy to do that. All they have to do is 
stop shrouding the earmarks in se-
crecy. They think that our wanting to 
expose their secret earmarks is trivial. 
My constituents in the Fifth Congres-
sional District of North Carolina don’t 
think that is trivial. 

And my colleague here earlier who 
said that Republicans ask for ear-
marks, certainly Republicans ask for 
earmarks, and I think that is appro-

priate. I didn’t ask for any earmarks in 
this bill. I don’t know anybody who 
asked for earmarks in this bill, but 
people do. But he misses the whole 
point, as the Democrats do. They are 
now trying to turn this on us. They are 
in the majority. They can handle this 
problem easily. All they have to do is 
put out a list of the earmarks, and let 
everybody know what they are. 

No, we have a chairman who wants to 
have those earmarks in secret until 
after the bills are passed and then vote 
on them. 

Also, my colleague from New York 
talks about wasting time. Ladies and 
gentlemen, I have just been dying to 
talk about this, and he has given me 
the perfect opportunity. The majority 
party said we are going to have people 
in Washington 5 days a week so you 
will work. Well, I work very hard when 
I’m in my district. I know they love to 
be in Washington, D.C., but let me tell 
you about waste of time. Let me tell 
you about some of the bills that have 
been brought to this floor for us to 
vote on. It goes on and on and on. 
There has been one substantive bill 
signed by the President in 6 months of 
this Congress. 

But let me tell you some of the won-
derful, exciting, necessary bills: Recog-
nizing National Americorps Week; sup-
porting the goals and ideals of National 
Public Works Week; honoring the con-
tributions of the Rocky Mountain Sen-
ior Games on its 30th anniversary; in 
observance of National Physical Edu-
cation and Sports Week; supporting the 
goals and ideals of Financial Literacy 
Month; honoring the 50th anniversary 
of the international geophysical year; 
expressing the support for National 
Foster Parents Day; honoring the life 
and accomplishments of Gian Carlo 
Menotti; recognizing the benefits and 
importance of school-based music edu-
cation; recognizing the 45th anniver-
sary of John Hershel Glenn’s historic 
achievement; supporting the goals and 
ideals of National Community College 
Month. 

That’s why we come to Washington 5 
days a week and that our colleagues 
think that our wanting to shed the 
light of day on these egregious ear-
marks is trivial? Folks, I want to tell 
you, the people in my district do not 
think it is trivial, but they think some 
of that stuff we have been voting on, 
and I could spend the next 5 days read-
ing out the titles of these bills when we 
talk about waste of time. 

But let me tell you, even their press, 
their friendly press, gets it; and I think 
the American public gets it. They want 
to change the topic and make it look 
like we are obstructing justice. We are 
shedding light on the problems. 

CNN, again, not a bastion of conserv-
ativeness said: When Democrats took 
control of Congress, they promised law-
makers would go public with their re-
quests for funding. They have not done 
so. 

Earmarks should be scrutinized be-
fore spending bills go into effect. They 
are not doing that. 

OBEY’S move for staff scrutiny comes 
at the expense of greater openness and 
examination by the public and other 
lawmakers. That is from AP. 

This is from Roll Call: This year de-
spite promises to run the most open 
and honest House ever, Democrats 
began by making sure that no chal-
lenges would be in order if Obey cer-
tified that a bill was free of earmarks. 

It is over and over again. Even the 
press that normally supports them is 
saying they have made a mistake, they 
have overreached. We don’t need more 
secrecy in this process. We want things 
out in the light of day. If I ask for a 
earmark, I better be proud of it and to 
have it published, and I am. But they 
don’t want to do that. They want to 
keep it secret. And then they want to 
let the staff vet the earmarks, not even 
the Members. That is not the way to 
operate the House of Representatives. 

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

Mr. Chairman, my colleague from 
Georgia, Representative JOHNSON from 
DeKalb County, spoke just a few min-
utes ago. I have great respect for the 
gentleman from Georgia, a freshman 
Member doing a great job in this body. 
Of course he talked about the under-
lying bill and what is wrong with the 
bill. 

Well, I move to strike the last word 
in support of the amendment. The 
gentlelady from Oklahoma, the former 
lieutenant governor, a long-term lieu-
tenant governor, I think the first ever 
in the history of the State of Okla-
homa, female lieutenant governor, I 
support her amendment. And I say to 
the gentleman from Georgia, my good 
friend, there is nothing wrong with the 
underlying bill, and possibly he is cor-
rect. As the subcommittee chairman 
has said, there are no earmarks in this 
Homeland Security bill or tradition-
ally in a Homeland Security bill. 

But the problem with the bill is it is 
an increase up to 14 percent in spend-
ing on that particular appropriations 
bill, 7 percent more than what is in the 
President’s budget, what the President 
called for. 

So as the gentlewoman from Okla-
homa knows with her amendment, it is 
just one more opportunity to try to 
bring, as she is doing, to bring fiscal re-
sponsibility into the process and say 
some of these programs, you can pick 
them apart and name certain ones. 

b 1615 

We have to have that, but pretty 
soon, we’re talking about $60, $70, $80 
billion worth of additional spending 
that the Democrats are going to bring 
on the backs of the American taxpayer 
at the end of this fiscal year, and that’s 
what we’re railing against. And I would 
say that to my good friend from Geor-
gia, the gentleman from DeKalb. 

But more than that, Mr. Chairman, 
much more than that, of course, is this 
issue of earmarks. I talked to a good 
supporter from my district just re-
cently, in fact this afternoon, and he 
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reminded me of the outrage at our own 
party, at our Republican Party, and re-
minded me that we are in the minority 
because of not being fiscally respon-
sible, fiscally prudent, losing our 
brand, if you will, not fulfilling the 
pledges upon which we took office, in-
deed upon which the President took of-
fice 61⁄2 years ago. 

Yes, certainly our party is outraged 
and we get the message, and that’s why 
we are determined to bring fiscal re-
sponsibility to the people’s House and 
this issue of earmarks and all of this 
pork, the Democrats, the Democratic 
majority got that majority by railing 
against maybe the sins of my col-
leagues in regard to earmarks. 

So this is what really it’s all about, 
not particularly that we’re opposed to 
this specific appropriations bill on 
homeland security. And I think the 
subcommittee chairman has done a 
good job, just as the ranking member 
has. 

But Mr. Chairman, let me just say 
this. Here is what the Democratic ma-
jority has an opportunity to do. They 
can take all of these bills, all of these 
appropriations bills back to the Rules 
Committee and bring them to the floor 
with a closed rule, something that’s 
unprecedented, and I don’t think that 
the majority will do that. I hope they 
won’t do that, but they could. 

This is the option I would rec-
ommend. I recommended it yesterday 
when I spoke on another amendment. 
Mr. OBEY, the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, Mr. Chairman, 
has said that he’s going to take all of 
the earmarks that he plans to airdrop 
in a conference report, where none of 
the Members will have an opportunity 
to vote up or down, but he’s going to 
airdrop them, but he is going to shine 
some sunshine, some daylight, on that 
by publishing them before the August 
recess in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD; 
and any Member, they will have an op-
portunity, maybe over that month, to 
look at all of those earmarks. And if 
they don’t like them, they can write a 
letter to the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee and say, I’m op-
posed to that particular Member’s ear-
mark. 

And then who makes a decision? One 
person. He’s not God. He’s just chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee, 
and he makes a decision, well, am I 
going to airdrop those amendments, 
yes or no? 

Well, I want to suggest once again, 
Mr. Chairman, to Chairman OBEY, here 
is what you can do. All of those ear-
marks that you publish in that CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD before the August 
recess, you can bring those back. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
GINGREY) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GINGREY 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. GINGREY. Then when we come 
back from the August recess, he can 
bundle those all up as a bill or a resolu-

tion coming through the Appropria-
tions Committee, having a special rule, 
hopefully an open rule, bring it to the 
floor of this House, and then let each 
and every Member vote those earmarks 
up or down. And you can have them 
sectioned off for each of the 11 or 12 ap-
propriation bills. 

That’s the opportunity that we want 
to give to the new majority, and I hope 
the leadership will, in consultation 
with the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, a member of almost 
40 years of this body, will come to that 
conclusion, because as one of my col-
leagues said last night, we don’t want 
to trade in our voting card for a piece 
of paper and a pen so that we can write 
a letter. 

That’s taking away the rights of the 
minority, but even more importantly, 
Mr. Chairman, it’s taking away the 
rights of the American people. It’s un-
fair. It’s not the right thing to do. 

And I pledge and plead and beg my 
colleagues in the majority to do the 
right thing. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, we come here this 
afternoon on the eve of one-quarter of 
the way through the 110th Congress, 
and we have to ask ourselves, what now 
that the Democrats are in control of 
this House have they wrought? Three 
things: The largest tax increase in 
America’s history on America’s fami-
lies; secondly, a breaking of the rules 
and/or their promises; and finally, what 
we learned last night, slush funds in 
very important appropriations bills. 

If you were listening to this discus-
sion last night, some of our friends on 
the other side of the aisle, in essence, 
justified their actions here today with 
this legislation by looking back to a 
couple of incidents in the past, back in 
the 1990s or what have you, and said, 
well, if it was done in the past, we’re 
going to continue this tradition in the 
future. 

I think the gentleman from Min-
nesota raised the point before quite ac-
curately. Did they not hear the mes-
sage that the voters of this country 
sent in the November election? I can 
tell you, we heard that message loud 
and clear. 

The American public is tired of poli-
tics as usual. The American public is 
tired of the games in Washington. The 
American public is tired of changing 
the rules as you go along just to get 
your end. 

We heard that message, and that is 
why we came to the floor last night 
and today. We are not politicizing this. 
We are just trying to protect the Amer-
ican public on important issues such as 
homeland security. At the end of the 
day, we heard. On the other side of the 
aisle, we thought the other side of the 
aisle did. 

On these three points, tax increases. 
I have the opportunity and honor of 
serving on the Budget Committee, and 
I quite honestly was amazed, after all 

the hearings that we heard at the be-
ginning of the year about the fiscal 
constraints we should be living under 
and the problems that we have, and yet 
we saw the budget that they presented 
us at the time of a $392 million tax in-
crease in their original budget would 
affect everybody with tax increases. 

Increase in the marginal rate of $182 
billion; reduction in the child tax cred-
it of $27 billion; increase in the mar-
riage penalty of $13 billion; increase in 
the death tax, $91 billion; increase in 
the capital gains and dividend tax, $32 
billion; other tax increases, $47 billion, 
all huge numbers. But if you break it 
right down to the individual family, 
you know what it comes out to be? 
Well, the New York Times answered 
that question. 

They said the average family of four 
living in my area in the State of New 
Jersey, would see their taxes go up by 
around $50 or $100 or more. That’s what 
the other side gave us when they gave 
us the largest tax increase in U.S. his-
tory. 

Breaking of the record, breaking of 
promises, breaking of the rules. Well, if 
you follow what we do here on the 
floor, you will recall that it was just 
about a month ago when the other side 
of the aisle was trying to change the 
rules of the House that had been put in 
place as far back as 1820 to allow the 
minority to have the opportunity to 
offer motions to recommit and the like 
in the manner in which we have done 
in the past, as I say, for over 200 years. 
We fortunately were able to thwart 
those moves. We hopefully will be able 
to thwart their moves now as they try 
to break the rules again when it comes 
to transparencies and earmarks and 
the like. 

And finally, when it comes to the 
third point, slush funds, slush funds? 
Can you imagine that we’re still talk-
ing about in this day and age Members 
from the other side of the aisle cre-
ating an appropriation process where 
there are slush funds, where one Mem-
ber is going to decide where literally 
billions and billions of American tax-
payers’ dollars go? 

These are not just my comments as 
far as the criticism of the other side of 
the aisle. Let’s take a look at what 
outside individuals and the media are 
commenting on this. 

Public Citizen’s Craig Holman said, 
speaking of what the Democrats are 
doing, ‘‘It violates the whole spirit of 
the reform itself. We really did expect 
that earmark requests were going to be 
an open book so that all of America 
could sit there and take a look at who 
is requesting what earmark.’’ 

Over on CNN, not a conservative net-
work by any means, CNN’s John Rob-
erts said, ‘‘The question people are ask-
ing today is, ’What happened to the 
Democrats’ promise to shed light on 
the earmarks?’ Because this plan as an-
nounced seems to do the opposite.’’ 

Brianna Keilar, also from CNN, 
‘‘Democrats now are on the defense 
with Republicans . . . But advocacy 
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groups say’’ their actions ‘‘still violate 
the spirit of what Democrats said they 
would do when they came into power in 
January.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, we are not trivializing 
this. If anything, the other side of the 
aisle is trivializing a very important 
piece of legislation, Homeland Secu-
rity, an issue that is extremely impor-
tant to my district, inasmuch as we 
live in the shadows of the Twin Towers. 

Let’s hear what the American public 
says and return civility and the rule of 
law to the House of Representatives. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, today I rise to com-
mend my colleague from North Caro-
lina for his leadership on the Homeland 
Security Appropriations bill, and I ap-
plaud him and members of the sub-
committee who helped craft this bill. 

The Homeland Security Appropria-
tions bill is a top priority for the coun-
try, and it should be a top priority for 
every Member of this body. 

Now, let’s be clear. This bill protects 
the American people on Wall Street 
and on Main Street, on your street and 
on my street. We owe it to the Amer-
ican people to provide the highest lev-
els of safety and security possible, and 
this bill does just that. The legislation 
will help protect our homes, families 
and communities from those who 
would do us harm. 

This bill protects our borders. It fully 
funds the Customs and Border Protec-
tion Agency and adds 3,000 new Border 
Patrol agents to secure our borders. 

This bill funds our first responders 
and provides them with the critical 
equipment that they need. It ensures 
that our own local police departments 
have access to the information and in-
telligence they need to perform a 
meaningful role in counterterrorism. 

This bill restores the President’s cuts 
to firefighters to ensure that those who 
protect our homes, our small busi-
nesses, our schools and our commu-
nities have the resources that they now 
lack to keep us safe. 

The bill restores critical interoper-
ability funding that will allow local po-
lice, firefighters and emergency re-
sponders to communicate during a cri-
sis. 

This bill protects our airports and 
our airplanes with baggage screening 
funding, and it protects our ships and 
seaports with funding for maritime se-
curity. 

Mr. Chairman, I have my 8-year-old 
daughter with me this week, and as we 
observe the antics from my friends 
across the aisle, I’m reminded of a 
game that my daughter often plays 
with her friends called Consequences. 
Probably each of us has played that 
game at one time or another, but not 
when the stakes are as high as they are 
in this Chamber. 

Basically what happens is, each child 
writes down on cards an event and a 
consequence of that event. The cards 
are shuffled and read out loud in a 

muddled sequence, with one event lead-
ing to consequences that then make no 
sense at all. This is not child’s play, 
and Members of the people’s House 
play the game of Consequences at their 
peril. 

By obstructing this critical bill, they 
have elevated the politics of pork over 
the security of the American people. 

Mr. Chairman, Republicans should 
stop playing the political game of con-
sequences and join Democrats in focus-
ing on getting things done and pro-
tecting our homeland, because the real 
consequences of holding up this bill are 
serious. That is what the election on 
November 7, 2006, was about. 

I was elected in the 109th Congress, 
and I didn’t see any of my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle leaping to 
their feet to demand that their name 
be published next to the appropriations 
request that they submitted. I didn’t 
see anybody leaping to their feet on 
the other side of the aisle insisting on 
reform. Where were the reformers on 
the other side of the aisle in the 109th, 
in the 108th, in the 107th, in the 106th? 
Where were they? 

Now, suddenly, they’re leaping to 
their feet, saying to the American peo-
ple that they know what the election 
on November 7 was about. Why didn’t 
they do any of this or insist on any of 
this before now? Because they didn’t 
believe in it. 

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

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate my colleague yielding. There’s 
a simple fact. We had a strong earmark 
rule in the last Congress, and we’re 
asking you to reinstate the earmark 
rule. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Re-
claiming my time, if you had one, it 
was not evident. It was absent because 
one of the main reasons that the people 
insisted upon putting Democrats in the 
majority and moving this country in a 
new direction is because there was an 
absence of reform here, an absence of 
oversight, an abdication of the Con-
gress’ responsibilities. 

And that’s why Democrats are in 
charge. That’s why we are making sure 
that we actually reform the process, 
put transparency into the appropria-
tions process, own up to the earmarks 
that we sponsor and make sure that 
people know what we’re asking for 
when we want to bring home funding to 
our districts, not do it in the shadows 
as was the practice up until the 110th 
Congress. 

b 1630 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to re-
spond to my colleague from Florida. 
What she said was factually incorrect. 
The Republican Congress put in a 
strong earmark reform so the Amer-
ican people can see what we are spend-
ing here on this House floor. It’s a mat-

ter of transparency and openness which 
the Democrats campaigned upon. What 
they have done in this whole process is 
put those earmarks back in the shad-
ows, in the shadows of the chairman’s 
pocket, and the chairman can divvy 
them up as he sees fit. 

That is not the direction we should 
be moving in, and we are not delaying 
this bill. What we are doing is having a 
debate on the size and scope of the gov-
ernment and whether or not we should 
allow pork-barrel projects to invade 
our appropriations process or whether 
or not we should have openness and re-
strain the size and growth of govern-
ment. That’s what this debate is about, 
and it’s a good debate. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to my col-
league and friend from Kentucky for 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it’s somewhat 
ironic. Listening to the words of the 
gentlewoman from Florida reminds me 
of a comment that Machiavelli made 
centuries ago. He said: ‘‘For this is the 
tragedy of man—circumstances change, 
but he does not.’’ 

It’s fascinating that the Democrats 
ran on a platform of wanting to bring 
about the most ethical Congress ever, 
but, frankly, I have to say it’s a sham 
based upon this approach to earmark 
reform. This is not earmark reform. 

In fact, the reason we were here last 
night, contrary to the comments from 
the other speakers, was to protect the 
American people and to protect their 
right to accountability for every dollar 
that is spent in this Chamber. Let’s 
look for a moment on the structure of 
accountability before talking about 
the validity of earmarks. 

Last night, when we asked about the 
ability to debate specific spending 
bills, we were told, oh, this is in the 
guise of transparency, but, of course, 
you won’t be able to vote on the indi-
vidual earmarks. You can only vote 
after those have been dropped in after 
the conference report. 

I would have to say this is a most 
surprising thing. In fact, we were told, 
with tremendous sincerity on the part 
of the gentleman from Wisconsin, that, 
in fact, this would be a wonderful way 
to protect the people’s rights to trans-
parency, and, frankly, wall us com-
pletely out of the process. 

How is that? Well, I would be able to 
object to egregious spending. We have 
seen that in a number of areas through 
the years on both sides of the aisle. But 
how would we object to that from my 
office in Kentucky? I would be able to 
write a letter to the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee. In fact, the 
staff members would make the decision 
on whether that was a legitimate ear-
mark or not. 

I have great respect for the staffs 
that work at all the committees in our 
offices and the House. But I would like 
to remind the gentleman from Wis-
consin, the Members from the other 
side of the aisle, that last November, in 
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the election that they claim the Amer-
ican people chose to have a new direc-
tion, I didn’t see the name of any staff 
member from Capitol Hill on a Federal 
ballot anywhere in the United States. 

The people who were elected to up-
hold and defend the Constitution, who 
were to make sure that the people’s 
money was spent wisely, were not staff 
members. The staff members were ac-
countable to elected officials. Ulti-
mately, the elected officials have to 
make those decisions because we are 
the ones that were accountable to the 
people. 

What will the public know about 
these earmarks? All they see of them is 
at the last minute when we get into a 
position of simply voting up or down 
on a conference report where we will 
not have that ability to debate or to 
discuss those bills. 

In fact, let me be clear about this. I 
don’t think earmarks in and of them-
selves can be bad. They can be very 
good, but they should all be subject to 
public debate here in this Chamber on 
this floor or in this committee where 
they can be voted on up or down by a 
majority of Members clearly making a 
decision and being accountable for 
those decisions. 

There are many good earmarks: in-
vesting in public works, creating jobs 
that can lay a foundation for future 
growth. The root of this practice is 
based on the idea there are many fund-
ing priorities very specific and unique 
to districts or regions of the country 
that should be decided by our elected 
officials, not some faceless bureaucrat 
in Washington, not some person hidden 
in a cubicle or an office away from the 
light of scrutiny and accountability. 

To say this is bringing an ethical 
posture to Congress, I beg to differ 
with that. In fact, I believe what it 
would do is increase the likelihood of 
malfeasance on the part of taxpayers’ 
dollars by taking away the direct ac-
countability with Members of Con-
gress. 

In the Fourth District, I don’t want a 
faceless bureaucrat to make those deci-
sions. In fact, I am proud of every ear-
mark that I have secured for the 
Fourth District of Kentucky. I want 
the people to know that this is how we 
believe, working with our local leaders, 
that taxpayer dollars should be rein-
vested in our communities, how their 
dollars should be spent that they can 
see that firsthand and see that return. 

However, the process would be sig-
nificantly improved if every earmark 
were defined in the bill, their sponsors 
named and that we have the ability to 
challenge those and let each Member 
defend the merits on return and invest-
ment to the American taxpayer on 
each one of them. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this has been a won-
derful debate. For about 30 years, I 
hung around courtrooms and watched 
lawyers talk to juries, and a lot of 
times lawyers use terminology that 
people didn’t understand. 

We just used a ton of terminology, 
and every once in a while pick up on 
one or two that I think that maybe 
newcomers to this House really don’t 
understand, maybe someone else that 
might be in the House or listening to 
the House might not understand. I 
want to talk about some of those 
things. 

First I would like to address, before I 
do that, I want to point out that we 
have done an awful lot of talk about 
history. You know, last year is history. 

In fact, yesterday is history. Today is 
reality and tomorrow, who knows. 

But there was just a tirade of num-
bers thrown out of Congresses just a 
few months ago. If you want to play 
that game, then let’s take the 40 years 
prior to the Republicans coming into 
the majority of Congress and say, what 
about those 20 Congresses that had the 
opportunity to reform the appropria-
tions process? 

That’s a ridiculous argument. That 
argument carries no water whatsoever. 
The reality of the problem that we are 
addressing on earmarks actually came 
to the forefront when the vast majority 
of the people that sit in these chairs, in 
both parties, were surprised by the ac-
tivities of a few who violated their sa-
cred trust to the United States Govern-
ment. 

We had an election where all of us 
got painted with the brush of that few. 
But the reality is, the vast majority of 
people on this side of the aisle, and I 
am sure my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle, were shocked to dis-
belief over some of the things that oc-
curred with Members of the Congress, 
and are continuing to occur, to come to 
light. Recently, we had light spread on 
another shocking event that we have 
had here in Congress. 

You know, the nature of democracy 
is that problems leap up in your face, 
and you react to those problems. We 
have had leap into our face that 
secretism when dealing with money 
causes people like Jack Abramoff to 
end up in prison, and those that may be 
associated possibly end up in prison. 

If you look and study what happened, 
it’s all secret things. That’s the real of-
fense we are talking about, when we 
say let’s let daylight in on this ear-
mark process. A term that we have 
used a lot is airdrop, but most people 
think airdrop, plane, parachute, that 
drops it in. 

What we are really talking about is 
once a process goes through the House 
and the Senate, bills come to a con-
ference committee, which is made up of 
representatives of both bodies. It is in 
a closed room behind closed doors 
where the bills are worked out to 
where they can get a compromise that 
both bodies can then vote on. 

When we refer to airdrops, these are 
these expenditures and appropriation 
bills that when it comes back to this 
body, if we can dig through and find it, 
we go, where in the heck did that come 
from? We can’t find any record any-
where of anybody talking about that in 

the Senate of the House. There it is. 
Where did that come from? So it’s like 
it dropped out of thin air. 

I think that’s where the term ‘‘air-
drop’’ gets its meaning. It’s that when 
the Members of this body and the other 
body look at the final product and say 
where did that come from. 

I think the proposal that’s being 
made by the majority on their new ear-
mark reform, by its very definition, 
creates a large body. We hear 31,000 
possible ‘‘where did that come from’’ 
from for every Member of this body, ex-
cept maybe one and some staffers who, 
some believe, are more competent than 
the Members of this body. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
CARTER) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CARTER 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, when 
we had these scandals, and we had the 
debate last term of Congress about this 
airdropping, this appropriations proc-
ess, the public asked us to put what we 
were doing under a microscope and 
then let them see it. 

That’s what we are doing today. 
That’s what we are going to continue 
to do until the whole process is visible 
and out in the daylight, and that’s 
what this is all about. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to support 
the Homeland Security appropriation, 
and I would just have to say the word 
‘‘irony’’ has been used by both sides of 
the aisle quite a bit. I think the irony 
here is that the Republican side of the 
aisle is trying to do what they did last 
year, which is not to pass a budget, not 
to pass appropriations and try to bring 
this country to a halt by delaying, de-
laying, delaying. 

Well, that’s fine and dandy for them 
to play those kinds of games, but this 
country expects a change. It voted for 
a change in direction. It voted for 
strong national security, which this 
bill reflects and represents. 

This bill reflects and represents pro-
tection on our borders, protection on 
our ports. We have additions to FEMA 
so that we have protection and re-
sponse to natural disasters. Instead, 
our friends would like to stall and hold 
this Chamber hostage because they 
can’t get the pork they want. They 
want their pork, and they want to eat 
it too. 

Ladies and gentlemen, this is wrong. 
This stalling tactic has got to stop. 
This Nation deserves much better than 
what we are seeing from the Repub-
lican side of the aisle. 

They would like us to ignore the fact 
that billions of dollars are missing in 
Iraq under their administration and 
under their leadership. They would like 
us to forget the fact that there were 
sweetheart deals to Halliburton and to 
many others where there was no bid 
and no contracts. 

They would like the country to for-
get history, which has brought this 
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country into the biggest debt that we 
have ever seen. They would rather talk 
about earmarks, which they really 
mean to be pork, because they aren’t 
going to get their pork. They aren’t 
going to get their bridge to nowhere 
because we are not going to let them 
have that. We will fight for the Amer-
ican people every day, as long as it 
takes. 

We are here because of guys like 
Jack Abramoff, Duke Cunningham, 
Bob Ney, Mark Foley. Those are the in-
dividuals that helped create a Demo-
cratic majority because people were 
tired of it, and they wanted a change in 
direction. 

We’re going to change the focus of 
this Congress and this Nation from 
what the Republicans did, which was 
the wealthiest 1 percent to the hard-
working people in the middle. We 
passed a minimum wage law. We passed 
bills out of here to reduce the cost of 
prescription drugs under Medicare part 
D. We are focused, ladies and gentle-
men, under this bill on the national se-
curity of the United States of America. 

Instead, our friends on the other side 
are focused on pork and their bridges 
to nowhere. 

This is a travesty; this is a delaying 
tactic. This is not in the interests of 
the United States of America. I support 
this bill and ask for an ‘‘aye’’ vote. 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Before I speak, I would like to just 
share one thing. The gentleman who 
was just speaking reminds me again of 
the comment that Machiavelli made 
that the tragedy of man is that cir-
cumstances change, but he does not. 

And in all of this rhetoric, I would re-
mind the gentleman we were actually 
debating a Homeland Security bill, I 
haven’t heard one person answer our 
reasoned arguments to ask them to de-
fend the appropriations chairmen or 
the Speaker’s approach to earmarks by 
taking them off the floor and out of 
committee and removing them from 
debate and accountability. 

I happened to be in the meetings last 
year where the Republican conference 
was at work to move to improve the 
accountability. Certainly, I believe in 
complete transparency of records, and 
we have heard nobody defend the chair-
man’s position on this. 

I have heard no Democrat get up and 
defend the chairman’s position on ear-
marks at all. They want to use ad 
hominem arguments, talk about yes-
terday. I think the gentleman is right: 
what happened yesterday, in fact, is 
history. 

So far, to make this the most ethical 
House in history, I would think that 
openness and transparency would im-
prove accountability, and not simply 
contribute to the increase of green-
house gases in the atmosphere. 

b 1645 

We talk a lot about that, but I think 
that a lot has been created inadvert-
ently from the other side. 

The issue is not whether earmarks 
themselves, it’s not whether earmarks 
themselves are good or bad. It’s simply 
having a mechanism for accountability 
for the American people so that they 
can see that. 

One perfect example is a large 
project of national and regional signifi-
cance that’s in my district that affects 
71 congressional districts. We worked 
together in a bipartisan manner 
through the 109th Congress to secure 
all of the funding necessary to the 
lead-up to the construction of the 
Brent Spence bridge on I–75 that con-
nects Northern Kentucky and Cin-
cinnati. This was not a Republican or 
Democrat project, it was an American 
project where many, many Members, 
ranging from south Florida, all the 
way to the Upper Peninsula of Michi-
gan, up into the Northeast saw their 
districts, their industries, their jobs af-
fected by that meaningful investment 
in infrastructure that would benefit 
the Nation as a whole. 

We wanted that accountability. We 
debated it in public. We talked about it 
repeatedly. We made the case not only 
to one another in the House, but to the 
American people, that there would be a 
return on investment. 

And I think, at the end of the day, 
that’s the real key. Projects like that 
are not bridges to nowhere. Projects 
like that in the full disclosure of the 
light of day show a proper stewardship 
of the tax resources of the American 
people that are given to us to spend. 
But to take it away and not answer the 
fundamental question, to say that 
these are tactics to stall for pork, I 
would respectfully disagree with the 
comments that have been made, be-
cause nobody has defended the funda-
mental question that accountability, 
in fact, has been taken away and re-
moved. 

NANCY PELOSI, the Speaker of the 
House, stated on March 17, 2006 that 
‘‘before Members vote on the bill, there 
should be an appropriate time for peo-
ple to be able to read it, that it be a 
matter of public record. And if there’s 
an earmark that can stand the scru-
tiny, then that transparency will give 
the opportunity for it to be there.’’ 

Unfortunately, moving to a concept 
of omnibus bills or dropping them in at 
the conference where there’s not that 
room for debate or discussion, I think 
it creates opportunities that, I won’t 
go so far as to suggest that there’s an 
issue with integrity, but more impor-
tantly, as a businessman, as somebody 
who was a consultant helping compa-
nies to maximize their investments, 
their productivity, to keep their jobs 
and to grow, there’s a greater risk of 
redundancy. There’s a greater risk of 
waste. There’s a greater risk of less ef-
ficient ways to go about solving the 
problem in a particular region. 

The benefit of debate and the benefit 
of dialogue is to give us a synergy that, 
at the end of the day, will give us re-
sults that will benefit the American 
people. And I think that we’ve been 
trusted with the people’s money. 

This legislation, today, the structure 
and the reason that we have been put 
into a position where we have to exer-
cise process to force this debate, is no 
different than what happened a month 
ago when a germaneness rule, where 
the minority had the opportunity to 
offer alternative opinions that had 
been in place since 1822; folks who stat-
ed that they were respecters of the in-
stitution moved to strike that rule, 
and we were simply informed an hour 
before it was going to go into effect, 
and we exercised our rights through 
procedure to remove all unanimous 
consent and to move to a place where 
this had to be brought into the light of 
day because of the opportunities that 
were given for Members before. 

At the end of the day, that was wise-
ly repealed that there could be some 
degree of comity and debate. In this 
same vein now, I think it’s important 
that, rather than returning to the poli-
tics of yesteryear, of a bygone era, I 
think what we need to do is move for-
ward in a spirit of openness. 

We live in an information world 
that’s interconnected and open and 
gives access. Let’s give the people ac-
cess to all the earmarks. Give it to 
them early. Let Members on both sides 
of the aisle stand by their projects, jus-
tify them to the American people. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentleman has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DAVIS of 
Kentucky was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.) 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. And with 
that, at the end of the day, what we 
come up with is not a majority or mi-
nority solution, not a Democrat or Re-
publican or liberal or conservative so-
lution. We come up with an American 
solution that optimizes the resources 
that we are entrusted with by the 
American people. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, it’s been 5 years since 
the Department of Homeland Security 
was established. November’s election 
demonstrated that the Nation agreed 
with the Democrats’ new direction for 
America. 

In the movie A Few Good Men, Tom 
Cruise asked Jack Nicholson for the 
truth. Nicholson’s response: You can’t 
handle the truth. 

Mr. Chairman, can the minority han-
dle the truth? I submit to you today 
that the minority cannot, in fact, han-
dle the truth. Mr. Chairman, the truth 
is that the minority can hear the heart 
of the American people no more than 
they could before November. 

Truth is, Mr. OBEY has made this 
process way more transparent than it 
was under the minority’s watch. The 
truth is, we have much more of an effi-
cient process. Most importantly, the 
truth is that there are no earmarks in 
this bill that we’re debating here 
today. 

The appropriations measure has been 
on the floor for 12 hours and still 
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counting. Eight motions for the com-
mittee to rise later, the minority con-
tinues to stifle progress, the minority 
continues to foster trivial debate to 
defer and deter us from our mission. 

Perhaps the minority’s not in touch 
with the interests of our Nation. The 
Nation is interested in leadership that 
remembers not to forget. The Nation is 
looking for leadership that remembers 
9/11, leadership that remembers 
Katrina, leadership that realizes that 
there are still vulnerabilities that we 
need to address to prevent the next ter-
rorist attack or natural disaster. 

Chairman PRICE has showed leader-
ship by addressing these issues in this 
bill, as my committee addressed in 
H.R. 1, 1401 and 1684. 

We owe Department employees, we 
owe the Department’s management, 
and we owe our great country the pas-
sage of this appropriations measure. 

Mr. Chairman, I invite my colleagues 
in the majority to join me as chairman 
of the House Homeland Security Com-
mittee in passing a measure that 
brings us one step closer to protecting 
this Nation. 

Homeland security is not a partisan 
issue. Mr. Chairman, it’s an American 
issue. If we agree on that, then let’s 
end this obstruction and pass this bill. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to just say that 
American ingenuity and civic involve-
ment have come forward again. The 
American people are a creative and in-
volved people. And I have here a letter 
from a blog site called porkbusters.org; 
let me just read you a couple of sen-
tences from this blog site. 

‘‘As you know, Internet technology 
has made research faster and easier 
than at any previous time in human 
history. By releasing your 32,000 ear-
mark request publicly, I, and other 
taxpayers across the country could 
work together in a cooperative effort 
to determine which Members of Con-
gress may have financial conflicts at-
tached to their earmark requests, 
which local projects may be unworthy 
of Federal funding, and which may 
have value to the taxpayers. 

‘‘Thanks for your consideration of 
this matter. I and millions of my fellow 
taxpayers across America stand ready 
to help you evaluate these 32,000 ear-
mark requests. After all, we are the 
ones who are paying for these re-
quested projects; the least we can do is 
help you evaluate their merit.’’ 

We have volunteers now coming for-
ward that are willing to help the over-
worked staff on appropriations that ap-
parently do not have the time to look 
at these earmarks, and haven’t had 
time over the last several months. Al-
though we’ve had time for a lot of 
other things to do, but we haven’t had 
time for that. So volunteers are now 
coming forward, and the American peo-
ple are standing ready and they will be 
willing to help. 

And on another note, I would just 
like to give a question to the col-

leagues I have on the other side of the 
aisle. I hear a lot of discussion about 
what’s in the bill. And the bill has 
many good things. No one’s denying 
that. There are some problems with the 
bill. The bill has some really good 
projects in it. 

But why not talk about the earmark 
process that amounts to doing it in se-
cret, that amounts to doing earmarks 
in the month of August when we’re out 
of session, when we can’t debate it, 
when it’s going to be done in con-
ference committee? We will not have a 
chance to vote one by one on these ear-
marks. 

And you know that, generally speak-
ing, past history is that the earmarks 
will be passed. Even when they’re chal-
lenged, even when they’re brought into 
the sunshine. They will, generally 
speaking, be passed. So really what do 
you have to be afraid of? They’re prob-
ably going to pass anyway, unfortu-
nately, even the most egregious ones. 
So you really have nothing to fear, and 
you really don’t need to hide them, but 
you’re doing so anyway, and I think 
that that’s wrong. 

Mrs. DRAKE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield my time to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. GAR-
RETT). 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. I 
thank the gentlelady, and I’ll consume 
just a portion of the time. 

First off, to the gentleman from the 
other side of the aisle asking what 
truth is, and he went through a litany 
of truths, I ask, are his truths the same 
truths as America’s truths when it 
comes to what is occurring here? 

And as the gentleman behind me 
from Michigan, who is often quoting 
lyrics of music from Jesus Christ Su-
perstar, are truths not unchanging 
law? And in this case, I would suggest 
that they are. Your laws are constantly 
being changed, or I should say your 
rules are constantly being broken that 
you implement and that you promise. 
So your truths are simply truths based 
upon laws that have been rules that 
you decide in November you’re going to 
promise and then later on break. 

As I’ve said each time that I come to 
this floor, what has this Congress 
under the Democrat leadership brought 
us? The largest tax increase in U.S. 
history; a breaking of the rules, so that 
now we see that they can change their 
definition of truths; and as we learned 
last night, surpluses, or rather, hidden 
fees and funds within these accounts as 
well. 

But the point that I wanted to make 
at this point is to a point that the 
chairman raised last night, and that is 
to the difficulty of actually trying to 
address these earmarks. He said that 
they would rely upon the staff of his 
committee to effectuate this. 

While I think we all take our hats off 
and commend the work of his com-
mittee. The staffers for the Appropria-
tions Committee are probably some of 
the best and the brightest that this 

House has. These Members of the Ap-
propriations Committee are also the 
same Members who appropriate their 
own salaries, for that matter. That 
committee is charged with the respon-
sibility of bringing these facts not only 
to the House, but to the American pub-
lic as well. 

If the truth is that they are unable to 
perform their job, perhaps they can 
look outside this Chamber for assist-
ance. I have a letter here of an organi-
zation, a good government organiza-
tion, that made such an offer. Tim 
Phillips from Americans for Prosperity 
indicated to Chairman OBEY just a 
week ago, realizing what he had heard 
as well from Chairman OBEY that he is 
having difficulty, as he said, the extra 
time ‘‘to evaluate the 36,000-plus ear-
mark requests that have been sub-
mitted to the Appropriations Com-
mittee this year.’’ 

The chairman says, I think we have a 
hell of a lot more ability than the indi-
vidual working alone to do it, ref-
erencing the staff. 

Well, Mr. Phillips, of American Pros-
perity came up with, I think, an appro-
priate manner or way to address these 
problems, if his committee and his 
staff and himself are not able to get 
this job done on time as the American 
public wants him to. May I read from 
the letter which says, ‘‘I think that the 
thousands, the millions of individual 
taxpayers, working together, could 
greatly aid you in completing your ear-
mark request evaluation before you re-
sort to sticking earmarks into 
unamendable final legislation behind 
the closed doors of a conference com-
mittee. That’s why, on behalf of thou-
sands of Americans for Prosperity 
members from coast to coast, I’m writ-
ing to offer our help to you and your 
staff in evaluating this year’s earmark 
request.’’ 

You know, it’s interesting. The 
chairman said last night that it would 
take literally weeks, if not months, to 
get the job done if they were to start 
right now. I think we have to ask the 
question, why are we even considering 
them starting right now? Why haven’t 
they started weeks ago on this matter? 

Let me get back to the letter. ‘‘As 
you know, Internet technology has 
made research faster and easier than at 
any previous time in history.’’ This is 
the crux of the argument. ‘‘By releas-
ing your 36,000 earmark requests to 
Americans for Prosperity, our allies 
and other taxpayer groups, and to con-
cerned citizens around the country, we 
will be able to unleash taxpayers 
across the country in a cooperative ef-
fort to determine which Members of 
Congress may have financial conflicts 
attached to their earmark requests, 
which local projects may be unworthy 
of Federal funding and which may be of 
value to the taxpayer.’’ 

He thanks him for the consideration, 
the members of Americans for Pros-
perity, millions of taxpayers who stand 
ready to help to evaluate those 36,000 
earmark requests because, after all, it 
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is those millions of American tax-
payers, they’re the ones, at the end of 
the day, who are going to be respon-
sible for paying for those requests. 

The least that we can do in this 
House is, if the chairman and his com-
mittee and his side of the aisle cannot 
get the job done, the least we can do is 
turn over that responsibility and seek 
the assistance of the American tax-
payer. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Oklahoma (Ms. 
FALLIN). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Oklahoma will 
be postponed. 

b 1700 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR 

MANAGEMENT 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

Under Secretary for Management, as author-
ized by sections 701 through 705 of the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 341 
through 345), $237,765,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $3,000 shall be for official reception and 
representation expenses: Provided, That of 
the total amount provided, $6,000,000 shall re-
main available until expended solely for the 
alteration and improvement of facilities, 
tenant improvements, and relocation costs 
to consolidate Department headquarters op-
erations and $300,000 shall remain available 
until expended by the Federal Law Enforce-
ment Training Accreditation Board for the 
needs of Federal law enforcement agencies 
participating in training accreditation: Pro-
vided further, That no funding provided under 
this heading may be used to design, build, or 
relocate any Departmental activity to the 
Saint Elizabeths campus until the Depart-
ment submits to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives: (1) the published U-Visa 
rule, and (2) a detailed expenditure plan for 
checkpoint support and explosive detection 
systems refurbishment, procurement, and in-
stallations on an airport-by-airport basis for 
fiscal year 2008. 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MRS. DRAKE 
Mrs. DRAKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

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

lows: 
Amendment No. 9 offered by Mrs. DRAKE: 
Page 2, line 16, after the dollar amount, in-

sert ‘‘(reduced by $10,400,000)’’. 
Page 17, line 23, after the dollar amount, 

insert ‘‘(increased by $9,100,000)’’. 

Mrs. DRAKE. Mr. Chairman, I intro-
duce an amendment today to highlight 
the importance of State and local law 
enforcement participation in immigra-
tion enforcement. 

The intent of this amendment is to 
fully fund the President’s budget re-
quest of $26.4 million for State and 

local law enforcement support for the 
training and support for the voluntary 
participation of local law enforcement 
officers and immigration law enforce-
ment as authorized under section 287(g) 
of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act. 

This program is designed to enhance 
cooperation and communication be-
tween Federal, State, and local law en-
forcement in identifying and removing 
criminal illegal aliens. Under 287(g), 
ICE provides State and local law en-
forcement with the training and au-
thorization to identify; process; and, 
when appropriate, detain immigration 
offenders they encounter during their 
regular daily law enforcement activity. 

It is very important to note that the 
287(g) program is not used for rounding 
up illegal aliens in random street oper-
ations. This program is targeted spe-
cifically for those individuals who pose 
a significant threat to public safety 
and national security. Additionally, 
the 287(g) program is not used to deter-
mine the legal status of witnesses and 
victims of crime. Officers in the 287(g) 
program are trained to respect the sta-
tus of witnesses and victims involved 
in a criminal case in order to ensure 
the integrity of our criminal justice 
system. 

Currently, the 287(g) program is im-
plemented in 13 jurisdictions. Perhaps 
the jurisdiction with the greatest suc-
cess in this program is Mecklenburg 
County, North Carolina. In just 12 
months, Sheriff Jim Pendergraph has 
been able to identify and deport nearly 
1,900 criminal illegal aliens, most of 
whom had been previously ordered de-
ported by an immigration judge. This 
program is working and the demand for 
participation among the States is in-
creasing. 

And in the report accompanying this 
appropriations bill, the committee has 
acknowledged the importance of iden-
tifying criminal illegal aliens while in-
carcerated in our State and local jails. 
Participation in the 287(g) program can 
rectify that problem. 

Immigration enforcement is clearly a 
Federal responsibility. It is the Federal 
Government’s primary duty to ensure 
the safety and security of its citizens. 
But we cannot do it alone. We need the 
assistance of our State and local law 
enforcement who encounter these 
issues on a daily basis. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this important amendment. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

I wish, Mr. Chairman, to offer some 
comments on this amendment. 

The amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Virginia would reduce 
the Department of Homeland Security 
Under Secretary for Management Ac-
count by $10.4 million and reallocate 
$9.1 million of the funds to the ICE 
287(g) program. Because of the dif-
ferences in outlays, the remaining $1.3 
million cannot be used. 

Now, as we have said on this floor 
many times in the last 18 hours of de-

bate, our Republican friends seem de-
termined to trash the front offices at 
the Department of Homeland Security. 
They rail against bureaucrats. They 
have no regard for the President’s re-
quests for those front offices. The fact 
is that the Under Secretary for Man-
agement funding is critical for the De-
partment of Homeland Security to en-
sure that it develops its new head-
quarters in a consolidated way and 
that it does its job. 

But if our friends on the Republican 
side of the aisle are not going to defend 
their own administration’s needs in 
this regard, let alone their budget re-
quests, I and my colleagues here are 
not inclined to do so. So our colleagues 
will need to look at this amendment 
and maybe they will want to support 
it, the source of funding notwith-
standing. 

Let me say something about the re-
cipient of these funds, the 287(g) pro-
gram. Now, the ICE 287(g) program 
does require additional funding next 
year, and it requires additional funding 
because of the emphasis that we are 
placing in our bill on the necessity of 
ICE’s getting serious about preventing 
the release of prisoners, people who 
have committed serious crimes, who 
are deportable, permitting the release 
of those people back out on the streets. 
It is just outrageous that criminals 
who have been convicted, who have 
committed serious crimes in this coun-
try are being put out on the street 
without their status even being 
checked. 

So we do have in this bill a require-
ment for ICE to contact every prison, 
jail, and correctional facility in this 
country on a monthly basis to identify 
removable criminal aliens. And we 
have provided a good deal of additional 
287(g) funding to enroll correctional fa-
cilities in this program and to provide 
training and technical support to par-
ticipants so they can provide accurate 
and actionable data to ICE agents. 

So we have tripled ICE’s funding. We 
have tripled ICE’s funding. We have 
more than tripled the amounts pro-
vided in fiscal year 2007, that was $5.4 
million, to $17.3 million in fiscal year 
2008. Now, we think that is sufficient to 
enable ICE to undertake these duties 
as well as to carry on its existing func-
tions because, first of all, it is a tri-
pling in funding. Secondly, the Depart-
ment has yet to obligate more than 
half of a $50 million appropriation 
made in 2006 for this program. It has 
not yet been obligated. 

I have to say to my colleagues that 
as far as the 287(g) program is con-
cerned, the availability of funding is 
not the issue. Trying to increase par-
ticipation rates is the issue. But it is 
not just a matter of throwing money at 
the problem, as our friends like to say. 

So ICE is going to take on, we hope 
and believe, significant new respon-
sibilities. We have provided funding to 
accomplish that, and we are also, of 
course, assuming that the Department 
is going to obligate that $50 million 
that is sitting there already. 
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Now, our colleague has offered an 

amendment to provide yet more fund-
ing for ICE, funding that it is not clear 
to me that she has really analyzed how 
and when the funding can be used. But 
if she wishes to take yet another bite 
out of her own administration’s front 
office accounts at Homeland Security, 
then, again, she can be our guest. 

I do want my colleagues to know, 
though, that we are serious about this 
prison program. We think of all the pri-
orities in terms of deportation, this is 
at the top of the list. It is a major fea-
ture of our bill. ICE is going to be di-
rected to undertake this as a top pri-
ority. We know it will require funding. 
We have provided the funding, and per-
haps in the best of all worlds this addi-
tional funding contained in this 
amendment would help this function be 
performed even more effectively. That 
would be a positive way to look at it, 
and for that reason we will not be op-
posing the amendment. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
gentlewoman’s amendment. I have 
some concerns about the offset, but I 
believe this amendment will help re-
store balance to ICE’s enforcement re-
sources as well as the agency’s support 
for State and local officials. As I said 
when we opened this debate, I believe a 
fiscally responsible funding level in-
cludes sufficient resources to carry out 
all legislative functions and directions. 

This amendment helps to restore 
some balance of resources to meet the 
bill’s mandate for ICE to contact every 
correctional facility across the coun-
try, over 5,000 of them, at least once a 
month to identify incarcerated aliens 
that can be deported and to initiate 
those deportation proceedings. That 
mandate is a lofty goal. Over 5,000 local 
and State jails and detention facilities 
that you have got to contact monthly 
and talk to the jailers who are State or 
local officials and are not being paid to 
help you with this, it is an unfunded 
mandate, and who are also not quali-
fied to judge whether or not a person 
that is incarcerated is an illegal alien. 
It is not their job, and they are not 
trained for it. So that is going to be a 
difficult goal to implement and one 
that is unfunded but, I think, worth-
while. 

So I remain concerned that the bill 
presupposes that ICE can simply redi-
rect resources from some other vital 
criminal investigation or fugitive oper-
ation to meet this unfunded mandate. I 
mean, ICE is understaffed as it is with 
personnel out there. You take a lot of 
personnel off of what they are doing 
now to check with every jail in the 
country, 2,000 of which hardly have any 
incarcerated aliens in them anyway, 
and you have got to take that per-
sonnel off of fugitive operations, catch-
ing people who are not in jail who are 
rapists and murderers and thieves, and 
deport them. 

So the bottom line is we have got to 
have some more money for ICE to do 

this new chore. In fact, the bill even 
suggests resources can be drawn from 
the 287(g) program to meet this man-
date. But then the bill reduces funding 
for that very program by almost 30 per-
cent below the request. 

So restoring the $9.1 million cut in 
the 287(g) program will provide addi-
tional funds to help State and local 
correctional facilities at the ID and 
processing of illegal aliens, the very 
priority the bill is trying to force. In 
fact, over 40 percent of the local law 
enforcement officers trained to date 
through the 287(g) program are from 
jails and correctional facilities in 
States like Florida, Arizona, Alabama, 
North Carolina, California. 

Look at some of the notable results 
from the ICE’s 287(g) program. 

b 1715 
I am quoting from the Nashville City 

Paper printed April 24. ‘‘If the first 
week’s worth of figures hold up, the 
number of illegal immigrants deported 
in the first year of the national 287(g) 
program would be more than 4,200, or 
equal to 11 percent of Nashville’s total, 
legal and illegal, Hispanic population, 
according to a City Paper analysis of 
the first batch of 287(g) immigration 
enforcement data.’’ 

Bottom line, Mr. Chairman, the 
287(g) program is too vital a program in 
the fight to secure our borders to ac-
cept the bill’s $9.1 million cut. 

I urge Members to support the Drake 
amendment. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

I would like to enter into a colloquy 
with the distinguished chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
on the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, we have learned from 
the recent devastation of Hurricanes 
Katrina, Rita and Wilma, as well as 
Tropical Storm Allison, which dev-
astated my city of Houston in 2001, 
that severe consequences can result 
from not having the proper hurricane 
preparedness plans and outreach efforts 
in place prior to such a disaster. 

In my own district in Houston, and in 
New Orleans, and in communities 
throughout America, we have person-
ally seen firsthand that minorities, the 
elderly, the disabled and impoverished 
populations have not been adequately 
prepared for the upcoming hurricane 
seasons or, in fact, hurricane seasons 
in the past. 

I am particularly dismayed that 
these vulnerable populations have not 
been targeted by outreach efforts com-
municating the need to prepare for a 
major hurricane or other natural dis-
aster. Hurricanes Katrina and Rita 
struck some of America’s most vulner-
able and disadvantaged communities. 
Even rural communities have suffered 
from the lack of focus on emergency 
preparedness, communities which are 
just now beginning to find their feet 
again after these devastating storms. 

National, State and local govern-
ments have not fulfilled their responsi-

bility to ensure that they are not, once 
again, left to face nature’s wrath alone. 
My colleague from Minnesota, Rep-
resentative JIM RAMSTAD, has stated 
that the disaster in the gulf coast re-
gion exposed the enormous gaps in the 
emergency planning preparedness and 
management for people with disabil-
ities. We desperately need to fill these 
gaps. 

Mr. Chairman, I had intended to offer 
an amendment to H.R. 2638, the Home-
land Security Appropriations Act of 
2008, that would have provided an addi-
tional $5 million to FEMA to support 
emergency preparedness outreach and 
program efforts for vulnerable commu-
nities, including racial and ethnic mi-
norities, persons with disabilities, the 
elderly, and the economically dis-
advantaged. 

However, money does not answer all 
questions, and I would be willing to 
forgo offering my amendment if the 
chairman would be willing to work 
with me to ensure that FEMA makes 
specific efforts to engage those most 
vulnerable members of our commu-
nities in programs that would involve 
the necessary preparedness, education, 
training and awareness that is nec-
essary to prepare our communities. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I 
thank the gentlelady from Texas for 
raising this important issue. I will be 
happy to work with you on it. I want to 
thank you for your leadership on the 
issue. I agree with you, as the chair-
man of a Homeland Security sub-
committee, that much more must be 
done to engage our communities about 
the need to be prepared for all types of 
disasters and that special efforts are 
required to engage the most vulnerable 
members of our communities. It is a 
very valuable focus that you brought 
to this. 

So that’s why we fund FEMA’s man-
agement and administration account 
at $685 million, $150 million above the 
current fiscal year. FEMA has told us 
of its plans to engage in this type of 
preparedness effort. We intend to mon-
itor that. We strongly support it. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank you. 

I am aware of dedicated community 
activists that have stepped forward to 
fill the void left by Federal, State and 
local governments. Currently, FEMA’s 
national preparedness director only has 
an acting deputy administrator rather 
than the permanent leadership this of-
fice requires. Further, this adminis-
trator testified before our Homeland 
Security Subcommittee that our na-
tional strategy for citizen preparedness 
must be rooted in strong local efforts 
to integrate citizens and communities, 
and requires locally or regionally de-
veloped plans to address each commu-
nity’s unique risk and capabilities. 

He also testified to the need for uti-
lizing volunteer services, since there 
are not enough emergency responders 
to take care of everyone in every loca-
tion during the most critical time. 
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I understand the chairman believes 

there are funds available in the legisla-
tion for FEMA to reach out to these 
State and local activists and groups to 
provide them with the resources that 
they need to continue their vitally im-
portant work, and to work to ensure 
that the absolute debacle that we saw 
2 years ago before, during, and after 
Hurricane Katrina is never allowed to 
happen again. One such activist is Mr. 
Charles X. White, who has worked tire-
lessly to provide much-needed re-
sources for Houston’s vulnerable com-
munities. 

In light of predictions of a dev-
astating hurricane season this year, we 
must take action to ensure that those 
who are reaching neglected segments of 
our American population are ade-
quately funded, including these vulner-
able populations, racial, ethnic, dis-
abled, elderly and others. 

I look forward to working with you, 
Mr. Chairman, on report language as 
this bill goes forward, to ensure that 
hurricane preparedness outreach to 
vulnerable communities is a priority 
for FEMA. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentlewoman has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas was allowed to pro-
ceed for 1 additional minute.) 

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

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I 
thank the gentlewoman. I will be 
happy to work with her on report lan-
guage. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank 
the distinguished chairman for his 
work on this legislation, this appro-
priations bill. And I thank you on be-
half of the vulnerable communities 
across America who may be facing a 
tough hurricane or man-made disaster 
season. 

We need FEMA to focus their atten-
tion. I thank the gentleman for his 
work and his support. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

I rise in support of the amendment 
from the gentlelady of Virginia, and 
also in support of the 287(g) program. 

I want to thank the ranking member 
for mentioning our program in Nash-
ville, Tennessee, and talking a little 
bit about that. He gave us some infor-
mation about why this program works. 
I would like to expand on that for just 
a couple of minutes, and then I’m going 
to yield to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia for a couple of minutes of re-
marks. 

The program in Nashville, the 287(g) 
program there, is working. We under-
stand that it yields results. You heard 
about the first week’s results from this 
program. 

Now, the reason we need to put our 
money where our mouth is and the rea-
son the funding needs to support the 
language in the bill is because this is a 
program that saves local governments 
money. And it works. And there is a 
waiting list to get into this program. 

Now, a follow-up on the comments 
that the ranking member made from 
the June 10 issue of the Nashville 
Tennesseean. Fifteen deputies from the 
Davidson County department under-
went training, and now they check the 
immigration status of every foreign- 
born person that is booked to that jail. 

Also, they have 213 inmates that were 
held on immigration orders during the 
program’s first 45 days. It is a sharp in-
crease from the 151 metro jail prisoners 
subjected to immigration holds in the 
year of 2006. This is paying for itself. It 
is getting results. That is why this pro-
gram deserves to be fully funded. 

At this point, I would like to yield to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CAN-
TOR) for his 2 minutes of remarks. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentlelady. 
And I want to commend the committee 
for bringing this bill forward, but real-
ly take some difference in the remarks 
that were made regarding the 
gentlelady from Virginia’s amendment 
on the 287(g) program. I couldn’t think 
of anything that would be more effec-
tive in helping us enforce the law in 
the interior of this country than addi-
tional funds for this program. 

As some of the speakers prior to me 
have said, we need all hands on deck as 
far as the criminal population that has 
made its way into this country. We 
need the ability to go after these 
criminals, in the words of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky, these rapists, 
these murderers and these thieves. And 
there is no more effective way to iden-
tify them than to empower the folks, 
the first responders that are on the 
ground in our communities across this 
country. 

Now, some of the words from the gen-
tleman of North Carolina, the chair-
man of the subcommittee, were that, in 
fact, we have too much money in this 
program and it hasn’t been used, and, 
in fact, they are unobligated funds. 
Well, then I would say to the gen-
tleman and to my colleagues that we 
haven’t done our job, because we have 
got to do our job to put the vision out 
there that we intend to get serious 
about the illegal immigration popu-
lation, especially those that are crimi-
nals in this country. 

The American people expect us to en-
force the law. This vehicle allows the 
Federal Government to step up to the 
plate to provide local law enforcement 
and our agencies at home the necessary 
resources and the tools with which to 
identify and apprehend the illegal pop-
ulation that has run afoul of our law in 
the interior of this country. 

Not more than a month ago we saw 
the individuals in New Jersey; we saw 
them apprehended, planning a terrorist 
attack on Fort Dix in that State. 
Later, we come to find out that those 
individuals had had various run-ins 
with the law, and in fact, combined, 75 
times had been involved with some 
type of either traffic violation or other 
criminal interdiction, but yet these in-
dividuals were never identified as being 
illegal. 

We have got to make sure that that 
scenario is not repeated. We have got 
to empower the most powerful force 
we’ve got, which is that on the grounds 
and in our local community. 

So I would urge my colleagues to join 
the gentlelady from Virginia Beach in 
making sure that we adequately fund 
this program and insist that our local 
law enforcement agencies have the nec-
essary tools and the resources that 
they need to assist in enforcing the 
law. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I would yield to 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I thank 
the gentlelady for yielding. And to 
both Members, there are just a few 
thousand ICE agents, but there are lit-
erally hundreds of thousands of local 
law enforcement officials. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentlewoman has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. 
BLACKBURN was allowed to proceed for 
1 additional minute.) 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. If 287(g) 
would provide the training and the au-
thority for the local law enforcement 
to do just as the gentleman has said, 
think of the law enforcement power 
that can be brought to bear on the se-
vere problem the country faces of get-
ting rid of convicts in the peniten-
tiaries, as well as fugitives on the run 
and on the lam, and raping and plun-
dering and robbing in the country. I 
think it’s as simple as ABC. I don’t 
know why we don’t do more of it. 

I thank the gentlelady. 
Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, 

precisely, there are 13 jurisdictions 
that have this program. It works. We 
need this Nation right. The cop on the 
beat needs the information to get to 
these criminals that are on our streets. 

Let’s fully fund the 287(g). We’re 
looking at $36.3 billion. There is money 
to do this right and be a good steward 
of our taxpayers’ money. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
strike the last word. 

I rise on this issue with just some 
concern here that we don’t lose per-
spective of what we’re really trying to 
accomplish. 

This was an issue brought up in the 
committee, probably the most popular 
issue of all, which was that we wanted 
ICE, which is the second largest law 
enforcement agency in the country 
next to the FBI, at the rate it’s grow-
ing, it’s going to be bigger than the 
FBI, we wanted them to do their job of 
being able to determine whether people 
who had been arrested at the local 
level and were in jail, maybe not yet 
sentenced, but were pending trial or 
were being held, that somebody would 
review their legal status. 

The question is that this program 
that we are debating and wanting to 
put more money into, and frankly, the 
committee doubled the amount of 
money that’s going into it, which is a 
grant program to local governments, 
not all local governments are keen on 
wanting to do this. Why? Because they 
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have emphasized what they call ‘‘com-
munity policing.’’ 

They want the local law enforcement 
officer to be a friend of the community 
in order to be involved with the com-
munity, to have communities trust 
them. And if they think that the local 
law enforcement is also the Border Pa-
trol, they are going to shut up and stop 
talking to cops. And you get all kinds 
of issues with this, particularly when it 
comes to children who are afraid of law 
enforcement, and so on, if they are the 
ones that are going to arrest their 
moms and dads. 

So, let’s put this into some perspec-
tive. What we really need to do is make 
sure that the ICE, the Federal law en-
forcement, does their job. Why? Be-
cause they are trained. 

I have a note here from my sheriff 
saying that the ICE comes to our jails 
in Monterey County, a small rural 
county in California, three times a 
week. He said the number of confirmed, 
undocumented prison inmates varies. 
Last quarter, there were 52 identified 
undocumented inmates in Monterey 
County. The previous quarter there 
were also 52; prior to that, 72. 

Some of the inmates claim citizen-
ship status or legal permanent resi-
dency and don’t have their documenta-
tion order. It takes some time to label 
them and do all that legal background 
work. 

b 1730 

That is not what the legal back-
ground work is. We have that informa-
tion. That is Federal information. 

As we pointed out before, we have no 
national ID. None of you in here can 
prove you are an American citizens by 
any card you carry in your wallet, un-
less you want to show your voting 
card, but they won’t accept that in the 
airport so I don’t know what valid sta-
tus that has. 

The point here is, let’s not stop mak-
ing ICE do their job. They should be 
doing these local jail checks. If you 
want to do additional training for local 
jailers, that is fine. That is what this 
program is about. But don’t substitute 
it so the local government has to do it, 
because I think you ought to believe 
that criminal management up to your 
local elected officials, your sheriffs and 
your police chiefs, to make that deci-
sion. 

This is the second largest police force 
in the United States. It ought to be 
doing jail checks. They are the ones 
that have the qualifications to look 
into the Federal Information Bank to 
see whether these people are properly 
documented, and I think we ought to 
make sure that they do their job. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FARR. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I just want to say the gen-
tleman is absolutely right. We have to 
separate what ICE does from local law 
enforcement. This is trying to back-

door immigration reform. We really 
need, not piecemeal immigration re-
form, if we are going to do it. 

ICE, in relation with the jails, that 
works. Make sure the incarcerated 
criminals are tracked in the right di-
rection. But to go into neighborhoods 
using local law enforcement that is 
now using ICE money to train them 
really, I think, undermines the law en-
forcement system in that community, 
and law-abiding citizens who would be 
willing to help solve a crime are now 
being victimized. 

If we are going to do immigration re-
form, let’s do it. Let’s do it in the right 
way. But let’s not manipulate local law 
enforcement, who in fact have made of-
ficial statements on the record that 
they would prefer not to be engaged in 
Federal immigration work. 

So I thank the gentleman for the 
point that he has made, and I hope that 
this body will get down at some point 
to a reasonable and rational response 
to the problems of the immigration 
system. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming 
my time, this amendment has been ac-
cepted. I am just concerned that we 
still need to put pressure on ICE to do 
the real jail checks. 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the 
requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, when I talk to my 
local sheriffs back home, one of whom 
actually burned out the battery on my 
cell phone, what they want to do is do 
what people expect them to do, and 
that is help the very overtaxed, no pun 
intended, ICE employees who are out 
there trying to apprehend the crimi-
nals, the criminal illegal aliens. 

In Florida, we were able to train 35 
State and local law enforcement people 
under this program, under the 287(g) 
program. It is a good program, and, be-
lieve me, it is very much wanted by 
many local sheriffs, sheriffs who also 
get elected like we do and who get frus-
trated when ICE is unable to come to 
the jail with the frequency that they 
need to, who are frustrated because the 
citizens want illegals who have crimi-
nal records, they want them off the 
streets, off their lawns, and they want 
to once again be able to reclaim their 
communities, very often, from a lot of 
illegal activity. 

The 13 jurisdictions that use the 
287(g) program are very happy with it. 
We need to adequately fund it, and I 
commend my colleague from Virginia 
for introducing this amendment. It is a 
good amendment and one that I think 
the American people certainly would 
want to have well-funded because of its 
efficacy. 

Again, I commend the gentlewoman. 
Mr. POE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, in my other life, be-

fore coming to Congress, I spent 22 
years on the criminal court bench in 
Houston, Texas, trying all kinds of 
criminals. During that experience, I 
learned a lot about the way the world 
really is. 

It is unfortunate that, in the society 
we live in, the Immigration Service 
cannot protect the United States as far 
as interior enforcement goes. There 
aren’t enough interior enforcement 
agents to track down people who are il-
legally in the system. When I say ‘‘in 
the system,’’ I am talking about the 
criminal justice system. 

What happens too often is a person is 
arrested for a crime. He is put in jail. 
The person is illegally in the United 
States, but nobody knows about that. 
They are sentenced to some term in 
jail or in prison. They get out, and 
they continue to stay in the United 
States illegally. That continues to be a 
problem, especially in big jurisdictions 
like Houston, Texas, where I am from. 

They are committing more crimes, 
yes. The last three peace officers in the 
City of Houston that have been shot, 
Mr. Speaker, were all shot by people il-
legally in the United States. Two of 
those individuals had been arrested 
several times and yet kept being re-
leased. The problem breaks down in the 
local jails. 

It needs to be clear that this pro-
gram, the 287(g) program that is being 
funded and that we are asking more 
funds to be appropriated for, is vol-
untary. Cities are not required to par-
ticipate. 

Sanctuary cities, and we know what 
cities they are, that harbor illegals, 
they won’t participate. They don’t 
have to participate. But not all cities 
in the United States are sanctuary cit-
ies. 

Some cities want to help clean up the 
crime problem in their neighborhoods. 
One way they can do it is to receive 
Federal funds, going to local law en-
forcement, who know best about polic-
ing and who the people are in the area 
and what criminals they are; to track 
those individuals illegally in the coun-
try and make sure they are legally de-
ported back where they came from. We 
find that it works, and it works very 
well. 

For example, in local jails, sheriffs 
use the 287(g) program to find out who 
foreign gang members are, like the 
MS–13 gang members. Once they are in 
custody, they can determine who those 
individuals are, that they are illegally 
in the United States, and, as soon as 
they are released from jail, which hap-
pens to all of them, rather than be re-
leased back on the streets of our cities, 
they will be deported back where they 
came from. 

Now that doesn’t seem to happen as 
much as it should. We have ‘‘catch and 
release’’ of illegals in our county jail 
system. Then we got to go catch them 
again and then try to have them de-
ported after some crime is committed. 

So I think it is wise to use the 750,000 
local peace officers in the United 
States, those peace officers that want 
to participate in the 287(g) program, 
train them with Federal funds and 
allow them to police their own jails 
and their neighborhoods so that people 
who are convicted of criminal conduct, 
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that are illegally in the United States, 
once they are captured, we can deport 
them rather than continue to release 
them back on our streets. 

So I want to commend the gentle-
woman from Virginia for proposing 
this important amendment asking for 
more funds for local law enforcement 
to do their job. Obviously, the Federal 
Government cannot, has not done its 
job in protecting interior enforcement, 
and I think it is a wise use of money to 
allow local law enforcement to do so. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment to fully fund ICE’s re-
quest of $26.4 million for its 287(g) pro-
gram. Let’s just get down to sort of the 
cop’s nitty gritty here. 

Just 21⁄2 years ago, I left the King 
County Sheriff’s Office as the sheriff in 
Seattle, Washington, an 1,100-employee 
organization with a $110 million budg-
et. I started in 1972 as a 21-year-old po-
lice officer in a patrol car for about 5 
years. I worked in the jail, and I 
worked as a property crimes detective, 
and for the most part of my career, I 
was a homicide investigator. I worked 
with all kinds of communities. 

All the different diverse communities 
that we serve across this Nation exist 
in King County, Seattle, Washington. I 
understand the theory of the Commu-
nity Oriented Policing program. We 
implemented that program in the King 
County Sheriff’s Office. It is one of 
those programs that really comes nat-
ural to a police officer working on the 
streets in their patrol car. They want 
to connect with their community. 
They want to be friends with their 
community, as mentioned earlier by 
my colleague across the aisle. 

Part of the Community Oriented Po-
licing program is to make friends and 
engage in conversation and build rela-
tionships, but it is also our job as law 
enforcement officers, local law enforce-
ment officers across this Nation, to en-
force the law. Sometimes we make 
friends doing that. We save lives doing 
that. But sometimes we make enemies. 

In the process of making friends and 
making enemies and protecting our 
neighborhoods, we also build partner-
ships with those communities, but we 
also build partnerships beyond that. 
We build partnerships with the Federal 
Government. We build partnerships 
with the FBI, with the U.S. Attorney’s 
Office, with DEA, with ICE, with Bor-
der Patrol. I could go on and on and on 
with the Federal agencies that join in 
concert, in partnership, with local law 
enforcement every day. 

In Federal task force organizations, 
like the Joint Analytical Centers, the 
Joint Terrorism Task Forces, the 
HIDTA, High Intensity Drug Traf-
ficking Areas, the Violent Offenders 
Task Force, the VICAP Program, and I 
could go on and on and on with Federal 
agencies and Federal programs and 
Federal task forces that come to-
gether; it is about partnerships be-
tween local law enforcement and Fed-

eral law enforcement. And it is about 
training, joint training, with each of 
these agencies so that we can get our 
job done, that we can protect this 
country. 

I understand that. I worked as a part-
ner with the Federal agencies when I 
wore a police uniform on the street. I 
worked with as a partner with Federal 
agencies as I wore my suit and tie and 
my uniform as the sheriff for 8 years in 
King County. These partnerships are 
essential. They create a seamless web, 
a seamless web of sharing information 
across all spectrums of the Federal, 
local, State law enforcement. 

There is no undermining of the local 
police department when partnerships 
are created with the Federal Govern-
ment. It is an uplifting and exciting ex-
perience to work with all of these agen-
cies and train together to finally learn 
what each one of us does and what we 
can bring to the table as a team as we 
protect our country. 

So Homeland Security now, as a fair-
ly new agency with 22 departments, is 
another one of those agencies that we 
have to work with, and ICE is one of 
those. 

This training program creates an un-
derstanding. It helps police officers un-
derstand and respect civil liberties. It 
helps police officers understand and re-
spect civil rights. It helps police offi-
cers at the local level in training with 
the Federal Government understand 
and respect the diverse communities 
that we serve. Why would we not want 
to have our local police officers partici-
pate in training that helps give us a 
broader understanding of the diverse 
community we serve? 

It makes no sense to me to be against 
increasing this budget to what ICE has 
asked for. It makes no sense at all. If 
we are truly interested in civil liberty, 
civil rights and respecting each other’s 
diversity, we would want this training. 

Let’s make a point clear: This is vol-
untary. This isn’t mandated by the 
government. Every police department 
and Sheriff’s office across the country 
can volunteer for this program. 

So, Mr. Chairman, this is a great pro-
gram. I commend the gentlewoman 
from Virginia for bringing this for-
ward. I fully support this amendment, 
and encourage my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to vote in favor of it. 

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Has the gen-
tleman from Texas spoken on this 
amendment yet? 

Mr. CARTER. No, I haven’t. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-

tleman from Texas is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very pleased that I follow my col-
leagues that have worked in law en-
forcement, for I, too, have worked in 
the court systems of criminal justice. 

This 287(g) program to me is an excit-
ing idea that has great potential, and I 
would love to see it expanded to where 
we have trained every law enforcement 

officer in America in just the style 
that my colleague from Washington 
just described, so that they can not 
only honor the diversity as he de-
scribed, but also can participate in en-
forcing the laws of the United States, 
where the resources required for inte-
rior enforcement of the immigration 
laws, the number is overwhelming. To 
me, it is a good use of resources to use 
good, honest law enforcement wherever 
it exists to enforce the laws of this 
land. 

b 1745 

I thought about this the other night, 
because it’s an experience that most 
everyone here probably, if they will 
confess, has had. If you live in Hous-
ton, Texas, where my colleague, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE, lives, or pick a town, it 
doesn’t really matter, Washington, 
D.C., Cincinnati, Ohio, and you get a 
parking ticket, if you fail to pay that 
parking ticket, you’re probably going 
to get a notice from the department 
that takes care of parking tickets, and 
they’re going to send you that notice 
and tell you that you have failed to ap-
pear to answer to this parking ticket. 

They’re going to stick a fine on there 
to go with the parking ticket fine. It 
could be $100, it could be $50, whatever 
the jurisdiction chooses, and then that 
letter is going to say, if you don’t pay 
these two offenses, then we’re going to 
issue a warrant for your arrest on a 
parking ticket. 

Believe me, it happens every day. 
Ask my daughter, okay? Now, they 
probably aren’t going to get out and 
serve that warrant unless they do some 
mass roundup, but generally they don’t 
do that. But you’re driving down the 
street, if you get that ticket in Hous-
ton, Texas, and you happen to be in 
Dallas with a broken taillight, and a 
police officer stops you to tell you he 
wants to give you a warning about 
your broken taillight and he runs the 
national system of warrants that’s 
available across this Nation. Guess 
what he finds? They have a warrant for 
your arrest for a parking ticket in 
Houston, Texas, and he will arrest you; 
and he will put you in jail or hold you 
until you deal with that ticket. 

Now, that’s what happens to every 
American citizen that follows the sce-
nario that I just gave you, or could 
happen to them. 

Now, 18 months ago, when I was 
meeting with ICE people, I asked them 
how many absconders we had from 
these folks that were catch-and-release 
that had been ordered to court and had 
failed to appear on the ICE warrants. I 
found the number was approximately 
700,000 people. It’s probably more now, 
because I’m talking about 18 months 
ago; that’s the number they gave to 
me. 

And I asked the ICE agents, are there 
warrants issued for their arrests? Are 
they in the system? And will local law 
enforcement respect those warrants? 
And I couldn’t get an answer. I was pri-
vately told, ‘‘No.’’ 
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Now, this program, with trained offi-

cers out on the street, at least we could 
pick up violators of the Federal law 
who had disrespected the court system 
created by this Federal law and had 
failed to appear in that court. At least 
we could pick them up in the manner 
we pick up people who get a parking 
ticket. 

We have to be inventive in this prob-
lem that we are facing with massive 
violation of the law in the immigration 
system. And I think the 287(g) is the 
core, so that we train to find these peo-
ple in prison. There were times when 
we were at the jail commission trying 
to close our county jail for overcrowd-
edness that the district judges would 
review it every Friday evening, and we 
would find that 30 percent of the in-
mates in our jail would be illegal 
aliens. Thirty percent. And sometimes 
higher. 

Let’s have trained people. Let’s sup-
port this amendment. Let’s have 
trained people and let the departments 
that want to participate put trained 
people on the street to deal with ICE 
issues. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

I’ve been listening to the debate on 
this particular amendment, and I’ve 
heard a number of people who are op-
posed to it speak, I suppose, about 
their theories, about how this won’t 
work or why it may not be effective or 
what it may do or affect people in a 
community or whatever. 

I am here, Mr. Chairman, not to talk 
about theories or not to talk about 
speculation, but to talk about what 
this particular program has done, in 
fact, in Orange County, California. My 
congressional district is entirely en-
compassed within the County of Or-
ange in California. There are five other 
Members of this body whose congres-
sional districts are either entirely 
within Orange County, California, or 
partially within Orange County, Cali-
fornia, and two jurisdictions within 
that county, both the Orange County 
sheriff’s department and the police at 
the city of Costa Mesa, California, have 
been engaged in this program. 

I would like to read from a press re-
lease that was issued from the Office of 
Sheriff-Coroner Mike Carona. This 
press release was issued just last 
month relative to the effectiveness of 
the program that is the subject of the 
lady from Virginia’s amendment. 

It says, ‘‘Since the inception of Or-
ange County Sheriff Michael Carona’s 
cross-designation program in January 
2007, deputies have increased the num-
ber of immigration holds by more than 
400 percent, from approximately 350 to 
over 1,600. Of this amount, more than 
1,000 of the undocumented individuals 
who were booked into Orange County 
jail were charged with felony law viola-
tions, and over 100 were known gang 
members.’’ 

Now, Mr. Chairman, this is fact, that 
since the Orange County sheriff’s de-

partment participated in this program 
and had its deputies trained on how to 
enforce our illegal immigration laws, 
they have taken off the street 1,600 ille-
gal aliens, 1,000 of whom were felons. 
So because of this program, there are 
1,000 fewer illegal immigrant felons 
walking the streets in Orange County, 
California. 

That is not theory. That is not con-
jecture. That is actually fact. 

Also, in the city of Costa Mesa, 
which I do not represent, but is rep-
resented by Congressman ROHR-
ABACHER, but it’s adjacent to my dis-
trict, they’ve recently trained their of-
ficers in enforcing immigration laws, 
and between March and May of 2007, 
they identified and placed containers 
on 146 illegal immigrants in the city 
jail, and of this amount, 53 had com-
mitted felonies. 

Now, this is in addition to the 1,000 
felons that I talked about before, be-
cause it’s a separate jurisdiction, a sep-
arate city police force dealing with 
their jurisdiction within the County of 
Orange. 

So, Mr. Chairman, this program is ef-
fective, and I know some people who 
are opposed to this amendment have 
said that somehow it’s going to disrupt 
community relations or something like 
that. I can tell you that the Orange 
County sheriff’s office has been very, 
very involved in the community gen-
erally, broadly in Orange County, both 
in ethnic communities and in regular 
communities, and very involved in 
stopping drugs. 

Because what a lot of people are in-
terested in, particularly in some lower- 
income communities, is getting the 
drug dealers and getting the problems 
that drugs create out of their commu-
nity. That’s what they’re interested in. 
They’re not necessarily interested in 
protecting felons or in making sure 
that somehow when we have illegal 
alien felons that we handicap or re-
strict the ability of local law enforce-
ment to find those people, identify 
them and bring them to justice and 
eventually out of this country. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I support the 
amendment from the lady from Vir-
ginia, and I support it on the basis of 
actual, real experience that has hap-
pened in my county; and, that we know 
of, well over 1,000 felons who are no 
longer on the street. 

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

Mr. Chairman, we have been down 
this road before in this discussion, and 
it’s easily something that the other 
party wants to do in spite of the fact 
that their local governments tell them 
they don’t want this done. I think the 
public and all Members really need to 
understand what this is about. This is 
about the fact that there are people in 
this country who are undocumented. 
That’s a fact. How do you remove them 
out of the country is another issue. 

What happens while they’re living in 
this country is the issue at hand. Now, 
throughout the discussion on immigra-

tion, we’ve had questions like, if a per-
son is here, undocumented, and they 
have a child, do you say to that child, 
you can’t go to a public school because 
your parents are here undocumented? 

Well, if you think they’re leaving to-
morrow or next year, that might work. 
But if you think that eventually what-
ever plan we come up with allows X 
number of children to stay in the coun-
try, then you can’t deny them edu-
cation because you’re just creating a 
generation of Americans who won’t get 
education. 

Then you move on to step two. At 
times, we have said that if a person is 
here undocumented, they should not 
get any kind of emergency medical 
care. Well, besides the humaneness of 
that, that we should never deny med-
ical care to anyone, there is the issue 
of, so do you want the person working 
at a local hamburger place serving you 
food while they are ill and not able to 
treat their disease and the germs they 
may spread around. That is an issue. 

This one is really a classic one. This 
is where you say to your local police 
department, we want you to enforce 
immigration law. And just about a 
unanimous cry throughout the Nation 
has been from police departments say-
ing, Don’t give us that responsibility. 
We don’t want it. We don’t need it. 

The reason they don’t want it and 
they don’t need it is for a very proper 
crime-fighting purpose. A local police 
department, a local law enforcement 
department, makes contacts in the 
community, finds out who’s commit-
ting crime in the community by talk-
ing to folks. Traditionally, undocu-
mented folks have known and have felt 
secure in that they can tell a police of-
ficer that a crime has been committed 
and point a finger at the person who’s 
committed the crime, knowing very 
well that their conversation is about 
crime and not about documentation or 
about their status as a citizen or a non-
citizen, an illegal or undocumented 
person within the country. 

That is the reason why just about 
every police department in the Nation, 
sheriff’s, whatever they are called in 
different communities, have said, don’t 
give us that responsibility; we don’t 
want it because we want to keep this 
relationship going with this commu-
nity, knowing well that we can get in-
formation out of them. 

And they are not dealing with us on 
an immigration law issue. That’s why 
we have ICE. That’s why we have all 
other people in the country that en-
force immigration law. 

But now we bring it, since September 
11, to a new point, and that is, what if 
in the gathering of information that 
could lead to the prevention of a ter-
rorist attack, you can’t get informa-
tion from some folks because they’re 
afraid that while speaking to you, their 
immigration issue comes to light rath-
er than their information on the fact 
that there could be a terrorist plot 
being planned somewhere. 

This is a classic case of the old line 
throwing the baby out with the bath 
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water. Yes, there is an immigration 
issue, and we are trying to deal with it, 
all of us. And, yes, I know that there 
are some people that are very upset 
about the fact that there are people 
here who are not legally in the coun-
try. 

b 1800 

But now to go and say that you’re 
the party for law and order, Mr. Chair-
man, and at the same time say, but we 
want to tie the hands of our local law 
enforcement in gathering information, 
is a terrible mistake. 

You will continue to do what you 
want. Eventually more and more police 
departments will tell you that they 
don’t want this job; they don’t want 
this responsibility. And somehow we 
will continue to get it wrong. Don’t tie 
the hands of our law enforcement folks. 
Let them continue to gather the infor-
mation they need. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

I appreciate the comments of the 
gentleman from New York, but we 
solved that problem in my community 
of Charlotte, North Carolina. We have 
a police department that has relation-
ships with the people in their commu-
nity, and they go out and deal with 
them; and the sheriff is handling our 
287(g) program. We have one of the 
most successful ones in the country, 
and it is very simple. The misconcep-
tion is out there of what the 287(g) pro-
gram is really about. It is about people 
who have committed some kind of a 
crime, just like you and me, who are 
booked into the jail, and that is why it 
is perfect for the sheriff to handle it, 
because then they are booked into the 
jail, then the sheriff has the ability to 
check the national database and see if 
that person has any violations any-
place, anywhere else in the country. 
That is the beauty of the program. 

We started it in our city. Our sheriff, 
Jim Pendergraff, has very successfully 
found ways to grow this program. And 
in the first few months, actually, we 
had over a thousand people who were 
removed and deported that were crimi-
nals on the street. It is working very 
well. 

Again, I go back to the fact, and I 
thank the gentlelady from Virginia for 
this amendment because it is crucial 
we have these all over the country. 

The Senate bill said there were only 
50 programs going to be authorized. We 
have 3,200 jails in the country. That 
doesn’t cut it. ICE can’t do it all. They 
literally can’t, and local law enforce-
ment is in a perfect position to be able 
to help. 

Since we started it in Mecklenburg 
County, all of the counties around us 
are also doing the same program be-
cause they have found that people are 
moving into their county to avoid 
being caught in Mecklenburg. So we 
have our surrounding districts who are 
applying, have applied or are now doing 
the 287(g) program in addition to Meck-
lenburg. It really works. It is a good 

program, and I totally support the ef-
forts to see this come to fruition as an 
amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would yield to the 
gentlewoman from Virginia (Mrs. 
DRAKE). 

Mrs. DRAKE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just like to point out that the reason I 
chose this funding, the Office of the 
Secretary of Management, is because 
in researching this, I realized there was 
an $89 million increase between 2007 
and 2008 funding. That is a 60 percent 
increase. I think it is important that 
money be spent in our communities. 

I would also like to point out that I 
did research the $50 million that was 
referenced in the report, and that re-
port isn’t very accurate because by the 
end of this month, there will be rough-
ly $1 million left in that account, not 
$50 million. In 2006, $5 million was ap-
propriated for operating expenses. In 
2007, it was $5.4 million; and then there 
was the $50 million appropriated for 
start-up costs. But by the end of this 
month, those will have been almost 
spent. 

With the hard work of people like 
Sheriff Pendergraff in North Carolina 
and our other sheriffs across the Na-
tion, the public is aware of the serv-
ices, the resources, the technology and 
the training, that can be provided 
through this program. 

Unfortunately for us in Virginia 
Beach, all of America heard of the 
very, very tragic accident that took 
the lives of two beautiful young women 
at the hands of an illegal alien DUI 
driver who had been apprehended in 
our community at least three times 
and was still back out on the street. 

This is a voluntary program, but citi-
zens in our State are asking: How can 
you break our law, be in our justice 
system and be right back out on the 
streets again? This is a program that 
deals with people who have been appre-
hended and not victims or witnesses. 

There are also State-level programs. 
With our DMV, I think every one of us 
would want to know that our DMVs 
can find fraudulent documents because 
of these resources that are available. 

And in regards to our correctional 
systems, for local governments to be 
telling ICE right in the very beginning, 
ICE can have all of the paperwork done 
and be ready when that person is re-
leased for that person to be deported, 
just like that, no additional cost of de-
tainment. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank my 
friends today who have spoken on be-
half of this amendment, and I certainly 
appreciate the chairman of the sub-
committee saying he is willing to ac-
cept this amendment. I think all of 
America thanks you. 

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
ROGERS). 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I wanted to compliment the gen-
tlewoman for being an aggressive lead-

er on this subject. She is very knowl-
edgeable on the subject and has done a 
great deal of work in backgrounding on 
the amendment she has brought for-
ward. She is doing a great service to 
the country in this effort. I want to 
compliment and thank the gentlelady 
for a great job. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment, but I come to the floor 
today having responded to the 
gentlelady from Florida, a distin-
guished colleague in the Democrat ma-
jority, who asked I think a very poign-
ant question on the floor within the 
last hour, and that was: Where are the 
reformers? 

I must admit, Mr. Chairman, I didn’t 
get the whole gist and the whole con-
text of her question, but it seemed to 
me that could be a headline. That 
could be the lead of an editorial. It 
really represents the question in which 
much of the exercise in which we are 
now involved could be summarized. 

The chairman of this committee I 
think has earned throughout his career 
the label of reformer. I give Chairman 
OBEY that with great respect, not just 
as a colleague but as a man who has 
earned that reputation. 

But today, as someone who over the 
last 6 years in this Congress has en-
gaged in fights almost exclusively with 
my own colleagues on the Republican 
side, to achieve the beginnings of ear-
mark reform, I ask: Where are the re-
formers? 

And let me specifically say to my 
Democrat colleagues who share my 
passion for transparency and account-
ability, I ask the question: Where are 
the reformers? 

In the last 3 years, and there are col-
leagues in this room whom I consider 
not just friends but good friends with 
whom I have clashed. The ranking 
member of this subcommittee, we have 
been on this floor together, Republican 
on Republican, using, in some cases, 
the same tactics that we are using 
today, but we were not training them 
on the majority. We were training 
them on our own. We were training 
these tactics on our own Republican 
colleagues. That is how passionately 
we felt for the need for point of order 
protection in conference reports and 
for fundamental earmark reform. It 
would be Members of the Republican 
Study Committee that virtually sin-
gularly took on, not Democrats in the 
minority, we took on Republicans in 
the majority. And it was painful among 
our friends to do it, but we withheld 
our support for the majority budget. 
We negotiated fairly but firmly with 
our own colleagues and friends to 
achieve the beginnings of earmark re-
form, requiring that people add their 
names to earmarks, requiring that ear-
marks be included in legislation, that 
they be subject to challenge on the 
floor of this Congress. These were mod-
est gains, and clearly, the result of 
election day on November 2006, they 
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were too little, too late. Our clock ran 
out on this side of the aisle. 

But we were fighting on this side 
amongst ourselves and making halting 
progress toward earmark reform. That 
is why, as I watched this debate and as 
I participate in it, I will be here, as we 
say in Indiana, until the cows come 
home. I ask with a sincere heart: 
Where are the reformers in the major-
ity? Where are the reformers who will 
come down into this well, and I see 
some up there that wear that label and 
deserve it, but on this issue, where are 
the reformers who are willing to come 
into this well and say, how about ‘‘no’’? 
How about we don’t bring appropria-
tion bills to the floor without all of the 
spending items in the bill, including 
Member projects and earmarks, so they 
can be subject to the accountability 
and the scrubbing of the legislative 
process? 

I know it is inconvenient. I do not 
question for one second the sincerity of 
the chairman of this committee, that 
he is trying and laboring to find a way 
forward to achieve his goals. But at the 
end of the day, we cannot set aside the 
accountability of the legislative proc-
ess. I ask again: Where are the reform-
ers? 

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

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

Mr. FARR. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

I have been in elected office, local, 
State and Federal, for 34 years, and I 
cannot imagine how any of your com-
munity got built without earmarks at 
the local level, the State level and the 
Federal level. 

There are also earmarks in the bill 
the President sends down. I think you 
have misstated the whole symbol of 
earmarks. The reform in here is more 
severe than any local, State or Federal 
office has ever had in the history of the 
United States. 

Mr. PENCE. Reclaiming my time, the 
distinguished gentleman should know 
that I have supported earmark reform, 
not banning earmarks, but we can’t 
have earmarks that deny the legisla-
tive process here on the floor. Where 
are the reformers? 

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

Mr. Chairman, I had not intended to 
speak, and I certainly am not directing 
my comments to the gentleman who 
just spoke, but I do want to make a few 
comments about the issue of so-called 
earmarks. 

For the last 2 days, Member after 
Member in this institution have 
traipsed to the well or stood at the 
committee table and misdescribed and 
mischaracterized my proposals and the 
proposals that several other Democrats 
have made to reform the earmarking 
process. 

I would simply say, I would have 
been greatly, if I had had any regard at 
all for those who were making those 
statements, I would have been upset. 

Let me simply say there are many 
Members—well, that is not true. There 
are some Members who have embar-
rassed this institution by the careless-
ness of their earmarks who came to the 
well and sounded off as so-called cham-
pions of reform. 

There are Members who have come 
up to me and chastised me because I 
was insisting on a 50 percent reduction 
on earmarks; who have sent me letters 
asking for earmark after earmark after 
earmark. And there are a great many 
Members of this body who are not 
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee who seem to have a memory 
lapse and forget that the bridge to no-
where, and most of the actions by Mr. 
Cunningham had nothing to do with 
the appropriations process; they oc-
curred on legislation out of other com-
mittees. 

I want to make clear, I hate the ear-
marking process. I absolutely detest it, 
not because earmarks are wrong, I 
think 90 percent of the earmarks at-
tached by Members of both parties are 
perfectly legitimate, and they are a 
whole lot more on target than the mis-
directed spending of some of our bu-
reaucrats and the misdirected analysis 
of OMB, and I know that from personal 
experience. 

The reason I hate earmarks is be-
cause they suck everybody in. They 
suck them into the idea that we have 
to be ATM machines for our districts, 
and so they focus on the tiny portion of 
most bills that are earmarks instead of 
focusing on the policy that is rep-
resented by the legislation that we 
produce. 

b 1815 

It’s a whole lot more important to 
know whether we have adequately 
funded education or whether we have 
funded the right programs in education 
and refused to add funding to some of 
the worst programs in education than 
it is to know whether a Member got a 
$200,000 earmark for an after-school 
center. 

I want the public to know all of that. 
Every earmark I’ve ever gotten I be-
lieve I’ve put out a press release and 
talked as loud as I could and tried to 
get as much attention to it as I could, 
because I believed in it. 

But what I don’t believe in is people 
who walk both sides of the street. I 
could tell you what they call them in 
my hometown. The letter begins with 
W, and I just want to say that I’m 
going to be very interested in seeing 
which Members ask for earmarks and 
which don’t, and I’m going to be very 
interested in seeing which Members 
vote for the amendment that I intend 
to attach to every appropriation bill, 
which would call for a total elimi-
nation on earmarks. I want to see how 
many of you actually vote for it. I 
want to see how many of you do not 
give hypocrisy a bad name. 

I thank the House for its attention. 
Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the timing of this dis-
cussion, I really asked to be recognized 
to address the Drake amendment, but 
as I listened to the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee, I think there 
are some things that we need to take 
up and add to this particular discussion 
that he’s opened up. 

And that is, what do we do about this 
conundrum of earmarks? First of all, 
we do have too many earmarks, and 
I’ve not been one that’s said that that 
solves our spending problem here, but I 
think it puts bait out there for people 
to do things that, first of all, if the 
bloggers could see the things that are 
going on, they would weigh in on us, 
and perhaps that would be some of the 
regulatory function that the bloggers 
could perform. 

But a couple of nights ago, I sat down 
and went through two appropriations 
bills. One of them was the omnibus 
spending bill for 2005, 1,600 pages; an-
other appropriation bill, 400 pages; all 
together, 2,000 pages. And I didn’t read 
it all, wouldn’t have been possible, but 
I leafed through that appropriations 
bill, and I find in there earmarks that 
wouldn’t be identified as earmarks. I 
find in there language that says this 
funding shall go to this company as 
funded in previous years. 

And my recommendation to the 
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, who hopefully would hear what 
I would have to say, that being a bill I 
introduced last year called the CUT 
Act, ‘‘cut unnecessary tab,’’ as in a bar 
tab, unnecessary spending. But what it 
does is it solves the problem that’s 
been identified here and, to some de-
gree, described by the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee and 
articulately addressed by Mr. PENCE 
and others here on this floor. 

It puts us all up to public scrutiny. 
Sunlight is the antidote, and we ought 
to have enough pride in every earmark 
that we ask for that we would allow 
the public to see what we’re doing with 
our spending. 

And when I look through an appro-
priations bill, 2,000 pages of them, and 
I see that even if you knew what you 
were looking for, you couldn’t identify 
that earmark, you couldn’t identify 
the amount. You might identify the 
company that it goes to, but unless you 
had an in with the committee staff and 
you could trace back through that pa-
perwork, and no one outside this 
Chamber that I know of can do that 
without favors by a Member, and a lot 
of Members couldn’t walk in there and 
get that information, including myself. 
We need to set this all up for the public 
scrutiny. 

So I spent a couple of years working 
through my proposal, and I’ll hopefully 
be able to introduce the language again 
so it’s here and goes into this discus-
sion. But the CUT Act makes in order 
a bill to come to the floor once a quar-
ter that is a rescissions bill and a re-
scissions bill only. It might just be a 
blank title offered by the majority 
leader or the minority leader on the 
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other side, but every Member could 
bring an amendment down to that. 

And it takes this idea that once you 
go to the conference report and you 
offer it to the House and the Senate, 
up-or-down vote, no amendments, no 
one can know what’s in there and no 
one can read it all, no one can analyze 
it if they can read it all, but if we put 
that all up and post it up on the Inter-
net and let the world look at what 
we’re doing and then bring a bill to the 
floor that’s a rescissions bill and let 
any Member bring an amendment to 
strike something like the reference 
was to the ‘‘bridge to nowhere,’’ put 
that up on an up-or-down vote and ac-
cumulate that list of rescissions. Then, 
in the end, we’ve got an appropriations 
process that everyone in this Chamber, 
no one will have an excuse to say I 
couldn’t find that amendment; I 
couldn’t find that language; I couldn’t 
take it out; it wasn’t my responsi-
bility. We all become collectively re-
sponsible for every dollar spent by this 
Congress, and if we do that, we truly 
have sunlight and we truly have a full 
responsibility. And that’s the step that 
we need to take. 

The rest is rhetoric. The rest is hid-
ing behind one side of political argu-
ment or the other, but if we’re willing 
to put our earmarks up for an up-or- 
down vote and let this Congress go on 
record for any line item, then we truly 
have the sunlight on this that we’ve 
asked for; and I’d ask that consider-
ation from the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee. 

The people that want to stand up for 
reform, here it is, the CUT Act. 

And then in the moments I have left, 
I would add that I stand in support of 
the Drake amendment. And I grew up 
in a law enforcement family. You can-
not enforce laws effectively if you’re 
going to have local government or 
State law enforcement that decides 
that they can’t engage in enforcing 
Federal law or vice versa. This has got 
to be a kind of working, compatible re-
lationship so that the city police, coun-
ty sheriffs, highway patrolmen and 
Federal officers all work in a collabo-
rative arrangement. And we need to 
have the resources to train those local 
officers. 

When we have people on the streets 
that are picked up two, three, four, five 
or six times for a traffic violation or an 
insurance violation, or in an accident 
or a minor misdemeanor, and they’re 
released back into society and then 
someone is killed or someone is raped 
or someone is robbed from, the price to 
this economy and this society is hor-
rible and horrendous. 

And we can’t get government to tell 
us what those numbers are, but I com-
missioned a GAO study here that was 
released in April of 2005 that produced 
those numbers, and I’ll bring those 
numbers back to this floor. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I’m a new Member of 
this institution. I sat here last night, 

along with a lot of Members of this 
body; and on my way, walking to my 
apartment, I was walking with another 
freshman Member, and we were talking 
about what did we just do. 

It was what we didn’t do. We listened 
to procedure after procedure, stall 
after stall, finger-pointing after finger- 
pointing; and here we were talking 
about, I thought, an appropriation for 
something that is incredibly important 
to this entire Nation. Our national se-
curity is at stake. 

I’m going to say something also as a 
new Member. I will comment on the 
bill in a moment. 

I want to commend the chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee. Quite 
frankly, he has a much longer fuse 
than I have. So much finger-pointing 
going on. I know how much work that 
he and Representative PRICE and other 
people have put into these bills. 

I’m not an appropriator. I’m a cloth-
ing worker, but I’m a freshman Mem-
ber of this body, and I know finger- 
pointing when I see it. I know coming 
to the floor and getting your picture on 
TV and making sure the cameras hear 
every word that you say, but I also 
know the difference between right and 
wrong. And I will tell you this, Mr. 
Chairman, last night this was abso-
lutely one of the worst dog-and-pony 
shows I’ve seen, and hopefully we will 
never have to revisit this again. 

To the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, let me say, I under-
stand how much work went into this, 
and to the appropriators, how many 
hearings went on. I heard about the 31⁄2- 
month delay that we were blamed 
about, but the very same chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee was ver-
bally blasted in this Chamber because 
he had the unmitigated gall to try to 
put things in that would give hurricane 
relief to people affected on the gulf 
coast, give an opportunity for people to 
be able to have better lives, a farm dis-
aster, wildfires that we don’t have any 
money for to put out. 

How quick we can be to criticize. It’s 
easy, very easy to do. 

I’m here tonight to say to this chair-
man of the committee and to the ap-
propriators, I thank you for the hard 
work that you have done. We’ll get 
these passed. We have agreed to a rule 
that opened this Chamber up to allow 
people to be able to do it, to be able to 
offer amendments and to come to the 
floor. I didn’t think we offered it so 
that we could just have a 2 o’clock in 
the morning marathon, but I was elect-
ed to do the work of the people of the 
17th Congressional District. 

This bill fulfills the commitment to 
the 9/11 Commission’s recommenda-
tions. How many years have we been 
waiting for that, Mr. Chairman? 

It provides significant increased sup-
port to our first responders, to Customs 
and border agents and the Transpor-
tation and Security Administration. It 
appropriates $44 million above 2007 to 
infrastructure protection so commu-
nities can identify and assess critical 

security vulnerabilities. It funds dis-
aster relief to the tune of $1.7 billion so 
our State and local governments can 
respond to declared disasters or emer-
gencies. 

My congressional district runs al-
most from the Wisconsin border to St. 
Louis. I’ve seen what floods can do to 
my district. I see what it could do to 
our farmers and how it can displace 
people. This bill provides $230 million 
to modernize and digitize over 100,000 
flood maps used to determine rates for 
the National Flood Insurance program. 

And the bill assures the consistent 
application of Davis-Bacon prevailing 
wage standards to construction 
projects funded with Federal grants. 
By guaranteeing payments of the pre-
vailing local wage rate, this legislation 
facilitates a better standard of living 
and economic security for workers, 
particularly in rural communities and 
small towns in my district. 

I want to close, Mr. Chairman, by 
again thanking the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee. I thank my 
friend Congressman PRICE for the hard 
work that he’s put in. As I said, these 
bills will pass, and we will let the peo-
ple of our district and the people of 
this Nation be the ones to decide which 
one of us, which Member of this body, 
really came here to do the work of the 
people. I did and so did many, many of 
my colleagues in this Chamber. But I 
will tell you what I won’t do: I will not 
go back to my congressional district 
and apologize for putting in for 
projects. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HARE) 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HARE 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. HARE. Mr. Chairman, I’m not 
going to apologize for trying to keep 
my arsenal, the 7,500 jobs there that 
produce armor to keep our troops safe 
in Iraq. I’m not apologizing for trying 
to save the community of Galesburg 
that lost a plant because of unfair 
trade policies to Sonora, Mexico. I 
don’t apologize for writing things and 
asking for money. It’s the taxpayers’ 
money. 

I don’t apologize for anything I came 
here to work on. I will continue to 
work. But let me tell you, I’m not 
going to go through another night like 
I had last night. I’m going to be very 
vocal, and I’m going to stand up and 
I’m going to defend the people of this 
district. 

I’m going to defend our leadership be-
cause I don’t think they need defense, 
but I think they need to know there 
are a lot of us that really believe in 
what they have been doing. 

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

I have great respect for the chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee, and I 
heard what he said about the position 
he’s in. I don’t envy being in that posi-
tion, to try to wade through 30,000- 
some earmark requests. As he men-
tioned, there are some within that 
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number that will embarrass this insti-
tution and embarrass the Members, I 
have no doubt of that; and I think 
that’s part of the reason that those 
have not been made public. I think 
that is the reason that they are kept 
with the committee. 

But we are in a situation now where 
this well has been poisoned. If we go 
ahead and go through with the pro-
posal that we simply in August list the 
earmarks that are being put into the 
bill, that are going to be airdropped 
into the bill later, without the ability 
to challenge them individually, there 
will surely be accusations, founded or 
unfounded, that people are being tar-
geted for their opposition to earmarks, 
to speaking out on the floor, for speak-
ing about them, against them or for 
them, or people will be favored or not. 
That’s the nature of the game. That’s 
the nature of the political process. 

So I think it will be virtually impos-
sible to go through that kind of atmos-
phere without the process being taint-
ed even further. 

I believe the chairman when he says 
that he hates earmarks. I think if it 
were up to him, he would get rid of 
them, and I would certainly support 
him. I don’t think that the Democratic 
Caucus would allow that to happen be-
cause I fear that they believe, as we did 
as Republicans, that that’s the surest 
path to reelection, that you protect 
vulnerable Members by giving them 
earmarks, that you spread it around in 
ways that you can curry favor with 
your constituents and your voters. 

b 1830 

I think that is a road that leads di-
rectly back to the minority, but I 
wouldn’t propose to give advice in that 
regard. I think that’s part of the reason 
we are where we are today. 

But all I know is that, when we have 
a situation, there is no perfect solu-
tion, certainly. We are in a fix now. 
But a situation where you have a 
choice of actually putting earmarks in 
bills with information about who has 
requested that earmark, what entity 
that earmark goes to, or balance that 
against a process where you simply can 
write a letter to the committee and 
ask about specific earmarks, I think 
that we as Members should demand the 
latter. 

I, for one, am not willing to trade in 
this voting card. This is a card that we 
all get when we are elected that we use 
multiple times a day on this House 
floor. It allows us to register our sup-
port or opposition for specific legisla-
tion. 

I am not willing to give this up for 
the ability to write a letter to the 
chairman of the committee or anyone 
else in Congress. That’s a bad trade. I 
don’t think that’s a trade that anybody 
should be happy with. 

I am intrigued by the chairman’s pro-
posal to offer an amendment on each 
appropriation bill to strike earmarks. 

I would be most pleased if the gen-
tleman would be glad to yield time if 

he would explain that amendment 
there is to offer. I will support it. I will 
gladly support it. So I would love to 
learn more about it. Perhaps we can 
jointly sponsor it. 

But until then, until then, I think 
the country deserves to know what’s in 
the bills when we vote on them. We 
aren’t well served with the process, 
however intended, a process that keeps 
earmarks secret until a time that it is 
too late to actually challenge that ear-
mark on the House floor. 

So I think that this is a fight that is 
worth fighting, and I am glad that my 
colleagues have taken it up. 

I support the amendment. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-

man, I thank the Chair for this opportunity to 
explain my amendment to H.R. 2638, the 
‘‘Homeland Security Appropriations Act for Fis-
cal Year of 2008.’’ My amendment would pro-
vide an additional $5 million to FEMA, to sup-
port emergency preparedness efforts for vul-
nerable communities, including racial and eth-
nic minorities, persons with disabilities, the el-
derly, and the economically disadvantaged. 

My amendment is very simple, but it is ex-
tremely necessary. In my own district in Hous-
ton, and in communities throughout America, 
minority, elderly, disabled, and improverished 
populations have not been adequately pre-
pared for the upcoming hurricane season. 
Special efforts must be made to engage these 
most vulnerable members of our communities 
in vitally necessary emergency preparedness 
education, training, and awareness. 

I am particularly dismayed that these vulner-
able populations have not been targeted by 
outreach efforts communicating the need to 
prepare for a major hurricane. Hurricanes 
Katrina and Rita struck some of America’s 
most vulnerable and disadvantaged commu-
nities, communities which are just now begin-
ning to find their feet again after these dev-
astating storms. National, state, and local gov-
ernments have not fulfilled their responsibility 
to ensure that they are not, once again, left to 
face nature’s wrath alone. 

We saw the utter failure of government re-
sponse 2 years ago, when Hurricane Katrina 
struck our shores. One Katrina survivor, a 
resident of New Orleans named Charmaine 
Neville, told her story in an interview following 
Hurricane Katrina. Ms. Neville described hav-
ing no way to evacuate the city before the 
storm hit, and her feelings of abandonment by 
the authorities. She discussed her personal ef-
forts, and those of other volunteers, to rescue 
stranded and vulnerable individuals ‘‘from the 
hospices, from the hospitals and from the old- 
folks homes.’’ 

Ms. Neville’s testimony is shocking, even 2 
years later. She states, ‘‘I tried to get the po-
lice to help us, but I realized they were in the 
same straits we were,’’ and tells the story of 
her personal rescue of 2 elderly women in 
wheelchairs. Ms. Neville recalls, ‘‘When we fi-
nally did get into the 9th ward, and not just in 
my neighborhood, but in other neighborhoods 
in the 9th ward, there were a lot of people still 
trapped down there . . . old people, young 
people, babies, pregnant women.’’ She told 
the interviewer, ‘‘What I want people to under-
stand is that, if we hadn’t been left down there 
like the animals that they were treating us like, 
all of those things wouldn’t have happened. 
When they gave the evacuation order, if we 
could’ve left, we would have left.’’ 

Another Hurricane Katrina survivor de-
scribed the situation at a local hospital, where 
his wife was employed as a nurse, in the days 
following the storm. ‘‘You can imagine a hos-
pital with 2,000 people and no electricity, 
water, food, or flushing toilets. Breathing ma-
chines did not work. Cell phones did not work. 
Because the computers stopped working, 
medicines were unavailable. Elevators in the 8 
floor building did not work. We quickly ran out 
of food because the cafeteria and food were 
also in the flooded basement. The gains of 
21st century medicine disappeared. Over 40 
people died in the hospital over the next few 
days as we waited for help.’’ 

He went on to talk about the evacuation, 
stating, ‘‘The Katrina evacuation was totally 
self-help. If you had the resources, a car, 
money and a place to go, you left. The poor, 
especially those without cars, were left behind. 
The sick were left behind. The elderly were 
left behind. Untold numbers of other disabled 
people and their caretakers were also left be-
hind. Children were left behind. Prisoners 
were left behind.’’ 

I believe in an America in which no one is 
left behind. I believe in an America where 
these vulnerable sectors of the population are 
targeted by education, training, and aware-
ness programs; an America in which they re-
ceive the tools and resources that they need 
to survive the next disaster. And I believe that, 
thus far, federal, state, and local governments 
have failed to provide this. 

In light of this lack of adequate response, 
dedicated community activists, like Mr. 
Charles X. White of Houston, have stepped 
forward to fill this void. Mr. White and his or-
ganization, Charity Productions, are working 
tirelessly to provide much-needed resources 
for the elderly, disabled, impoverished, and 
minority communities of Houston. Community 
projects, like Mr. White’s, that reach vulner-
able members of our population are particu-
larly crucial in light of predictions of a dev-
astating hurricane season this year. 

I saw firsthand the plight of vulnerable popu-
lations after Hurricane Rita. During the hurri-
cane, I fielded calls at Houston’s Emergency 
Operations Center in order to facilitate obtain-
ing assistance for elderly and disabled resi-
dents. I believe it is unconscionable to, despite 
the knowledge and experience we have 
gained in the past 2 years, allow this to hap-
pen again. 

A major component of hurricane prepared-
ness must be an evacuation plan. In New Or-
leans, residents were divided between those 
who had cars and could easily escape, and 
those who did not. Nationally, African Ameri-
cans and Latinos comprise about 54 percent 
of those reliant of public transportation. Blacks 
are 6 times more likely than whites to travel 
via public transit. 

Since Katrina, cities like New Orleans have 
made some attempt to address evacuation de-
ficiencies. According to reports, New Orleans 
has developed a system of bus evacuation; 
however, managers of the program have re-
leased few details about accommodations for 
those individuals with limited mobility. Matthew 
Kallmyer, New Orleans’ deputy emergency 
preparedness director, has been quoted as 
saying, ‘‘Those people need to go ahead and 
try to make their own plan, of course. At the 
end of the day, you know you are someone 
who has a disability. Try to go ahead and find 
the means to get yourself out or get yourself 
to one of the evacuation points.’’ 
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We have an obligation to provide the Amer-

ican people with a disaster response system 
that works. We must not allow the lessons of 
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita to fall on deaf 
ears. My amendment seeks to fund the groups 
and programs that target vulnerable commu-
nities, to ensure that, when the next hurricane 
hits, these groups may be adequately pre-
pared. 

I look forward to working with the Appropria-
tions Committee, and Chairman OBEY and 
Chairman PRICE, to ensure language in the 
Conference Report for H.R. 2638, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security Appropriations Act 
of 2008, which provides funds to FEMA for 
hurricane preparedness outreach to vulnerable 
communities. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mrs. 
TAUSCHER) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. WEINER, Acting Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 2638) making appro-
priations for the Department of Home-
land Security for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2008, and for other pur-
poses, had come to no resolution there-
on. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HARE). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 18, 2007, and under a 
previous order of the House, the fol-
lowing Members will be recognized for 
5 minutes each. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. WOOLSEY addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. POE addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

VICTIMS OF COMMUNISM 
MEMORIAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. MCCOTTER) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day was the unveiling of the dedication 
of the Victims of Communism Memo-
rial here in Washington D.C. It is a rep-
lica statue of Lady Liberty, the Lady 
Liberty that inspired the Chinese stu-
dents and their fellow people in 
Tiananmen Square. 

It was this period of time in which 
there was great hope within the Chi-
nese people that their desire to breathe 
free would finally be realized. Yet that 
hope, that inalienable right, which we 
all as human beings share, was crushed 
beneath the tyrant yoke of the Chinese 
communist party. 

Yesterday, at the dedication of that 
memorial, to not only those students 
and those Chinese people, yesterday at 
that dedication, which commemorated 
all the tens of millions who have died 
beneath the inhuman atheistic ide-
ology of communism, the President of 
the United States made his remarks. 

I wish to say that I have an enormous 
amount of respect for the President. He 
has been a steadfast leader, and I be-
lieve he is a good man, but I am sad-
dened by the fact that he missed the 
opportunity, not to simply and nobly 
and necessarily commemorate the vic-
tims of communism and the triumph of 
liberty in parts of the world over that 
invidious ideology, but he missed the 
opportunity to issue a clarion call for 
the American people and all free peo-
ples in our world to summon the cour-
age to call for the end of communist re-
gimes that still exist in our midst, 
Communist regimes from North Korea, 
to Cuba and, obviously, to Communist 
China. 

For it is easy for people to believe 
that we had reached the end of history, 
to view communism as an ideology 
that is no longer a threat to our free-
doms, our way of life and to the way of 
life to all people, yet it is. 

When the Cold War ended, we had 
won the European theater of the battle 
between freedom and communism, and, 
yet, hundreds of millions across the 
globe remained enslaved. It is too little 
to say to them, good luck finding your 
freedom. If, we as a free people, are a 
beacon of hope to all humanity, we 
must also accept the responsibility 
that we bear to do everything within 
our power to ensure that our fellow 
people have the opportunity to enjoy 
their freedom, for they are equally 
God’s children, as are we. 

So I would suggest to the President 
of the United States that he recall that 
the struggle, what John F. Kennedy 
called the bitter twilight struggle be-
tween freedom and communism is not 
over. It is not time for a victory lap. It 
is time for a rededication of ourselves 
as a free people of a Nation conceived 
in liberty to continue our historic and 
our moral mission to emancipate all 
humanity from this insidious ideology. 

For we are a revolutionary country 
by birth, and we must remain a revolu-
tionary country in present. If we fail 
that mission we lose part of ourselves, 
not only our legacy but the legacy we 
must leave to our children and to all 
humanity. 

In conclusion, I would urge the Presi-
dent of the United States to realize 
that the victory over communism is 
not complete and that we as Americans 
must continue to be champions of 
human freedom in our world. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
SESTAK) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. SESTAK addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. SOUDER addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. GINGREY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

30-SOMETHING WORKING GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MEEK) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
it’s an honor to come before the House, 
and we know that we have been work-
ing very hard over the last couple of 
days in trying to move these appropria-
tion bills. I hope that we are successful 
and on schedule in moving these bills, 
because the American people deserve 
it. 

Also, as you know, when the 30- 
Something Working Group comes to 
the floor, we share the latest numbers 
out of Iraq. Unfortunately, they have 
gotten greater than they were before as 
it relates to casualties. Total deaths in 
Iraq at this time stands, as of 10:00 a.m. 
on the 7th of June, 3,490; and wounded 
in action and returned to duty, 14,208; 
and wounded in action and not re-
turned to duty, 11,622. 

I think it’s also important to know 
that when we moved the emergency 
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