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of the 2 million vouchers authorized 
turn over each year. This means that 
about 240,000 vouchers are relinquished 
each year and provided to new families 
or individuals. 

The amendment, if adopted, would 
mean that about 47,000 vouchers could 
not be renewed upon turnover nation-
wide. And after years of trying to in-
crease the use of vouchers so more fam-
ilies could receive assistance, this 
amendment would greatly undermine 
that effort. 

While it is true that in 2007 the ap-
propriations bill provided significantly 
more funding than was called for or 
was needed, reducing next year’s fund-
ing level will offset the overage pro-
vided in 2007. Instead, 2007 funds should 
be recaptured and used by the Con-
gress. So therefore, I must stand in op-
position to this amendment. 

Mr. OLVER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I would be 
happy to yield. 

Mr. OLVER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I would also like to point out to the 
gentleman from Ohio that we have 
available about, under authorization, 
2.1 million vouchers of which this bill 
only funds 1.9 million of them at the 
level that we have provided the money 
with the 4,000 additional vouchers. 

I would like to remind that the au-
thorizing committee just brought out 
legislation and has added 20,000 in au-
thorization for each of the next 5 years. 
Whether we will have the funding next 
year to actually provide that money, I 
do not know, but they’re asking for us 
not only to move upward toward filling 
the vouchers that presently are author-
ized, but also adding some additional 
ones. 

And the reason for that is that we 
have 8 million families roughly, 8 mil-
lion households in this country which 
are living at incomes below 30 percent 
of the median income in their areas, 
and we are only providing somewhere 
in the range of 2 million, a little bit 
less even in this funding, of money for 
rental assistance for those people. So 
we’re not coming anywhere close to 
dealing with the poorest people who 
are eligible under the law as it is writ-
ten for that rental assistance because 
their income lies below 30 percent of 
median income in the area involved. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Madam Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

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

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

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

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

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Ms. 
HIRONO) having assumed the chair, Ms. 
BALDWIN, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 3074) making appropriations for 
the Departments of Transportation, 
and Housing and Urban Development, 
and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2008, and for 
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
HIRONO). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 18, 2007, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
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 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.) 

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 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.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. LEE 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 New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PALLONE 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 gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. KAPTUR 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 gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MCCAR-
THY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.) 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. DAVIS) is recognized for half 
the time until midnight as the designee 
of the majority leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude any extraneous material. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-

er, I want to thank you for the oppor-
tunity to address the House. 

I want to, first of all, thank Speaker 
PELOSI for granting to the Congres-
sional Black Caucus this time on this 
evening. 

I also want to thank our chairperson, 
Representative CAROLYN KILPATRICK, 
for deciding that each Monday mem-
bers of the Congressional Black Caucus 
will come to the floor with a message 
to address issues, issues that affect not 
only African Americans, but issues 
which are pertinent to the quality of 
life in these United States of America. 

This evening we have chosen to take 
a look at something called Second 
Chance, and that is we’ve chosen to 
take a look at how do we help success-
fully reintegrate the more than 650,000 
people who come home from jail and 
prison each year back into a normal 
setting so that they can become con-
tributing members of society, so that 
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they can become assets and not liabil-
ities, and so that they can be the pro-
ductive citizens that they have the po-
tential of being. 

We all know that it’s common knowl-
edge that people being released from 
prison and jail have complex needs, and 
that’s why Second Chance is so impor-
tant. Three out of four have a sub-
stance abuse problem, but only 10 per-
cent in State prisons and 3 percent in 
local jails receive formal treatment 
prior to release. Fifty-five percent have 
children under 18, and about 2 percent 
of all United States minors either have 
or have had a parent in prison. Two out 
of three lack a high school diploma. 
And 40 percent have neither a diploma 
nor GED, and only about one out of 
three gets vocational training at any 
point during their incarceration. 

Nearly half of those in jail earned 
less than $600 a month just prior to in-
carceration, and more than one of 
three jail inmates reported some phys-
ical or mental disability. About one 
out of five prisoners is released from 
prison without any real supervision or 
without any kind of help. 

And so when we look at this enor-
mous problem, it is essential that we 
provide all of the assistance. We know, 
for example, that those individuals who 
come out of prison and receive no help, 
within a 3-year period of time, 67 per-
cent of them would have done what we 
call reoffend. About 53 percent of them 
will be back reincarcerated after hav-
ing used up thousands of dollars of pub-
lic resources just to get them back in 
jail or back in prison, not to mention 
the enormous cost of maintaining them 
during their stay. 

b 2230 

That is why we believe that it makes 
far more sense to help these individuals 
return. 

You know, it is not easy to get peo-
ple to come over on a Monday night at 
10:30. But one Member of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus has come this 
evening. Not only has he come this 
evening, but he comes often. He comes 
often in terms of the kind of represen-
tation that he has provided in this 
House during his entire tenure, but 
also the kind of representation that he 
has provided throughout America try-
ing to make sure that people experi-
ence equality, equal opportunity, a 
sense of justice, and a sense of hope. So 
I am very pleased that Representative 
BOBBY SCOTT has joined me. 

Madam Speaker, it is my pleasure to 
yield to him to further discuss this 
issue. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Illinois for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from Illinois for scheduling 
this special order on the Second 
Chance Act and for his long and dili-
gent labors to move the bill forward as 
part of his lifetime of dedication to 
protecting and serving the public’s in-
terest. 

He has been a dedicated public serv-
ant on this issue, ensuring that those 
who are in prison have a chance to turn 
their lives around and become produc-
tive citizens. That is why he is the 
chief sponsor of the Second Chance 
Act. 

Congressman DAVIS’ efforts not only 
benefit the offenders, because for ev-
eryone who comes out and establishes 
a law-abiding and productive life, one 
or more potential victims of crime 
never become victims, and the tax-
payers have to pay less in prison ex-
penses because one less person is not 
going back to prison. 

This is the third Congress in a row 
that we have been working on this bill 
on a bipartisan basis. I believe this 
year we will be successful in passing 
the bill. 

Madam Speaker, over the last decade 
we have seen an unprecedented explo-
sion in our prison and jail populations. 
Now there are more than 2.2 million 
people incarcerated in Federal and 
State prisons and local jails, a tenfold 
increase since just 1980. Moreover, the 
annual expenses for corrections have 
increased from $9 billion in 1982 to 
more than $65 billion today. The fig-
ures continue to grow. These figures do 
not include the cost of arrest and pros-
ecution, nor do they take into account 
the cost to victims of crime. 

As a result of this focus in incarcer-
ation, the United States leads the 
world in per capita incarceration rates. 
The United States locks up 726 inmates 
for every 100,000 in population, accord-
ing to 2004 data. 

The international average is about 
100 per 100,000. 142 in England and 
Wales, 117 in Australia, 116 in Canada, 
91 in Germany, 85 in France. So the 
United States average is more than 
seven times the international average 
of about 100 per 100,000. The closest 
competitor is 532 inmates per 100,000 in 
Russia. That is 726 in the United 
States, Russia, second place, 532 per 
100,000. 

This year, more than 650,000 people 
will be released from State and Federal 
prisons to communities nationwide, 
along with more than 9 million people 
leaving our local jails. According to 
the Department of Justice, 67 percent 
of offenders leaving State and Federal 
prison will be rearrested within the 
next 3 years. 

There is a pressing need to provide 
ex-offenders with education and train-
ing, drug treatment and medical and 
mental health services necessary to af-
ford them the ability to obtain and 
hold steady jobs. 

The statistics underlying the needs 
of our prison population are stag-
gering. For example, 57 percent of Fed-
eral and 70 percent of State inmates 
used drugs regularly before prison, 
with some estimates going as high as 
84 percent of alcohol or drug use at the 
time the offense occurred. 

Furthermore, one-third of all jail in-
mates will have some physical or men-
tal disability. Twenty-five percent of 

jail inmates in fact have been treated 
at some time for mental or emotional 
problems. And as has been detailed by 
many researchers, other deficiencies 
include limited education and few job 
skills or job experience. 

Evidence from the Department of 
Justice indicates that the needs for 
prison population are not being met 
under the current system. If we allow 
them to return to their communities 
with few economic opportunities where 
they were actually involved in crime 
and where their friends and associates 
may still be involved in crime and sub-
stance abuse, if we allow them to re-
turn to those communities without 
support, we can only expect to see the 
extension of the cycle of recidivism. 

With bipartisan support in this legis-
lation, we are set to build a broad web 
of programs which will help break the 
cycle of recidivism laying at the heart 
of our prison population explosion. The 
Second Chance Act provides a host of 
evidence-based approaches designed to 
reduce the high rate of recidivism that 
we are now experiencing. 

If we are going to continue to send 
more and more people to prison with 
longer and longer sentences, we should 
do as much as we reasonably can to as-
sure that when they do return to their 
communities, they don’t turn around 
and commit new offenses and have to 
go back to prison. 

Madam Speaker, let’s be clear: The 
primary reason for supporting the Sec-
ond Chance Act is not to benefit the of-
fenders, although it does benefit the of-
fenders. The primary reason for doing 
so is it better assures us that we and 
other Members of the community will 
not be victims of crime in the future 
and because the taxpayer will have to 
pay less in services under the Second 
Chance Act than we now have to pay 
because of the high recidivism rate and 
having people go back to prison. 

So I want to thank again the gen-
tleman from Illinois for holding this 
special order to bring attention to this 
important issue and the legislation 
that has been carefully drawn up to ad-
dress it. I thank Mr. DAVIS for being 
the chief sponsor of the Second Chance 
Act. We are going to work as hard as 
we can to make sure it passes the 
House and the Senate. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-
er, I want to thank Representative 
SCOTT again for leading the charge in 
the Judiciary Committee to make sure 
that this legislation was in fact passed. 
It has passed out of Judiciary. Without 
your leadership and the leadership of 
Chairman CONYERS and the help of in-
dividuals like Representative WATERS 
and Representative WATTs and Rep-
resentative SENSENBRENNER and a num-
ber of others, it never would have hap-
pened. So we definitely appreciate 
that. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. If the gen-
tleman will yield further, I would also 
like to point out it is bipartisan. Rep-
resentative CHABOT from Ohio and 
many Republicans on the committee 
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have been strong supporters of the Sec-
ond Chance Act. That is how it re-
ceived such an overwhelming vote in 
the committee. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. And definitely 
Representative Chris Cohen was very 
helpful and was a chief Republican 
sponsor of the legislation. 

Let me also indicate that I agree 
with what you just said about America 
having more of its people in prison 
than any other developed nation in the 
world. But the vast majority, 95 per-
cent of those individuals, will eventu-
ally return to the community. That is, 
they will return to the communities 
from whence they came. That means 
that every year about 650,000 are re-
leased. These men and women deserve a 
second chance. Their families, spouses 
and children deserve a second chance, 
and their communities indeed deserve 
a second chance. ‘‘Second chance’’ real-
ly means an opportunity to turn a life 
around, a chance to break the grip of a 
drug habit, a chance to support a fam-
ily, to pay taxes, to be self-sufficient. 

Today, few of those who return to 
their communities are prepared for 
their release or receive any supportive 
services. When the prison door swings 
open, an ex-offender may receive a bus 
ticket and spending money for a day or 
two. Many leave prison to return to the 
same environment which saw them of-
fend in the first place. But, as they re-
turn, they often face additional bar-
riers to reentry: Serious physical and 
mental health problems, as you just in-

dicated; no place to stay; a lack of edu-
cation or qualifications to hold a job. 

As a result, two out of three will be 
re-arrested for new crimes within the 
first 3 years of their release. Youthful 
offenders are even more likely to re-of-
fend. One-third of all correction de-
partments provide no services to re-
leased offenders, and most departments 
do not offer a transitional program, 
placing a heavy burden on families and 
communities. 

Considering the cost of incarceration, 
as much as $40,000 per year, and all the 
social and economic costs of crime to 
the community, it is just plain com-
mon sense to act to help these individ-
uals reenter, become useful and reduce 
the level of recidivism. 

When we think about it, the Second 
Chance Act will provide transitional 
assistance to assist ex-offenders in cop-
ing with the challenges of reentry. It 
will help reunite families and protect 
communities. It will enhance public 
safety and save taxpayer dollars. It is 
the humane thing to do, it is the re-
sponsible thing to do, and it is indeed 
the right thing to do. 

The bill has the support of more than 
200 criminal justice, service provider, 
faith-based, housing, governmental, 
disability and civil rights organiza-
tions, and President Bush has signaled 
his support for the legislation as well. 

No single piece of legislation is going 
to solve the reentry crisis we are fac-
ing, but the Second Chance Act is a 
good start. I believe that with its pas-
sage, then we put the spotlight not just 

on the problem, but on the opportuni-
ties for solutions. 

I am convinced, however, that any 
serious effort to facilitate the reentry 
of men and women with criminal 
records to civil society must be pre-
pared to do two things: First we must 
be prepared to help with drug treat-
ment on demand for everyone who re-
quests it; secondly, we must find work 
for ex-offenders. Programs won’t sup-
ply jobs. And after ex-offenders have 
undergone rehabilitation and receive 
appropriate training, employers will 
have to open their hearts and put these 
men and women back into the work-
force, or they will surely and certainly 
end up back in prison. 

I hope that everyone watching does 
in fact agree. I hope that everyone lis-
tening does in fact agree. And I cer-
tainly hope that all of the Members of 
this body and all of the Members in the 
other body will agree. Because when we 
help a person successfully reenter, we 
are not really just helping them, we 
are helping ourselves. I would much 
rather help an individual get rid of a 
drug problem than have to watch be-
hind me when I walk down the street, 
or have to wonder whether or not I am 
going to be under attack because some 
person is in need of a $15 fix. 

Madam Speaker, this legislation is 
legislation for America. 

Madam Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the following statistics on 
adults on parole. 

Adults on Parole, by Race/Ethnic Origin, 2005 

State 
Parold popu-
lation, 12/31/ 

2005 
White Black/African 

American 
Hispanic or 

Latino 

American In-
dian/Alaskan 

Native 
Asian 

Native Ha-
waiian/other 
Pacific Is-

lander 

Two or more 
races 

Unknown or 
not reported 

New Jersey .................................................................................................................................. 13,874 2,906 6,679 2,563 19 25 53 0 1,629 
New York ..................................................................................................................................... 53,533 8,770 24,467 18,739 225 312 0 0 1,020 
Pennsylvania a ............................................................................................................................. 75,678 39,517 28,271 6,022 62 295 3 56 1,452 
Illinois b ....................................................................................................................................... 34,576 10,124 20,386 3,923 30 90 ** ** 23 
Michigan ..................................................................................................................................... 19,978 9,170 10,209 309 132 38 0 0 120 
Minnesota ................................................................................................................................... 3,966 2,350 996 319 201 0 0 0 100 
Missouri ...................................................................................................................................... 18,374 12,246 5,665 356 55 37 0 0 15 
Ohio b .......................................................................................................................................... 19,512 9,717 9,580 156 39 20 0 0 0 
Wisconsin a .................................................................................................................................. 15,505 6,983 6,712 1,209 432 122 ** ** 47 
Alabama b ................................................................................................................................... 7,252 2,503 4,670 32 2 8 0 2 35 
Florida ......................................................................................................................................... 4,785 1,940 2,725 105 5 0 0 ** 10 
Georgia ........................................................................................................................................ 22,851 7,979 14,872 ** ** ** ** ** 0 
Louisiana .................................................................................................................................... 24,072 8,519 15,432 4 4 2 ** ** 111 
Maryland ..................................................................................................................................... 14,271 3,617 10,602 ** 13 17 ** ** 22 
Mississippi .................................................................................................................................. 1,970 847 1,104 11 4 2 0 0 2 
North Carolina ............................................................................................................................ 3,101 1,096 1,801 126 50 9 1 ** 18 
South Carolina ............................................................................................................................ 3,155 1,029 2,081 20 8 1 0 ** 16 
Texas ........................................................................................................................................... 101,916 34,561 39,718 26,920 70 163 0 0 484 
Virginia b ..................................................................................................................................... 4,499 2,144 2,243 0 2 0 0 0 110 
California .................................................................................................................................... 111,743 34,535 27,825 44,135 897 1,018 193 0 3,140 

** Not known. 
a See Explanatory notes for more detail. 
b Some or all detailed data are estimated for race. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Representative 
SCOTT, I don’t know if you have any-
thing else you would like to add. If so, 
please feel free to do so. 

b 2245 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

I would like to thank you for intro-
ducing the legislation. It not only 
helps individuals, but saves taxpayer 
money and reduces crime in a cost-ef-
fective manner. Everybody wins with 
passage of this legislation. I thank you 
for your leadership. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Madam Speaker, I hope the next time 
we come to the floor to talk about ex- 
offender reentry, we will be congratu-
lating ourselves, we will be congratu-
lating the House, the Senate and the 
President for having put into play a 
meaningful piece of legislation that is 
going to be good for America. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Madam Speaker, I rise today in strong support 
of the Second Chance Act, and I thank Mr. 
DAVIS for introducing this important piece of 
legislation. 

In American we have more than 2-million 
people in prison. Of these, over 600-thousand 
are released each year. 

Very few of these individuals are prepared 
to return to their communities or receive sup-
port services to ease their transition. 

These ex-offenders face serious impedi-
ments in obtaining employment, and often 
have serious mental or physical ailments that 
remain unaddressed. 

Today, approximately half of all black men 
are jobless. Amongst ex-offenders this number 
is even higher. 

There is revolving door of ex-offenders into 
many of our neighborhoods. 
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With few opportunities two-thirds of all ex-of-

fenders are arrested for new crimes within a 
few years of their release. 

We must give these individuals the oppor-
tunity to become productive citizens. 

The Second Chance Act will go a long way 
towards this goal by providing transitional as-
sistance to ex-offenders reentering their com-
munities. 

It will work to reunite families and provide 
the appropriate training and rehabilitation for 
these individuals. 

This bill will increase public safety and give 
millions of ex-offenders a chance to be posi-
tive productive citizens. I strongly urge my col-
leagues support. 

Ms. LEE. Madam Speaker. I would also like 
to thank Congressman DAVIS for his leader-
ship on this issue, and for introducing H.R. 
1593, The Second Chance Act, which injects 
a much needed dose of reality into this de-
bate. 

The reality is, recidivism rates continue to 
rise with nearly 70 percent of released offend-
ers returning to prison within 3 years. By re-
leasing ex-offenders back into our commu-
nities without arming them with the necessary 
tools for survival, we are condemning them to 
repeat their past mistakes. And this does noth-
ing to reduce the crime rate and provide for 
safe communities. 

Today, we can change the landscape of ex- 
offender re-entry programs in this country. We 
need to make rehabilitation a reality not just 
an abstract proposal. By providing all formerly 
incarcerated individuals with greater access to 
education, health care, job placement, and 
drug treatment we will reduce recidivism rates 
across the board. 

Re-entry programs are critical to reinte-
grating ex-offenders into civil society. Up to 60 
percent of ex-offenders are unemployed a 
year after their release and up to 30 percent 
go directly to homeless shelters upon their re-
lease. The incidence of drug use among ex-of-
fenders is over 80 percent, twice the rate of 
the United States population. It’s more than 
clear that something needs to be done. 

Madam Speaker, this legislation is espe-
cially important to me due to large number of 
formerly incarcerated prisoners in my district. I 
am currently helping those who qualify to le-
gally clean up their records. Following the lead 
of my colleague from Illinois, Congressman 
DANNY DAVIS, I have hosted two Record Rem-
edy summits in my district. These summits are 
a resource for the nearly 10,000 people who 
come back to my District every year after hav-
ing served their time in jail. We have a vested 
interest in making sure that people reentering 
our community do so successfully. Help with 
cleaning their records provides an opportunity 
for a second chance to read an application, 
get a job or go back to school. 

Madam Speaker, our criminal justice sys-
tems are sorely in need of reform. We must 
provide formerly incarcerated individuals with 
the required skills to successfully reenter our 
communities. And, we must end the cycle of 
injustice that is perpetuated by a system that 
continues to punish people, long after they 
have paid their debt to society. H.R. 1593, the 
Second Chance Act, is a critical step forward. 
No one condones criminal activity but I tell you 
once one serves their time, they should be 
able to feed their family and move on with 
their lives. 

I urge my colleagues and support the Sec-
ond Chance Act. 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
have been waiting nearly 30 years for Con-
gress to enact meaningful reentry legislation, 
as I have been deeply involved in prisoner re-
entry issues since my days as a judge and 
county prosecutor in Cleveland, Ohio before 
serving in Congress. While Cuyahoga County 
Prosecutor, I helped establish the ‘‘Pretrial Di-
version Program,’’ as well as the ‘‘Municipal 
Drug Court.’’ Both programs, I am proud to 
say, still exist and continue to help ex-offend-
ers move on with their lives and become pro-
ductive citizens of society. 

Prisoner reentry is not a Democratic issue. 
It is not a Republican issue. It is a common 
sense issue. The facts are clear—meaningful 
reentry programs significantly diminish the 
chances that ex-offenders will return to prison. 
That saves taxpayer dollars and increases 
public safety. So why not invest in enhancing 
reentry programs in order to end the cycle of 
recidivism? That is exactly what the Second 
Chance Act does. 

In 2002, two million people were incarcer-
ated in all federal and state prisons. Each 
year, nearly 650,000 people are released from 
prison to communities nationwide. Nearly two 
thirds of released prisoners are expected to be 
re-arrested for a felony or serious mis-
demeanor within three years of their release. 

The State of Ohio has one of the largest 
populations of ex-offenders re-entering the 
community, with about 24,000 ex-offenders re-
turning to their respective communities annu-
ally. Of those ex-offenders, about 6,000 will 
return to Cuyahoga County and almost 5,000 
will re-enter in the City of Cleveland. State-
wide, about 40 percent of ex-offenders will re-
turn to prison. In Cuyahoga County, about 41 
percent will return to prison. Such high recidi-
vism rates translate into thousands of new 
crimes each year and wasted taxpayer dollars, 
which can be averted through improved pris-
oner reentry efforts. 

Today, I am proud to stand with my col-
league Representative DANNY K. DAVIS as an 
original co-sponsor of the ‘‘Second Chance 
Act of 2007. This legislation allocates $360 
million towards a variety of reentry programs. 
One of the main components of the bill is the 
funding of demonstration projects that would 
provide ex-offenders with a coordinated con-
tinuum of housing, education, health, employ-
ment, and mentoring services. This broad 
array of services would provide stability and 
make the transition for ex-offenders easier, in 
turn reducing recidivism. 

This legislation is critical to successful re- 
entry of offenders. The bill provides as a be-
ginning the essential ingredients necessary to 
assure public safety and recovery. It will help 
begin the process of breaking down barriers to 
successful re-entry and allow offenders and 
their families the tools necessary to break the 
cycle of criminality. 

This is first-of-a-kind legislation that is crit-
ical to successful reentry of ex-offenders. It 
provides as a beginning the essential ingredi-
ents necessary to assure public safety and re-
covery. It will help begin the process of break-
ing down barriers to successful reentry and 
allow offenders and their families the tools 
necessary to break the cycle of criminality. 

A key component of the Second Chance Act 
is that it makes funds for reentry services di-
rectly available to state and local governments 
and non-profit organizations that offer reentry 
services. This is important because these are 

the groups that are committed to reentry and 
are ‘‘on the ground.’’ And if one thing is true, 
it is that that state and local governments and 
non-profits need more funds in order to pro-
vide reentry services more effectively. 

Let me highlight two entities that do wonder-
ful reentry work in my State of Ohio and would 
stand to benefit from the Second Chance Act: 
(1) Community Reentry in Cleveland, Ohio, led 
by Charles See, and on which I sit on the 
Board of Directors, and (2) the Ohio Depart-
ment of Rehabilitation and Correction, formerly 
headed by Reggie Wilkinson, who devoted 33 
years of public service to the Department. 

Community Reentry, which is part of the Lu-
theran Metropolitan Ministry, has served the 
City of Cleveland since 1973 by resettling peo-
ple who have been involved with the justice 
system to reduce recidivism and enhance the 
quality of their lives and the life of the commu-
nity. 

Community Reentry also provides preven-
tion and intervention social services to youth 
in low-income public housing facilities who are 
at high risk for involvement in drug or gang 
activity and future incarceration. 

Community Reentry administers a variety of 
reentry services that benefit the Cleveland 
community. Let me underscore a few of their 
programs, all of which are comprised of ex-of-
fenders. 

Care Team. Care Team members, also 
known as ‘‘Red Jackets,’’ that serve elderly 
people and people with disabilities who live in 
apartments managed by Cuyahoga Metropoli-
tan Housing Authority (CMHA). Care Team 
members escort residents to the market, doc-
tor’s offices and the bank, run errands and as-
sist with light chores. 

When one elderly woman was asked how 
she feels about two of the members of her 
building’s Care Team, she replied, ‘‘They’re 
not criminals. They are just like my sons!’’ 

Care Team members are paid employees of 
Community Reentry. Full time employees re-
ceive a full benefits package that includes va-
cation, health insurance, and pension that is 
fully vested after 1 year. The recidivism rate 
for Care Team members is less than 5 per-
cent. 

Friend to Friend. The Friend to Friend pro-
gram recruits, trains and coordinates volun-
teers to visit men and women in prison. Male 
volunteers are matched with men at Lorain 
Correctional and Grafton Prison—both located 
in Lorain County, Ohio. Female volunteers are 
matched with women at the Pre-Release Cen-
ter in Cleveland. The purpose of the program 
is to reduce social isolation of people who are 
incarcerated and to help prepare them for re-
entry into the community. 

Volunteers are not asked to do anything 
they don’t already know how to do, and their 
only job is to be a friend to someone who 
needs one. 

Women’s Re-Entry Network (WREN). 
WREN’s mission is to enhance the quality of 
life for women involved in the criminal justice 
system, their families, and the community, by 
helping participants reenter society. The pro-
gram enhances self-sufficiency and access to 
resources, increases positive social supports 
and family ties, overcomes barriers to goal 
achievement, and reduces the risk of recidi-
vism. 

WREN provides a holistic network of mental 
health, education, employment, family and 
supportive services in a safe and welcoming 
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environment. It is a place where women can 
begin the process of rebuilding their lives, re-
connecting with family and reclaiming their 
place as productive members of the commu-
nity. 

As a member of Community Reentry’s 
Board of Directors, I can tell you that these re-
entry programs work, and investing in their ex-
pansion makes sense. I urge you to contact 
your Representatives and Senators so that 
they support the Second Chance Act and see 
that it passes the House and Senate as soon 
as possible. 

f 

THE OFFICIAL TRUTH SQUAD 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. PRICE) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, I want to thank my leader-
ship on the Republican side of the aisle 
for allowing me to address the House 
this evening. It is always an honor to 
come before the House of Representa-
tives and to discuss issues of impor-
tance to this Chamber, to this Capitol 
and to the Nation. 

This is a truncated version of the Of-
ficial Truth Squad because of the hour 
of the evening. The Official Truth 
Squad is a group of individuals who 
come to the floor of the House and try 
to shed a little light, try to shed a lit-
tle truth, if you will, on the delibera-
tions going on here in our Nation’s 
Capital and hopefully bring a perspec-
tive that will allow Members of the 
House and this Chamber and men and 
women across our Nation to be able to 
gain a little greater perspective on ex-
actly what is going on here in Wash-
ington as we struggle with the chal-
lenges that we have facing the issues 
that we have in our Nation that de-
mand so much of our attention and de-
mand, frankly, a greater level of co-
operation than is frequently seen here 
in Washington. 

It is one of the things that I strive, 
along with my colleagues, try to bring 
about, and that is a greater sense of ur-
gency to solve the challenges that we 
have, and to address honestly and 
openly and truthfully the issues we 
have before us. 

We have one special quote that I like 
to quote that I think kind of puts it all 
into perspective, especially when you 
are talking about issues that are so 
complex in Washington. It comes from 
Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan. He 
used to say everybody is entitled to 
their own opinion, but they are not en-
titled to their own facts. 

So often here in Washington, people 
want their opinions to be facts. It is 
one of the items or issues that the Offi-
cial Truth Squad attempts to address, 
and that is trying to talk about facts, 
trying to bring facts to the table as it 
relates to any particular issue. 

Tonight we are going to talk about 
at least one issue that is in great need 
of facts. Madam Speaker, we are in ap-

propriation season. During this period 
of time, the House works on its mul-
tiple appropriations bills and tries to 
determine exactly how we as a Nation 
ought to set priorities from an appro-
priations or a spending standpoint, 
what level of spending ought to go into 
the various programs of the Federal 
Government. And so often, and we just 
heard it this evening, many people 
come to the floor and they say, if we 
just had more money, if we just had 
more money for this program or that 
program, that would solve the problem. 

And so often it is not money that is 
needed for programs, especially out 
across our Nation, because what is 
needed most often is to free up the 
wonderful enthusiasm of the American 
people and the wonderful ingenuity of 
the American people. What happens is 
along with the money that comes from 
Washington comes rules and regula-
tions and strings and stipulations, and 
makes it that those individuals who 
are trying as hard as they can to make 
ends meet and improve their commu-
nities and make certain that they are 
providing for their families, so often 
what Washington does is ties their 
hands behind their back and makes it 
so they are not able to realize the 
kinds of dreams that they would other-
wise be able to realize. 

We cite often the Golden Rule. You 
know what that is. Most folks know 
what that is, but the Golden Rule of 
Washington is not what most people 
across this Nation know. The Golden 
Rule across this Nation is to do unto 
others as you would have them do unto 
you. But the Golden Rule here in Wash-
ington is he who has the gold makes 
the rules. That is especially true dur-
ing appropriation season because we 
put all kinds of strings attached to the 
money that the Federal Government 
spends. 

We often forget, as I am fond of re-
minding my friends here in the House, 
of whose money it is, because it is not 
government’s money, it is the people’s 
money. It is hard-earned American tax-
payer money. 

We have had individuals come even 
to this well and say, ‘‘Keep your hands 
off my money.’’ My money. It is phe-
nomenal when you hear that, when I go 
home to the Sixth Congressional Dis-
trict in Georgia, and my constituents 
ask incredibly insightful questions 
about that kind of mindset that exists 
here in Washington. ‘‘How can politi-
cians believe it is their money?’’ This 
is so important as we are in this appro-
priation season and as we determine 
exactly how to spend that hard-earned 
taxpayer money, and we ought to do it 
more responsibly, I would suggest, 
Madam Speaker. 

I want to talk tonight about an issue 
that is near and dear to my heart, and 
to the heart and well-being of every 
single American, and that is the issue 
of health care. Before I came to this 
body, I was a practicing physician. I 
was an orthopedic surgeon and prac-
ticed for over 20 years in the Atlanta 
area. 

One of the things that drove me into 
politics or had me stand up and volun-
teer to get into politics was the rec-
ognition and the appreciation that 
year after year after year would go by 
as I tried the best I could to care for 
my patients and worked with my col-
leagues to provide the best and highest 
quality of health care we could provide, 
and year after year, and month after 
month, and day after day each of us ap-
preciated that there were more individ-
uals in our State capital and in this 
Capital right here who were making de-
cisions about health care that affected 
very directly what I could do for and 
with my patients than anybody I ever 
met in medical school and anybody I 
met in residency and training as I was 
training to become an orthopedic sur-
geon. That was true for every specialty 
that I talked to, every single colleague. 

If you talk to your doctor, Madam 
Speaker, or if the Members of Congress 
would speak to their physicians and to 
their neighbors, they would appreciate 
readily that there are so many rules 
and regulations that are coming from 
Washington and from State capitals 
around this Nation that tie the hands, 
that make it more difficult, not easier, 
more difficult for physicians and other 
health care providers to be able to take 
care of patients. And that’s wrong. 
That is wrong because what it means is 
we have a lesser quality of health care 
system than we would otherwise have 
if the government weren’t involved in 
the way that it is. 

And there are all sorts of programs 
that you can talk about that would 
lend truth and credibility to that 
statement, but I want to talk about 
one specifically this evening that is 
going to get a lot of discussion, Madam 
Speaker, here over the next week or 
two and maybe number of months as 
we move forward in Washington, and 
that is the program known as SCHIP, 
or the State Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program. 

That is a program that was begun 10 
years ago. It was part of the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997. It was a program 
that had wonderful goals. The goals 
were, specifically, there was a recogni-
tion that low-income individuals who 
weren’t eligible for Medicaid, they 
made too much money to be eligible 
for Medicaid, but they didn’t make 
enough money to be able to afford 
health insurance for their families, 
those individuals ought to be able to 
have some sort of assistance provided 
by States and the Federal Government 
in a complex formula that would allow 
those families to be able to have health 
insurance for their children. So hence 
the name State Children’s Health In-
surance Program. And it was a laud-
able goal, without any doubt. And it 
was passed by a significant majority, 
and the goal was to increase the enroll-
ment of children who were below 200 
percent of the poverty level. That is 
what was selected as the limit at the 
time. 

Over the last 10 years what happened, 
however, is a distortion, a significant 
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