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COMMERCE, JUSTICE, SCIENCE, 

AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2008 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 562 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. 3093. 

b 1248 

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. 
3093) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Commerce and Justice, 
and Science, and Related Agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2008, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida (Acting Chairman) 
in the chair. 

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

Committee of the Whole rose earlier 
today, the bill had been read through 
page 85, line 24. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, no further amendment to the 
bill may be offered except those speci-
fied in the previous order of the House 
of today, which is at the desk. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. INSLEE 
Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

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

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. INSLEE: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 

PROVISIONS 
SEC. 701. Of the funds appropriated in this 

Act for the Department of Justice, not more 
than $50,000,000 shall be available for the At-
torney General, after consultation with In-
dian tribes pursuant to Executive Order 
13175, to appoint attorneys to assist United 
States Attorneys when the public interest so 
requires, as authorized by sections 542 and 
543 of title 28, United States Code, to litigate 
cases involving the enforcement of Federal 
law on Tribal lands, including domestic vio-
lence, dating violence, sexual assault, and 
stalking, and to allow reimbursement out of 
existing Federal funds, if available, to com-
pensate appointees whenever such appoint-
ments facilitate the efficient, thorough en-
forcement of Federal law on Tribal lands. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. INS-
LEE) and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A point of 
order is reserved. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
offer an amendment to ensure that the 
U.S. Attorney General appoints attor-
neys to assist in enforcing Federal law 
when it comes to public interest as 
outlined in 28 U.S.C. 542 and 28 U.S.C. 

543. It is in the public’s interest to 
prosecute crimes committed against 
Native women, including domestic vio-
lence, sexual assault, stalking and dat-
ing violence. As they take on this task, 
I also urge them to consult with tribes 
as practiced and required under Execu-
tive Order 13175. 

As we know, there are 4 million 
American Indian and Alaska Native 
people throughout the United States, 
and jurisdictional questions today are 
preventing the enforcement of Federal 
laws. Indian women suffer 21⁄2 times 
more domestic violence and 31⁄2 times 
more sexual assaults than the rest of 
the American population. An Amnesty 
International report showed that 86 
percent of these crimes are committed 
by non-Indian men, and the law pre-
vents Tribal courts from prosecuting 
them. 

As a former prosecutor, I was 
shocked that the majority of criminals 
go unpunished. Justice Department 
data compiled by Syracuse University 
showed that in two decades, only 30 
percent of tribal land crimes referred 
to U.S. Attorneys were ever pros-
ecuted. I would like to see U.S. Attor-
neys consult with the tribes and work 
to enforce Federal law, especially when 
it comes to crimes of domestic vio-
lence, stalking and sexual assault. And 
ensuring that U.S. Attorneys appoint 
special attorneys to assist in pros-
ecuting these Federal laws is impera-
tive. 

I will include for the RECORD infor-
mation from a Wall Street Journal ar-
ticle entitled, ‘‘Tattered Justice on 
U.S. Indian Reservations, Criminals 
Slip Through Gaps.’’ It is time we close 
those gaps, and I urge U.S. Attorneys 
to act with dispatch in this regard. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 12, 2007] 
ON U.S. INDIAN RESERVATIONS, CRIMINALS 

SLIP THROUGH GAPS 
(By Gary Fields) 

CHEROKEE, N.C.—Jon Nathaniel Crowe, an 
American Indian, had a long-documented 
history of fighting with police officers and 
assaulting women. But the tribal court for 
the Eastern Band of the Cherokee, under 
whose jurisdiction he lives, couldn’t sentence 
him to more than one year for any charge. 
Not when he left telephone messages threat-
ening to kill an ex-girlfriend, not when he 
poured kerosene into his wife’s mouth, not 
when he hit her with an ax handle. 

‘‘We put him away twice for a year, that’s 
all we could do,’’ says James Kilbourne, 
prosecutor for the tribe. ‘‘Then he got out 
and committed the same crime again.’’ 

Indian tribes are officially sovereign na-
tions within the U.S., responsible for run-
ning services such as schools and courts. But 
a tangle of federal laws and judicial prece-
dents has undermined much of their legal au-
thority. As a result, seeking justice on In-
dian reservations is an uneven affair. 

Tribes operate their own court systems, 
with their own judges and prosecutors. 
Sharply limited in their sentencing powers, 
they are permitted to mete out maximum 
jail time of only 12 months for any crime, no 
matter how severe. The law also forbids trib-
al courts to prosecute non-Indians, even 
those living on tribal land. 

Federal prosecutors can intervene in seri-
ous cases, but often don’t, citing the long 

distances involved, lack of resources and the 
cost of hauling witnesses and defendants to 
federal court. In the past two decades, only 
30% of tribal-land crimes referred to U.S. at-
torneys were prosecuted, according to Jus-
tice Department data compiled by Syracuse 
University. That compares with 56% for all 
other cases. The result: Many criminals go 
unpunished, or minimally so. And their vic-
tims remain largely invisible to the court 
system. 

The justice gap is particularly acute in do-
mestic-violence cases. American Indians an-
nually experience seven sexual assaults per 
1,000 residents, compared with three per 1,000 
among African-Americans and two per 1,000 
among whites, says the Justice Department. 
The acts are often committed by non-Indians 
living on tribal land whom tribal officials 
cannot touch. Local prosecutors say mem-
bers of Indian communities have such low 
expectations about securing a prosecution 
that they often don’t bother filing a report. 

‘‘Where else do you ask: How bad is the 
crime, what color are the victims and what 
color are the defendants?’’ asks Mr. 
Kilbourne, who has prosecuted cases on 
Cherokee lands since 2001. ‘‘We would not 
allow this anywhere else except Indian coun-
try.’’ 

The lack of prosecutorial discretion is one 
of many ways in which Indian justice has 
been split off from mainstream American 
due process. For example, some defendants 
appearing before Indian courts lack legal 
counsel, because federal law doesn’t require 
tribes to provide them with a public de-
fender. Although some tribes have them, 
others can’t afford to offer their members 
legal assistance. It’s not unusual for defend-
ants to represent themselves. 

The Indian Civil Rights Act, passed by 
Congress in 1968, limited to six months the 
sentences tribes could hand down on any 
charge. At the time, tribal courts were see-
ing only minor infractions. Congress in-
creased the maximum prison sentence to 
one-year in 1986, wrongly assuming that the 
Indian courts would continue to handle only 
misdemeanor-level crimes. Tribal offenses, 
meanwhile, escalated in both number and se-
verity, with rape, murder and kidnapping 
among the cases. 

The Supreme Court weighed in on another 
level, with its 1978 Oliphant decision ruling 
that tribes couldn’t try non-Indian defend-
ants in tribal courts—even if they had com-
mitted a crime against a tribe member on 
the tribe’s land. In its ruling, the court held 
that it was assumed from the earliest trea-
ties that the tribes did not have jurisdiction 
over non-Indians. 

‘‘If you go to Canada and rob someone, you 
will be tried by Canadian authorities. That’s 
sovereignty,’’ says University of Michigan 
law professor and tribal criminal-justice ex-
pert Gavin Clarkson. ‘‘My position is that 
tribes should have criminal jurisdiction over 
anybody who commits a crime in their terri-
tory. The Supreme Court screwed it all up 
and Congress has never fixed it.’’ 

Jeff Davis, an assistant U.S. Attorney in 
Michigan who handles tribal-land cases, ac-
knowledges that his hands are often tied. Mr. 
Davis is also a member of North Dakota’s 
Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa. ‘‘I’ve 
been in the U.S. Attorney’s office for 12 
years, and both presidents I have served 
under have made violent crime in Indian 
country a priority. But because of the juris-
dictional issue and questions over who has 
authority and who gets to prosecute, it is a 
difficult situation.’’ 

Often cases don’t rise to the level of felony 
federal crimes unless the victim has suffered 
a severe injury. Federal prosecutors have 
limited resources and focus almost exclu-
sively on the most serious cases. 
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Compounding that is the fact that domestic- 
abuse cases are difficult to prove, especially 
if the lone witness recants. 

‘‘It requires stitches, almost a dead body,’’ 
says Mr. Davis. ‘‘It is a high standard to 
meet.’’ 

For some non-Indians, tribal lands are vir-
tual havens. Chane Coomes, a 43-year-old 
white man, grew up on the Pine Ridge Res-
ervation in South Dakota—home to the Og-
lala Lakota, near the site of the infamous 
1890 massacre at Wounded Knee. Marked by a 
small obelisk, the mass grave is a symbol of 
unpunished violence, literally buried in the 
soil of the tribe. The 2000 census documented 
Shannon County, which encompasses the re-
mote and desolate reservation, as the sec-
ond-poorest county in the U.S., with an an-
nual per-capita income of $6,286 at the time. 
Only Buffalo County, S.D., was poorer. 

According to local authorities, Mr. Coomes 
used his home on the reservation as a sanc-
tuary, knowing he would be free from the at-
tentions of tribal prosecutors. 

Tribal Police Chief James Twiss says Mr. 
Coomes was suspected of dealing in small 
amounts of methamphetamine for years. 
Tribal police also thought he might be traf-
ficking in stolen goods. 

In 1998, Mr. Coomes assaulted a tribal 
elder, Woodrow Respects Nothing, a 74–year- 
old decorated World War II and Korean War 
veteran. Because it couldn’t prosecute, the 
tribe ordered Mr. Coomes off its land. But at-
tempts to remove him were unenforceable. 

‘‘All I could do was to escort him off the 
reservation,’’ says tribal police officer 
Eugenio White Hawk, who did that several 
times, the last when he spotted the banned 
man hauling horses in a trailer. ‘‘He kept 
coming back. After a while I just left him 
alone and let it go. It was just a waste of 
time.’’ 

Mr. Coomes remained in his Shannon 
County home until 2006 when he was accused 
of beating his estranged wife in nearby Ne-
braska and threatening to kill her, according 
to Dawes County District Attorney Vance 
Haug. The crime was committed off the res-
ervation, and the subsequent investigation 
gave state authorities official jurisdiction. 

After raiding his home, they found stolen 
equipment as well as 30 grams of meth-
amphetamine and $13,000 hidden in the bath-
room, along with syringes. 

Mr. Coomes is now in the Fall River Coun-
ty Jail charged with possession of stolen 
property, grand theft and unauthorized pos-
session of a controlled substance. He also 
faces separate charges, of assault and ‘‘ter-
roristic threats’’ related to his wife, in 
Dawes County, Neb. If convicted on the lat-
ter charges, he faces up to six years in pris-
on, Mr. Haug said. Mr. Coomes’s attorney de-
clined to comment. 

The jurisdictional quagmire also has impli-
cations for Indian members on the other side 
of the tribal border. Gene New Holy, an am-
bulance driver on Pine Ridge, had been ar-
rested by the tribe more than a dozen times 
for various drunk-driving offenses, for which 
he received only two convictions totaling 
about a month in a tribal jail. In state court, 
four convictions would have led to a max-
imum sentence of five years. 

Lance Russell, the state prosecutor for 
Shannon County and neighboring Fall River 
County, had never heard of Mr. New Holy 
until Feb. 11, 2001, when Mr. New Holy got 
drunk at a Fall River County bar. According 
to court documents, he nearly hit one car on 
a main highway, forced two others into a 
ditch and sideswiped a third that had pulled 
off the road as Mr. New Holy approached it 
in the wrong lane. 

The last car he hit contained three tribe 
members—cousins Bart Mardinian, Anthony 
Mousseau and Russell Merrival— all of whom 

died. The accident was less than a mile off 
the reservation, enough to give Mr. Russell 
and the state jurisdiction in the case. Mr. 
New Holy is serving 45 years in state prison 
for three counts of vehicular homicide— 
much longer than the 12 months per count he 
would have served under tribal law. His at-
torney didn’t return a call seeking comment. 

‘‘The holes in the system are more prac-
tical than legal, and the victims of crime pay 
the price,’’ says Larry Long III, the South 
Dakota attorney general. ‘‘The crooks and 
the knotheads win.’’ 

The Eastern Band of Cherokee, located in 
the Smoky Mountains of North Carolina, is 
one of the most efficiently run tribes in the 
country. Its ancestors hid in these moun-
tains while Cherokee east of the Mississippi 
River were forcibly moved to present-day 
Oklahoma, a migration known as the ‘‘Trail 
of Tears.’’ Today the tribe is spread across 
five counties and is economically well off: It 
takes in more than $200 million annually 
from the Harrah’s Cherokee Casino & Hotel, 
which it owns, and has a robust tourist in-
dustry. About half of the tribe’s gambling 
spoils go to pay for infrastructure and gov-
ernment services. 

Its court, which is housed in a prefab-
ricated building, looks like any other in the 
U.S., except the judges wear bright, red 
robes. The offices, while cramped, are mod-
ern and computerized, and are a little over 
one hour’s drive from the federal prosecu-
tor’s office in Asheville. Tribal authorities 
meet regularly with federal prosecutors for 
training. The tribe’s top jurist is a former 
federal prosecutor who has regular contact 
with his successors. 

Yet even here, the justice system works er-
ratically. In 2005, tribal police received a tip 
that James Hornbuckle, 46, an Oklahoma 
Cherokee who had moved to the reservation, 
was dealing marijuana. Officers built a case 
for weeks. They raided the business and then 
Mr. Hornbuckle’s home, where they found 10 
kilograms of marijuana, packaged in small 
bricks. By tribe standards, it was a big haul, 
and authorities approached the U.S. Attor-
ney’s office. 

Gretchen Shappert, U.S. Attorney for the 
Western District of North Carolina, says fed-
eral sentencing guidelines for marijuana are 
so lenient, that ‘‘we’d need 50 kilograms in a 
typical federal case’’ to pursue it. The feds 
rejected the case. 

If the state court had jurisdiction to pros-
ecute the crime, Mr. Hornbuckle might have 
received a three-year term. Instead, he 
pleaded guilty to the marijuana charge and 
was sentenced to one year in tribal court. 
Recently the tribal council voted to perma-
nently ban him from the reservation, with 
backing from the feds. Messages left for Mr. 
Hornbuckle’s attorney weren’t returned. 

Mr. Crowe’s name is all too familiar on the 
reservation. Tribal Police Chief Benjamin 
Reed has known him since he was a juvenile. 
‘‘What I remember is his domestic-violence 
incidents. He just wouldn’t stop,’’ Mr. Reed 
says. 

Crystal Hicks, who dated Mr. Crowe before 
his marriage, says the tribal member was 
verbally abusive. She says she left him after 
she had a miscarriage, when he berated her 
for not giving him a ride to a motorcycle 
gathering. ‘‘He said I was using the mis-
carriage as an excuse,’’ says Ms. Hicks, 27 
years old. 

After that, in several telephone messages 
saved by Ms. Hicks and her family, Mr. 
Crowe threatened to kill them and bury Ms. 
Hicks in her backyard. He was jailed by the 
tribe and ordered to stay away from the 
Hicks family. 

‘‘One year,’’ says Ms. Hicks. ‘‘He even told 
me he was fine in jail. He got fed three times 
a day, had a place to sleep and he wasn’t 
going to be there long.’’ 

After he married, the violence escalated, 
says Police Chief Reed. During one incident 
he drove to the home Mr. Crowe shared with 
his wife, Vicki. ‘‘He had threatened her, and 
dug a grave, and said no one would ever find 
her. We believed him,’’ Mr. Reed said. ‘‘Just 
look at some of the stuff he’d done. That girl 
was constantly coming down here, her face 
swollen up.’’ At one point, he choked his 
wife, poured kerosene into her mouth and 
threatened to light it, police reports say. Mr. 
Crowe’s attorney didn’t return calls seeking 
comment. 

None of these acts led to more than one 
year in jail, a sentence he has been given 
twice since 2001. His criminal file at the trib-
al court building fills a dozen manila folders. 
There are reports of trespassing and assault 
convictions, telephone harassment, threats 
and weapons assaults—one for an incident 
when he hit his wife with an ax handle, 
breaking her wrist. His latest arrest, in Sep-
tember, came about a week after he finished 
his most recent sentence, when he came 
home and beat his now-estranged wife— 
again. 

After seven years, his crimes finally trig-
gered federal involvement, although almost 
by accident. Federal prosecutors from 
around the country met at Cherokee earlier 
this year to discuss crime on tribal land. One 
federal official mentioned to Mr. Kilbourne, 
the tribal prosecutor, a new statute that al-
lows federal intervention where defendants 
have at least two domestic-violence convic-
tions, regardless of the crime’s seriousness. 

Mr. Kilbourne, who was preparing for a 
new trial against Mr. Crowe the following 
week, quickly turned the case over. Mr. 
Crowe pleaded guilty to assault last Friday 
and is awaiting sentencing. 

CORRECTIONS AND AMPLIFICATIONS 
The attorney for James Hornbuckle, a 

Cherokee who was cited in this article, 
couldn’t be reached for comment. This arti-
cle incorrectly says his attorney didn’t re-
turn calls seeking comment. 

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MACK 

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MACK: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 

PROVISIONS 
SEC. 701. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to carry out the 
composition and delivery of exigent cir-
cumstance letters, that indicate that a grand 
jury subpoena is forthcoming where none has 
been convened or where there is no reason-
able likelihood that one will be convened, to 
United States citizens, businesses, banks, 
firms or any other entity that retains per-
sonal identity information about citizens. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MACK) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A point of 
order is reserved. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Florida. 
Mr. MACK. Mr. Chairman, a wise 

man said, ‘‘Freedom is the core of all 
human progress.’’ It is my belief that 
he is right. 

Since coming to Congress, I have 
often been an advocate of oversight. 
My colleague from Arizona routinely 
comes to this floor urging us to make 
oversight a larger part of the congres-
sional process, and I agree with him. It 
is an area where we all need to pay 
more attention. 

Unfortunately, when we turn our at-
tention away, it is often at the expense 
of our own liberty and freedom. This 
amendment seeks to spotlight a par-
ticular area of concern, the so-called 
exigent circumstances letters sent out 
from the FBI to obtain highly sensitive 
information. 

While I support using the proper 
tools to keep our Nation safe, particu-
larly in the war on terror, these letters 
seem to fall well short of constitu-
tional checks and balances. My col-
leagues and I fear that innocent citi-
zens are being netted in the process. 

But, Mr. Chairman, how are we to 
know that? The very limited justifica-
tion that comes from the Department 
of Justice stands on shaky ground. The 
rest of the time they hide behind na-
tional security as a reason for not tell-
ing us more. While I am pleased the 
FBI is taking internal steps to clarify 
the scope and use of these letters, I be-
lieve we should raise the process up by 
codifying it to ensure there are no 
questions that civil liberties are not 
being violated and the information 
that is coming from these searches is 
not being used for wrongful purposes. 

Thankfully, article I of the Constitu-
tion says we are a coequal branch of 
government charged with cooperation 
and oversight of these types of activi-
ties. Mr. Chairman, when it comes to 
our freedom, we all need to be diligent. 
We all need to exercise care and we all 
need to be cautious of government. 
Though it often seeks to protect us, it 
always ends up capturing more of our 
precious liberties. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
FLAKE). 

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

In 2005, while on the House Judiciary 
Committee, I, along with some others, 
offered a series of reforms to the proc-
ess of issuing national security letters. 
These reforms came about during the 
reauthorization of the PATRIOT Act. 
These reforms didn’t go as far as I 
would have liked, but we took the ad-
ministration at their word when they 
said that civil liberties would not be 
violated. 

During the reauthorization process, I 
and others were told by administration 
officials that the reforms we sought 
were not needed, that the Department 
of Justice and FBI would never do the 
hypothetical worst-case scenario that 
some of my colleagues and I worried 
about. 

After a long investigation by the In-
spector General of the Department of 
Justice, I can regrettably say many of 
the worst-case scenarios actually came 
about and that our hypotheticals were 
not so farfetched. 

The FBI has abused its power both in 
terms of National Security Letters and 
exigent letters. In the case of exigent 
letters, it appears the FBI repeatedly 
asserted exigent circumstances where 
none existed in order to obtain tele-
phone records. The Inspector General’s 
probe also concluded that there some-
times was no open nor pending na-
tional security investigation tied to 
the request. This directly contradicts 
the requirements of U.S. law. Letters 
went out stating that a grand jury sub-
poena was forthcoming when none was 
forthcoming. 

The Inspector General’s report was 
just a small sampling of the use of 
these letters, and we have not been 
given a larger picture yet. I want to 
commend the gentleman from Florida 
for bringing this forward. He has 
worked hard on this issue, and we are 
not speaking anymore in 
hypotheticals. We have seen abuses. 
They have been documented. This is 
very important, and I commend him 
for bringing this forward, and I join 
him in his effort. 

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

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

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to say that I think this is absolutely a 
justified effort to bring to light some-
thing that I think all of the American 
people deserve, and that is to under-
stand truly what is going on at the De-
partment of Justice insofar as the use 
of these letters. 

Unfortunately, this is legislating on 
an appropriations bill. I do hope that in 
the course of this session we will bring 
up legislation that will get at the PA-
TRIOT Act so that we can bring to 
light how far the Justice Department 
has gone in overriding the initial in-
tent of the PATRIOT Act and over-
riding the sense of Congress in terms of 
the abuse of issuance of both National 
Security Letters and exigency letters. 
For that reason, I think the intent of 
this is very well placed. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SCHIFF) for whom this is a 
very important issue. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I thank Mr. 
MACK for his strong work on this issue 
and his protection of civil liberties in 
this regard and many others. 

Most disturbingly, from my view, 
from the Inspector General’s report 
was the fact that the FBI issued at 
least 739 exigent letters to obtain tele-
phone toll records in violation of inter-
nal Justice Department guidelines. 

These exigent letters are used in 
emergency situations when an attack 

can be imminent and information is re-
quired immediately. They said things 
like this: ‘‘Due to exigent cir-
cumstances, it is requested the records 
for the attached list of phone numbers 
be provided. Subpoenas requesting this 
information have been submitted to 
the U.S. Attorney’s Office, who will 
process and serve them as expedi-
tiously as possible.’’ 

b 1300 
The problem with these letters, in at 

least 739 cases there was no grand jury 
meeting. There were no subpoenas re-
quested, and none would ever be deliv-
ered. And so here you have the pros-
pect of the FBI going out to a phone 
company or other provider and saying, 
this is an emergency, we need this in-
formation, subpoenas to be forth-
coming, and none were. 

Now, as a telephone company, you 
get the FBI knocking on your door 
asking for records, saying, this is an 
emergency, someone’s life may be at 
risk, we may be at risk of an attack, 
you’re going to want to comply. And 
then after the fact, after the FBI dis-
covered that it had issued all these let-
ters erroneously, unlawfully, it then 
issues an NSL, National Security Let-
ter, asking for the information that 
was provided for in these exigent let-
ters, basically to cover up, to try to 
give a patina of legality over an illegal 
practice. 

This is deeply disturbing, and my 
friend’s amendment, that I was pleased 
to join him in cosponsoring, would pro-
hibit the expenditure of funds on these 
exigent letters when the claim is made 
that a grand jury subpoena is forth-
coming when there’s no grand jury 
even impaneled on the issue. 

We need to put a stop to this prac-
tice. I very much appreciate my col-
league raising this issue. I’m proud to 
support it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I think that this issue is 
an issue of due process. This country 
was founded on the basis of due process 
and on law, and that is why this strikes 
at the very heart of our system of gov-
ernment and why this is such an im-
portant issue to be raised. 

And for that reason, I think that 
while this is a point of order, I do be-
lieve this is going to be an issue for 
this Congress to address in the course 
of this session. I commend the gen-
tleman from Florida for raising it. 

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

Mr. MACK. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to thank my colleagues as well. I 
think this demonstrates that there is 
bipartisan support on this issue, and at 
the heart of this is to preserve and pro-
tect the citizens of this country’s free-
doms and liberties. 

So I want to thank again my col-
leagues and the staff on both sides for 
working this. 

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the amendment is withdrawn. 
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There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF 
TEXAS 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas: 

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

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 
PROVISIONS 

SEC. 701. The amounts otherwise provided 
in this Act are revised by reducing the 
amount made available for the ‘‘DEPART-
MENT OF JUSTICE—Office of Justice Pro-
grams—state and local law enforcement as-
sistance’’ and by increasing the amount 
made available for the ‘‘DEPARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE—Office of Justice Programs—state 
and local law enforcement assistance4’’ by 
$10,000,000 and $10,000,000, respectively. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the distinguished 
chair. 

Let me first of all, as I bring my 
amendment to the attention of my col-
leagues, thank the chairman of the 
subcommittee Mr. MOLLOHAN, and the 
ranking member of the subcommittee 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, for your leader-
ship on a number of these issues of 
which I will discuss today. 

Let me, first of all, acknowledge the 
Department of Justice funding, par-
ticularly the State and local law en-
forcement and crime prevention grants 
and the COPS program, of which many 
of us have supported for an extensive 
period of time. 

I rose to the floor of the House yes-
terday and indicated that I believe that 
the father of community-oriented po-
licing was both the mayor and chief of 
police in my city of Houston, Lee P. 
Brown, who served as the chief of po-
lice in New York and Atlanta. 

I rise today to emphasize for my col-
leagues the importance of providing re-
sources to public safety officers so that 
they can provide the service to the 
community in this increasing period of 
rising crime statistics, and let me 
share with you the vastness of the pub-
lic safety officers’ responsibility. 

What I want to suggest in this 
amendment is that public safety offi-
cers are needed in schools. They’re 
needed on the highways. They’re need-
ed in our neighborhoods. They’re need-
ed on our buses and our trains. Many 
times incidences will occur on our 
trains and buses with citizens who are 
using those facilities, and the quick re-
sponse of public safety officers can lead 
to the saving of lives. That is why it is 
important for them to have appro-
priate commitment and the appro-
priate equipment. 

Let me cite in my own community, 
which we’re seeing statistically across 
the Nation, having just heard the FBI 
report that says crime statistics are in-
creasing all over America, not only in 
the urban centers like Houston, which 
is the fourth largest city in the Nation, 
but it is also increasing in our rural 
hamlets and villages and farmlands. 
We have a crisis in crime. Part of it has 
been because we have not provided, I 
think, the extra resources that we see 
in this bill. 

But let me just cite for you why peo-
ple traveling on transportation need 
the quick access of a public safety offi-
cer. One article says, a second metro 
bus driver attacked. Two men attacked 
a metro bus driver Tuesday after they 
argued with her about a fare. That 
means all of those riding the bus were 
in jeopardy. A quick response by a pub-
lic safety officer was clearly a need. 

And so my amendment is simple. It 
provides for the reemphasis of the need 
of this equipment, whether they are 
walkie-talkies and others, to ensure 
that we have safety, and as well to en-
sure that these dollars are used effec-
tively for safety in our community. 

I’d ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for allowing me 
to explain my amendment to H.R. 3093. My 
amendment is simple. It seeks to assist public 
safety officials in the United States in commu-
nicating with one another across jurisdictions 
and disciplines, to enhance the public’s safety 
and prevent unnecessary loss of lives and 
property. 

My amendment recognizes immense impor-
tance of hand-held communication devices to 
the transit workers and other public officials 
who play a key role in responding to disasters 
and terrorist attacks. It seeks to ensure that 
they may be provided with fully interoperable 
equipment, maximizing their effectiveness and 
working to ensure their safety as they work to 
protect our communities. 

Throughout the United States, public safety 
agencies—law enforcement, fire fighters, 
emergency technicians, public health officials, 
and others—often cannot communicate effec-
tively with one another, even within the same 
jurisdiction, or with other public safety agen-
cies at the Federal, State, or local level, when 
responding to emergencies. 

As a senior Member of the Committee on 
Homeland Security, I have worked tirelessly to 
ensure that our communities’ first responders 
are equipped with the best possible equip-
ment, including communication devices that 
allow them to effectively communicate with 
each other and with their Federal counterparts 
across jurisdictions and disciplines. Interoper-
able communications would allow our Nation’s 
first responders to communicate in real time, 
in the event of an emergency. 

Mr. Chairman, the lack of sufficient hand- 
held communications devises may have con-
tributed to the deaths of 343 firefighters in 
New York City on September 11, 2001, when 
police could not communicate effectively with 
firefighters prior to the collapse of the Twin 
Towers. Similarly, the lack of adequate equip-
ment exacerbated the difficulties in evacuating 
people during hurricane Katrina, where many 
could have been saved if effective commu-

nications equipments were available not only 
to safety workers but to transit authorities and 
others in a collective effort to save the lives of 
those who were stranded and injured that 
tragic day. 

Recent national catastrophes, including the 
terrorist attacks of September 11th and Hurri-
canes Katrina and Rita, clearly illustrate the 
need to ensure that safety responders have 
interoperable communications systems. Emer-
gency response systems must be able to func-
tion under extreme and unpredictable condi-
tions. We can learn from our past that when 
those responding to emergencies cannot com-
municate effectively, the danger to public safe-
ty officials and the public increases. 

The Department of Homeland Security has 
recognized the importance of providing effec-
tive and real-time communication capabilities. 
Secretary Chertoff stated in November 2006 
his intention to make sure that major cities 
‘‘have interoperable communications in effect 
by the end of this coming year.’’ Interoperable 
communications provide tangible benefits to 
places like my home City of Houston, with its 
5.3 million residents and concentration of crit-
ical infrastructure. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment simply aims 
to ensure that high risk areas, like Houston, 
have sufficient communications devices to en-
able our Nation’s first responders and transit 
workers to communicate in real time, in the 
event of an emergency. 

I urge my colleagues to support this amend-
ment. 

[From the Houston Chronicle] 

SECOND METRO BUS DRIVER ATTACKED 

(By Lindsay Wise) 

Two men attacked a Metro bus driver 
Tuesday after they argued with her about 
the fare, making it the second attack this 
week of a female driver. 

The men, who appeared to be inebriated, 
got into a dispute with the driver over fares 
and threatened her, said Metro spokeswoman 
Raequel Roberts. The men initially retreated 
into the bus, but about 10 minutes later, 
they returned to the front and punched her, 
Roberts said. 

The driver was taken to Memorial South-
west hospital, where she was treated for a 
cut on her nose, Roberts said. 

Some passengers on the bus took pictures 
of the two men with their cell phones, and 
Metro police are now looking for the sus-
pects, Roberts said. 

The assault took place on the same bus 
route and in the same area as the reported 
robbery and sexual assault of a Metro bus 
driver early Sunday. 

In that case, a man boarded a Metro bus on 
Hillcroft at Bellaire and remained on board 
for several miles, waiting for the last pas-
senger to exit before dragging the driver to 
the back of the bus and assaulting her at 
gunpoint, Metro officials said. 

According to statistics provided by Metro, 
28 violent crimes—ranging from robberies to 
aggravated assaults—occurred so far this 
year on their buses. Last year, 50 violent 
crimes were reported on Metro buses, up 
from 38 in 2005. 

Roberts said Metro has increased security 
patrols in the area as they search for the 
attackers. 

‘‘We’ve been out there with officers in 
force,’’ she said. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from West Virginia. 
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Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, we 

commend the gentlewoman for bring-
ing this to the attention of us, and we 
have no objection to the amendment. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Re-
claiming my time, I’d like to thank the 
distinguished gentleman and the rank-
ing member. 

And let me just say to all those indi-
viduals impacted by crime, particu-
larly these bus drivers that I’m speak-
ing of today, help is on the way. 

I ask for support of my amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back my time. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-

tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF 

TEXAS 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

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

lows: 
Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 

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

insert the following: 
TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 

PROVISIONS 
SEC. 701. The amount otherwise provided in 

this Act for ‘‘Department of Justice’’ is here-
by decreased by $10,000,000 and increased by 
$10,000,000. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, let me also thank the chair-
man and ranking member for their in-
fusion of dollars in the Federal prison 
system, $179 million above 2007. 

There needs to be an infusion of fund-
ing because we have an overcrowded 
system in the Federal Bureau of Pris-
ons. We, as the authorizing committee, 
the Committee on the Judiciary, have 
heard repeatedly of the concerns of 
both the management of the Federal 
Bureau of Prisons, but also the in-
mates. I have visited institutions in 
my own area. I’ve seen the over-
crowding. I’ve seen the conditions and 
paid attention to some of the elements 
that we could improve. 

Many may hear this debate and sug-
gest that incarcerated persons should 
be treated in a certain way. This is a 
very simple amendment. It asks for a 
study to look at the possibilities of 
early release for nonviolent prisoners 
who are over the age of 45. 

How does that help our community? 
One, it sends individuals back home to 
their families to provide resources. We 
know that we are watching a second 
chance bill make its way through this 
Congress. We hope that it will move 
quickly. Many of these offenders are 
middle age. Many of them are sick. 
This costs a great deal for the Federal 
Bureau of Prisons. 

It is noted that 1.1 million nonviolent 
offenders are currently locked up. 
Many of them are African Americans, 
and in the 1930s, 75 percent of the peo-
ple entering State and Federal prison 
were of the majority population. That 
is not the case now. 

So it’s a simple premise. It has been 
adopted in the authorization bill. It 
asks the hard question, why are we in-
carcerating for decades and decades 
nonviolent individuals who pay their 
debt to society, when they could come 
out and provide the comfort and nur-
turing and financial support to their 
own families and also address the ques-
tion of Federal prison overcrowding? 

I’d ask my colleagues to support it. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman for this oppor-

tunity to explain my amendment. My amend-
ment provides for the early release for non- 
violent offenders who have attained the age of 
at least 45 years of age, have never been 
convicted of a violent crime, have never es-
caped or attempted to escape from incarcer-
ation, and have not engaged in any violation, 
involving violent conduct, of institutional dis-
ciplinary regulations. 

My amendment seeks to ensure that in af-
fording offenders a second chance to turn 
around their lives and contribute to society, 
ex-offenders are not too old to take advantage 
of a second chance to redeem themselves. A 
secondary benefit of my amendment is that it 
would relieve some of the strain on federal, 
state, and local government budgets by reduc-
ing considerably government expenditures on 
warehousing prisoners. 

Mr. Chairman, some of those who are incar-
cerated face extremely long sentences, and 
this language would help to address this prob-
lem. Releasing rehabilitated, middle-aged, 
non-violent offenders from an already over-
crowded prison population can be a win-win 
situation for society and the individual who, 
like the Jean Valjean made famous in Victor 
Hugo’s Les Miserables, is redeemed by the 
grace of a second chance. The reentry of 
such individuals into the society will enable 
them to repay the community through commu-
nity service and obtain or regain a sense of 
self-worth and accomplishment. It promises a 
reduction in burdens to the taxpayer, and an 
affirmation of the American value that no non- 
violent offender is beyond redemption. 

Mr. Chairman, the number of federal in-
mates has grown from just over 24,000 in 
1980 to 173,739 in 2004. The cost to incar-
cerate these individuals has risen from $330 
million to $4.6 billion since 2004. 

At a time when tight budgets have forced 
many states to consider the early release of 
hundreds of inmates to conserve tax revenue 
and when our nation’s Social Security system 
is in danger of being totally privatized, early 
release is a common-sense option to raise 
capital. 

The rate of incarceration and the length of 
sentence for first-time, non-violent offenders 
have become extreme. Over the past two dec-
ades, no area of state government expendi-
tures has increased as rapidly as prisons and 
jails. According to data collected by the Jus-
tice Department, the number of prisoners in 
America has more than tripled over the last 
two decades from 500,000 to 1.8 million, with 
states like California and Texas experiencing 
eightfold prison population increases during 

that time. Mr. Chairman, there are more peo-
ple in the prisons of America than there are 
residents in states of Alaska, North Dakota, 
and Wyoming combined. 

Over one million people have been 
warehoused for nonviolent, often petty crimes. 
The European Union, with a population of 370 
million, has one-sixth the number of incarcer-
ated persons as we do, and that includes vio-
lent and nonviolent offenders. This is one third 
the number of prisoners which America, a 
country with 70 million fewer people, incarcer-
ates for nonviolent offenses. 

The 1.1 million nonviolent offenders we cur-
rently lock up represents five times the num-
ber of people held in India’s entire prison sys-
tem, even though its population is four times 
greater than the United States. 

As the number of individuals incarcerated 
for nonviolent offenses has steadily risen, Afri-
can-Americans and Latinos have comprised a 
growing percentage of the overall number in-
carcerated. In the 1930s, 75% of the people 
entering state and federal prison were white 
(roughly reflecting the demographics of the na-
tion). Today, minority communities represent 
70% of all new admissions—and more than 
half of all Americans behind bars. 

This is why for the last several years I have 
introduced the Federal Prison Bureau Non-
violent Offender Relief Act. The bill I intro-
duced earlier this year, H.R. 261, forms the 
basis for the present amendment. 

Over 2 million offenders are incarcerated in 
the nation’s prisons and jails. At midyear 
2002, 665,475 inmates were held in the Na-
tion’s local jails, up from 631,240 at midyear 
2001. Projections indicate that the inmate pop-
ulation will unfortunately continue to rise over 
the years to come. 

To illustrate the impact that this amendment 
will potentially have on Texas, the Federal 
prison population for the years 2000, 2001, 
and 2002 reached 39,679, 36,138, and 36,635 
persons respectively; the State prison popu-
lation for the same years reached 20,200, 
20,898, and 23,561 persons. These numbers 
have grown since 2002, so the impact is in-
deed significant and the State of Texas is an 
important stakeholder. 

As I stated at the outset, my amendment 
will ensure that in affording offenders a sec-
ond chance to turn around their lives and con-
tribute to society, ex-offenders are not too old 
to take advantage of a second chance to re-
deem themselves. My amendment will also re-
lieve the some of the strain on federal, state, 
and local government budgets by reducing 
considerably government expenditures on 
warehousing prisoners. 

For these reasons, I ask that all members to 
support my amendment. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, we 
have no objection to the amendment. 
The gentlelady’s insights into this 
issue are clear. The committee actu-
ally welcomes the thought, the amend-
ment, and we accept the amendment. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Let me 
thank the distinguished chairman, and 
I ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment. This will go a long way to 
this very strong and harsh question of 
Federal prison overcrowding and how 
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we use our resources for nonviolent 
prisoners. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back my time. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-

tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF 

TEXAS 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

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

lows: 
Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 

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

insert the following: 
TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 

PROVISIONS 

SEC. 701. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used in violation of Sub-
title A of Title VIII (International Space 
Station Independent Safety Taskforce) of 
the NASA Authorization Act of 2005 (Public 
Law No. 109–155). 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, let me thank the Chair, and 
again, I thank the chairman and rank-
ing member of this subcommittee. Let 
me also add my appreciation to the ap-
propriators and the chair and ranking 
member of the full committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I also want to ac-
knowledge the hard work of the 
Science Committee. I had the pleasure 
of serving on that committee for al-
most 12 years. My issue there was the 
question of safety during the tenure 
that I was in that role or a member of 
that committee. Of course, we had the 
backdrop of Challenger and then Colum-
bia. 

Safety is a crucial component to the 
continued support of Americans of the 
international space station and Amer-
ica’s space program. When I have an 
annual Christmas party in Houston, 
the most popular visitor is not Santa 
Claus. For children, it is the astro-
nauts, and I rise today to offer an 
amendment that will reinforce the im-
portance of safety in the NASA pro-
gram. 

Space exploration remains a part of 
our national destiny. After the Colum-
bia disaster, NASA stands at a pivotal 
moment in its history. It is the respon-
sibility of this Congress to ensure that 
the future of NASA is one of continued 
progress. I have long been an advocate 
of space exploration, and I have stead-
fastly emphasized that while safety 
must be the number one priority of 
NASA, this should not deter us from 
pushing the boundaries of technology 
and discovery. 

In June of this year, we saw the space 
shuttle Atlantis and the international 

space station both experience serious 
safety scares. The shuttle’s mission 
had to be extended following the dis-
covery of a rip in the shuttle’s thermal 
blanket, while the space station experi-
enced the failure of a Russian-operated 
computer system controlling a crucial 
portion of the station’s navigational 
system. These recent incidents clearly 
indicate the need for improved safety 
standards and oversight. Space explo-
ration must be coupled with satisfac-
tory safety assurances. 

The amendment, Mr. Chairman, that 
I offer refers to the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration Au-
thorization Act signed into law by 
President Bush, which provided for the 
establishment of an International 
Space Station Independent Safety 
Commission, that I authored, to dis-
cover and assess any vulnerabilities of 
the international space station that 
could lead to its destruction, com-
promise the health of its crew, or ne-
cessitate its premature abandonment. 

We will launch on August 7. That 
launch will head to the international 
space station. People will be on that 
international space station, which is 
the ultimate goal, that scientists will 
find the place in space to be able to do 
the research that will carry America 
forward. 

That safety task force provided valu-
able observations on the strengths and 
weaknesses of the international space 
station safety systems. It went on to 
say that we should have strong con-
gressional support for the space shuttle 
and international space station, as well 
as a number of specific technical rec-
ommendations, such as increased at-
tention to orbital debris and ensuring 
that all personnel and managers have 
the necessary skills and experience. 

If these recommendations are to be 
successful in identifying and miti-
gating future risks, then we must have 
a Congress that reinforces safety for 
NASA. 

b 1315 

We shouldn’t have the individual 
there who is afraid to speak up. We 
should have whistleblower protection. 
And we should have a director who 
cares about safety and does not reject 
Congress’ interest in safety. 

I hope that we will keep our eye on 
this international space station com-
mission on safety, even though its re-
port is in, to ensure that the individ-
uals we sent on the space shuttle, the 
work that we are doing on space has 
the element of safety to save lives and 
create the opportunity for men and 
women to live and work in space. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment as we support NASA and 
my appreciation for the funding that is 
in this bill for NASA and aeronautics 
and research and ask my colleagues 
that NASA should equate to safety, 
NASA should equate to science. That is 
an important aspect. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong support 
of this amendment. It states that none of the 

funds made available in this Act may be used 
to limit the safety provisions enumerated in the 
NASA Authorization Act of 2005 (Public Law 
No. 109–155), particularly those regarding the 
International Space Station Independent Safe-
ty Commission. 

Space exploration remains a part of our na-
tional destiny. After the Columbia disaster, 
NASA stands at a pivotal moment in its his-
tory. It is the responsibility of this Congress to 
ensure that the future of NASA is one of con-
tinued progress. I have long been an advocate 
of space exploration, and I have steadfastly 
emphasized that while safety must be the 
number one priority of NASA, this should not 
deter us from pushing the boundaries of tech-
nology and discovery. 

In June of this year, we saw the Space 
Shuttle Atlantis and the International Space 
Station both experience serious safety scares. 
The shuttle’s mission had to be extended fol-
lowing the discovery of a rip in the shuttle’s 
thermal blanket, while the space station expe-
rienced the failure of a Russian-operated com-
puter system controlling a crucial portion of 
the station’s navigational system. These re-
cent incidents clearly indicate the need for im-
proved safety standards and oversight. Space 
exploration must be coupled with satisfactory 
safety assurances. 

Mr. Chairman, the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration Authorization Act of 
2005, signed into law by President Bush, pro-
vided for the establishment of an International 
Space Station Independent Safety Commis-
sion, to discover and assess any 
vulnerabilities of the International Space Sta-
tion that could lead to its destruction, com-
promise the health of its crew, or necessitate 
its premature abandonment. 

This congressionally mandated International 
Space Station Independent Safety Task Force 
offered its recommendations in the form of a 
final report, which was submitted to NASA and 
the United States Congress in February of 
2007. This report offered a number of valuable 
observations on the strengths and weak-
nesses of the International Space Station’s 
safety systems, and it went on to make sev-
eral important recommendations. The report 
called for strong congressional support for 
Space Shuttle and International Space Station, 
as well as a number of specific technical rec-
ommendations, such as increased attention to 
orbital debris and ensuring that all personnel 
and managers have the necessary skills and 
experience. 

If these recommendations are to be suc-
cessful in identifying and mitigating future risks 
to the International Space Station, Congress, 
together with the Administration, must firmly 
reaffirm its commitment to pursuing safety as 
a top priority. My amendment speaks to this 
clear need to emphasize the importance of 
safety standards by ensuring that none of the 
funds made available in this Act may be used 
to limit the safety provisions enumerated in the 
recent NASA Authorization Act. 

We must continue to work to ensure that 
adequate safety standards apply to all NASA 
endeavors, and particularly to manned space 
exploration. As I previously stated, I am a 
strong supporter of the International Space 
Station, and I hope that we can move forward 
with its mission. However, our mission for dis-
covery can not be done in haste; instead we 
must ensure that all steps have been taken to 
minimize the risk to astronauts onboard. 
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I hope that my colleagues will join me in 

supporting this important amendment. 
U.S. AND RUSSIA VIEW SPACE STATION SAFETY 

DIFFERENTLY 
(By Mike Schnelder) 

CAPE CANAVERAL, FL.—It was just four 
high-energy batteries, the kind that are 
found in a lot of military equipment such as 
walkie-talkie sets and night vision equip-
ment. Similar batteries already were being 
used on the International Space Station. 

But when NASA officials discovered last 
year that Russian space officials were allow-
ing the four batteries on-board the space sta-
tion without the proper testing, they ob-
jected strenuously. The batteries could be 
toxic and had a small potential to explode. 
The Russians went ahead anyway. 

Nothing ever happened. But the friction 
caused by the batteries underscores the di-
vide between the now hyper-safety-conscious 
Americans and what the Russians describe as 
their ‘‘more flexible’’ approach. 

It’s a different philosophy, explains Shirley 
McCarty, former head of NASA’s safely advi-
sory board: In the U.S. program you must 
prove it is safe. The Russian approach is 
‘‘prove it’s not safe.’’ 

After the Columbia space shuttle disaster, 
safety is getting even more attention by the 
U.S. Space program, 

Tensions over the two countries’ ap-
proaches are being played out in Houston 
and Moscow as both programs debate wheth-
er to allow a spacewalk by the current space 
station crew of just two men—astronaut Mi-
chael Foale and cosmonaut Alexander 
Kaleri. A spacewalk would leave the space 
station temporily empty. Previous 
spacewalks at the international space sta-
tion have depended on a third crew member 
inside. 

The Russians, however, are comfortable 
with the risk and carried out spacewalks on 
their Mir space station with just a two-man 
crew. They are pushing for a spacewalk in 
late February to do minor work involving 
payloads and preparatory work for a new 
type or cargo ship. 

The Russians consider themselves less 
rigid and more inventive than the Ameri-
cans, who tend to follow every letter in the 
technical manuals, said Sergei Gorbunov, a 
spokesmen for the Russian Space Agency. 

‘‘Here in Russia, we are more flexible in 
our approach to technical problems,’’ 
Garbunov said. ‘‘The Americans are more 
conservative in dealing with technical prob-
lems, but this isn’t a fault.’’ 

It may not be a fault but the different ap-
proaches contribute to communications 
problems that could lead to dangerous situa-
tions, NASA’s safety advisory board warned 
in a report last year. 

‘‘They share safety concerns,’’ Michael 
Suffredini, the station’s operations and inte-
gration manager for NASA, said last week of 
the Russians. ‘‘Sometimes we have a dif-
ferent view.’’ 

Jerry Linenger, a former astronaut who 
lived aboard Russia’s Mir in 1997, said there 
has to be a ‘‘happy medium’’ between the 
two approaches. 

‘‘The Russians are probably on one side of 
the balance, and the Americans are probably 
too much on the other side,’’ Linenger said. 

During Linenger’s stay on Mir, the Russian 
space station suffered the most severe fire 
ever aboard an orbiting spacecraft, a near 
collision with a cargo ship, failures of on-
board system including an oxygen generator, 
loss of electrical power and an uncontrolled 
tumble through space. 

The current space station crew also is ex-
perienced with close calls. Foale was on Mir 
when it collided with a cargo ship. Kaleri 
was on Mir along with Linenger when the 
fire broke out. 

The differences between the Russian and 
U.S. approaches to safety are as much from 
cultural as economic factors, said Linenger. 

Russian industry, for instance, doesn’t 
have the commitment to worker safety that 
the United States has adopted in recent dec-
ades through agencies such as the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administration. In 
addition, workers in the Russian space pro-
gram haven’t shaken off the Soviet-era habit 
of following orders without question, 
Linenger said. 

‘‘The Russians don’t want to lose a cosmo-
naut any more than we want to lose an a as-
tronaut,’’ he said, but suggested that perhaps 
they were ‘‘less used to protecting the work-
er . . . They’re probably more willing to 
overlook a lot of things that we’re not.’’ 

The limited budget of the Russian space 
program also contributes to how it ap-
proaches safety, Linenger said. The cash- 
strapped space agency, after all, has allowed 
U.S. millionaire Dennis Tito and South Afri-
can Mark Shuttleworth to pay for the privi-
lege of being space tourists on the station 
despite the initial objections of NASA offi-
cials. 

Most recently, the Russian space program 
disclosed that government funds allocated 
for building crew capsules and supply ships 
for the space station are only about half of 
what’s needed. 

‘‘When you have a limited budget like they 
did when I was there, you can’t afford to go 
to option B,’’ Linenger said. ‘‘Maybe we mis-
interpret that they’re cavalier about things 
when they have no options.’’ 

Linenger noted that NASA recently de-
cided to send the current crew to the space 
station despite concerns from a NASA physi-
cian and scientist that exercise equipment 
and some water and air monitoring devices 
weren’t working properly. 

‘‘When you’re between a rock and a hard 
place. I’m not sure we would act any dif-
ferently,’’ he said. 

Ed Lu, who returned from the space sta-
tion last month after a six-month stay, said 
any differences in approaches to safety 
aren’t noticeable. 

It’s really one big program right now,’’ he 
said during an interview from space before 
his return. ‘‘You can’t really separate the or-
ganizations too much anymore.’’ 

But members of NASA’s Aerospace Safety 
Advisory Panel felt otherwise. They resigned 
en masse in September after being described 
as ineffective in a report by the Columbia 
Accident Investigation Board. Before resign-
ing, members cited two other recent inci-
dents in which miscommunication between 
the Russians and Americans on the ground 
had caused problems with how the space sta-
tion was positioned. 

‘‘It just seems all the required operating 
procedures, the ground rules aboard the sta-
tion, really hadn’t been completely planned 
out between the various international part-
ners,’’ said Robert Schaufele, a former mem-
ber of the safety panel and a professor of air-
craft design at California State University. 

But the two programs have learned from 
past problems, and new procedures have been 
put in place, said Bill Gerstenmaier, the 
space station’s program manager for NASA. 

Since the batteries incident, complaints or 
concerns can be taken up the command 
chain more quickly, said Arthur Zygielbaum, 
a former safety advisory board member. 

And in recent years, eight NASA special-
ists have worked in Russia while 10 Russian 
specialists have worked with NASA in Hous-
ton to smooth out potential communication 
issues, said Joel Montalbano, lead flight di-
rector for the current space station mission. 

With this communications foundation, 
Montalbano said, ‘‘we can work better and 
stronger.’’ 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. I appreciate the 
gentlelady yielding. 

NASA has been on the forefront of 
safety on the NASA side, these provi-
sions she has worked on in 2005 to in-
corporate into authorizing. She is re-
affirming these safety procedures in 
this amendment, and we certainly have 
no objection on that. 

We accept the amendment and com-
pliment her on her efforts to improve 
and insist upon safety in NASA oper-
ations. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank 
the distinguished chairman for his 
courtesy, I thank the ranking member, 
and I thank the Congress for accepting 
the importance of safety as we explore 
the beyond. 

I simply say thank you to the staff of 
these committees, and I ask my col-
leagues to support it. 

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 41 OFFERED BY MR. UPTON 
Mr. UPTON. 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. 41 offered by Mr. UPTON: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 

PROVISIONS 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used to purchase light 
bulbs unless the light bulbs have the ‘‘EN-
ERGY STAR’’ or ‘‘Federal Energy Manage-
ment Program’’ designation. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. UPTON) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, we don’t 
intend to take very much of our time. 
We have debated this amendment on 
each of the appropriation bills thus far. 
We have been very fortunate to have 
the support of Mr. OBEY and Mr. LEWIS 
and all the subcommittee chairmen 
and ranking members. 

I offer this with my friend and col-
league, Ms. HARMAN, along with Mr. 
ENGLISH and Mr. LIPINSKI. It is a bipar-
tisan amendment simply requiring that 
the Federal Government, beginning on 
October 1, purchase only ENERGY 
STAR light bulbs. 

This will be a savings of hundreds of 
millions of dollars to the taxpayers 
over the course of the year, and it is 
something that has enjoyed, again, 
wide bipartisan support. I don’t need to 
debate it further. 
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Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-

ance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-

tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
UPTON). 

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

Mr. UPTON. 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 gentleman from Michigan will be 
postponed. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JORDAN OF OHIO 
Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 

I offer an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

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

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JORDAN of Ohio: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 

PROVISIONS 
SEC. 701. Each amount appropriated or oth-

erwise made available by this Act that is not 
required to be appropriated or otherwises 
made available by a provision of law is here-
by reduced by 3.0 percent. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. JORDAN) and 
a Member opposed each will control 15 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
we have offered this amendment for the 
eighth time. 

Let me just help set a framework be-
fore I talk specifically about the 
amendment. Today we have approxi-
mately a $200 billion annual budget def-
icit. We have an $8 trillion national 
debt. We have a budget that we have 
been debating over the last several 
weeks and will complete the spending 
process of that next week, but we have 
a budget of $3 trillion annual budget. 

We have an entitlement spending cri-
sis looming, when we think about 
what’s going to happen in the next 10 
to 15 years relative to Social Security, 
Medicare, Medicaid. We have got a cri-
sis that we have to begin to deal with. 

Today, today the Federal Govern-
ment spends approximately $23,000 per 
household. Now, with that as a frame 
work, I think it’s fair to ask, is govern-
ment too big or too small? If you ask 
that question of the average American 
family, my guess is when they think 
about those facts, $200 billion deficit, $3 
trillion annual budget, $8 trillion na-
tional debt and an entitlement crisis 
that is looming, and a Federal Govern-
ment that spends $23,000 per American 
household, if you asked the average 
American family if government is too 
big, my guess is they would probably 
say yes. 

All this amendment does is begin to 
take that first step, that modest first 
step into getting our spending under 
control. 

It says this: instead of in this appro-
priation bill, instead of spending $53.5 
billion, let’s just spend $52 billion, 
which happens to be the amount that 
we spent last year. So it’s not a cut, as 
our friends on the other side will most 
assuredly say when it’s their turn to 
speak. It’s not a cut; it’s simply level 
funding, holding the line on spending. 
It’s a 3 percent reduction from what’s 
in the bill, simply going to spend what 
we did last year. 

That’s not too much to ask when you 
think about the context we find our-
selves in today in the United States of 
America. Here is why it’s important, 
and I have said this every single time. 

Again, every time I bring this amend-
ment, I always articulate to the Chair 
of the subcommittee and the ranking 
member and the Chair and ranking 
member of the full committee that, 
you know, I don’t do this to be a pain. 

I really believe we have to begin to 
focus on reducing spending. I appre-
ciate the work that the Appropriations 
Committee does. I appreciate the work 
of the subcommittee. But if we don’t 
begin to get a handle on spending, we 
are going to have problems economi-
cally in the future. 

The way it works is spending inevi-
tably leads to more taxes. The Amer-
ican family is already overtaxed. 
That’s why it’s important. We start to 
get a handle on spending, so we can re-
duce the tax burden that the families 
across this country face. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge a ‘‘yes’’ 
vote on the amendment. 

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

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chairman, I claim 
time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from New York is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chairman, with 
violent crimes increasing for the first 
time in 15 years, with more pressure on 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
less resources and less investments in 
keeping our communities safe is not 
the answer. Cutting programs to the 
FBI, cops on the streets, anti-meth 
programs is not the answer. 

Our communities want safer streets. 
They want a vigorous response against 
crime. That’s what this bill does. 

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

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield as much time as the gentleman 
would like to consume to the Chair of 
the Republican Study Committee, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
HENSARLING). 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Ohio, again, 
for his leadership in bringing this ter-
ribly needed amendment to the floor, 
his diligence in authoring this amend-
ment on a number of these spending 
bills. 

Again, although I wish we were de-
bating other facets of the Federal 
budget today, I think it is very, very 
important to illuminate once again 

where we stand as a Nation on spend-
ing. 

I was in a hearing earlier this morn-
ing in the Financial Services Com-
mittee. In that committee, we are talk-
ing about the possibility of a whole 
new Federal wind storm insurance pro-
gram. I am not here to debate the mer-
its of that, but it brought to mind that 
this Nation is facing a fiscal storm, and 
it’s a storm that we see off our shore; 
but it is one that unfortunately, this 
body continues to ignore. 

It continues to ignore this problem 
by growing the Federal budget at a 
huge multiple over inflation, growing 
the Federal budget way beyond the 
growth of the family budget. Ulti-
mately, it’s the family that has to pay 
for this, hardworking American fami-
lies that are trying to pay for their 
transportation programs, trying to pay 
for their health care programs, trying 
to pay for their education programs. 

I have no doubt that every single dol-
lar in this bill can be used for a good 
purpose. There is not a doubt there, but 
when do we look at what happens in 
the aggregate? We have had spending 
debates going on for weeks and weeks 
now. Unfortunately, they do become 
somewhat similar. 

But there are very important points 
that still need to be illuminated in this 
debate. Again, in every single spending 
bill brought to the floor, somebody can 
say, well, this is a good idea. But who 
goes back and looks at it in the aggre-
gate? Whoever adds it all up and sees 
what we are doing to the least of these 
in our society, those who do not vote, 
and those who have yet to be born. I 
am speaking about future, future gen-
erations. 

So all this amendment is asking to 
do, notwithstanding the language of 
the other side, this amendment seeks 
to cut nothing. This amendment seeks 
to level fund this particular appropria-
tions bill, using the same funding last 
year that it will use this year. 

Mr. Chairman, there are many peo-
ple, many families all across America 
who would love the opportunity to 
make it on the same income they had 
last year, this year, this year to next 
year. So somehow we are trying to be 
convinced that something terrible and 
draconian is going on. 

Frankly, our friends from the other 
side of the aisle always accuse us of 
cutting something. I wish, occasion-
ally, that might be true. 

But all spending is not created equal, 
and there needs to be priorities. There 
is no doubt that many items within 
this bill are a priority. But I don’t be-
lieve it’s a priority to impose an even 
greater tax burden on the American 
people, as the Democrats seek to do in 
their single largest tax increase in his-
tory. That shouldn’t be a priority. 

Nor should it be a priority to pass on 
debt to future generations, which ulti-
mately I believe this bill will do. It 
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shouldn’t be a priority to raid the So-
cial Security trust fund, which, by defi-
nition, if we are running a Federal def-
icit, then any excessive spending con-
tinues to raid the Social Security trust 
fund. 

So all we are asking is, is it easier to 
be on the road to fiscal responsibility 
and keep faith with future generations, 
or are you going to be on the road to 
fiscal irresponsibility and not keep 
faith? If you follow that road, here is 
what you are looking at. Listen to the 
words of our Federal Reserve Chair-
man, Ben Bernanke, who said: ‘‘With-
out early and meaningful action’’ to 
address government spending, particu-
larly entitlements ‘‘the U.S. economy 
could be seriously weakened with fu-
ture generations bearing much of the 
cost.’’ Those aren’t my words. Those 
are the words of the Federal Reserve 
Chairman. 

Now listen to scholars at the Brook-
ings Institute, widely known as a lib-
eral institution, no bastion of conserv-
ative thought: ‘‘The authors of this 
book believe that the Nation’s fiscal 
situation is out of control and can do 
serious damage to the economy in com-
ing decades, sapping our national 
strength, making it much more dif-
ficult to respond to unforeseen contin-
gencies and passing on an unfair bur-
den to future generations.’’ 

Yet week after week after week we 
have spending bills coming to this 
floor, growing government way beyond 
the rate of inflation, growing govern-
ment way beyond the growth of the 
family budget, and it’s the family 
budget that has to pay for Federal 
budget. 

So here we have just one more chap-
ter in this book of fiscal irrespon-
sibility. 

Now, again, I know there are many 
good programs in this bill. But why 
were so many of the other bills costing 
billions and billions and billions and 
growing these budgets 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 per-
cent more than last year? Again, too 
often people are focusing on one indi-
vidual aspect of this budget, and they 
are not focusing on the budget as a 
whole. 

Let’s listen to the words of the 
Comptroller General, the chief fidu-
ciary officer in America, who said that 
the rising cost of government, again, 
particularly the entitlement spending, 
is a ‘‘fiscal cancer,’’ fiscal cancer that 
threatens ‘‘catastrophic consequences 
for our country and could bankrupt 
America.’’ 

Again, these aren’t my words. These 
aren’t the words of one lone Member. 
These aren’t the words of the Member 
from the Fifth District of Texas. These 
are words of the people who most know 
about the fiscal condition of this Na-
tion. 

b 1330 

The Comptroller General has gone on 
to say, and I paraphrase, that we’re on 
the verge of being the very first gen-
eration in America’s history to leave 

the next generation with a lower stand-
ard of living. 

Mr. Chairman, like many others on 
this floor, I’m in the next generation 
business. I’ve got a 5-year-old daughter 
and a 3-year-old son, and I am not in-
different as to leaving my children and 
the children of America with a lower 
standard of living. I can’t sit idly by 
while this House week after week after 
week spends our children’s future, 
spends them into bankruptcy, threat-
ens to double their taxes. That’s the 
magnitude we’re looking at, doubling 
their taxes. 

And so this is a very reasonable 
amendment. Frankly, I wish the gen-
tleman from Ohio had done even more 
on his amendments. But level funding, 
that’s all we’re asking, Mr. Chairman. 
When you look at the consequences, 
can we at least take a bill and get a lit-
tle smarter, a little wiser and spend 
the same amount of money next year 
that we did this year? And, frankly, it’s 
the future of our children and our 
grandchildren that are on the line. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman said that we can afford to cut 
or shave budgets for anticrime pro-
grams like COPS. The gentleman did 
not support attempts to cut or shave 
the $90 billion in tax shelters that 
allow offshore companies to shelter 
their profits, open up P.O. boxes in Ber-
muda so that they don’t have to pay 
their fair share of taxes. We invest a 
fraction of that $90 billion tax shelter, 
$693 million, to add 2,800 cops to the 
streets of neighborhoods. We want to 
make neighborhoods safer by adding 
more cops. The gentleman wants to 
make corporate offshore profits safer. 
That’s a difference in priorities be-
tween our bill and theirs. 

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

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
just a couple of things. I want to pick 
up on what the gentleman from Texas 
was talking about, families, and a lady 
from a family from our district, The-
resa from West Liberty, Ohio, a small 
town in Ohio, said, when talking about 
spending, talking about taxes, talking 
about the growth of government, talk-
ing about the fact we’ve got an $8 tril-
lion national debt, a $3 trillion budget, 
the government spends $23,000 per 
household, and all we’re asking for in 
this legislation, all we’ve been asking 
for in each of these amendments, is to 
fund government at the same level we 
did last year, which all kinds of fami-
lies have to do just like this family in 
West Liberty, Ohio. 

‘‘We’re in the middle class, and we’re 
the ones the tax hikes hit the hardest. 
We’re trying to put our kids through 
college. Can’t government live within 
their means?’’ 

I mean, pretty straightforward. It’s 
amazing how the American people get 
it. If you ask the American people in 
this framework, all this spending, all 
this debt, all this deficit, is it too much 
to ask to say, you know what, Govern-
ment, just spend what you did before. 

And the playbook from the other side 
never changes. As the gentleman from 
Texas articulated, we want to spend 
what we spent last year in this appro-
priations bill. Not a cut. We want to 
spend what we did last year. Yet the 
other side will say, if we do that, the 
sky’s going to fall, the world’s going to 
end, everything will be terrible. Oh my 
goodness, we won’t have cops on the 
street. 

That’s just baloney. We want to 
spend exactly what we spent last year, 
because if we don’t, the ramifications, 
the consequences for future genera-
tions, as the gentleman from Texas 
pointed out, are huge. And it starts 
with the entitlement programs that ev-
erybody knows, Republicans and Demo-
crats know, everybody knows those are 
going to be problems in the future. 

That’s all this amendment does. It’s 
not Draconian cuts. It’s not dev-
astating. It’s not the end of the world. 
It’s not the sky is falling. It’s saying, 
you know what, instead of spending 
$53.5 billion, which is what this legisla-
tion wants to do, let’s spend $52 billion, 
exactly what we spent last year. 

Mr. Chairman, that doesn’t seem to 
be too much to ask when we’re think-
ing about the context we find ourselves 
in, and, frankly, when we’re thinking 
about the competition we face today in 
the international marketplace. 

As the gentleman from Texas pointed 
out, our Comptroller has pointed out 
the problems we face. It’s critical that 
we begin to get a handle on that. 
That’s why we bring the amendment 
forward, that’s why it makes common 
sense, and that’s why I urge a ‘‘yes’’ 
vote. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chairman, violent 
crimes increased 3.6 percent in the past 
2 years for the first time in 15 years. 
The gentleman’s response is to cut 
spending for police officers, child abuse 
programs, domestic violence programs 
and antidrug programs by 3 percent. 

With that, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN), a 
member of the committee. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

I would just like to make a couple of 
points. The gentleman from Texas 
mentioned entitlements. I think it’s 
important for the Members to recall 
that it was the Republican majority 
that passed a trillion dollars in spend-
ing on the Medicare part D program 
and had zero, zero ability for the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services 
to negotiate down drug prices to keep 
them under control. 

And my good friend from Ohio made 
the point about families, this family in 
his district, a middle-class family. This 
new Congress raised the minimum 
wage which will help that middle-class 
family. This Congress in the Labor-H 
bill passed an increase of $600 or $700 
million in the Pell Grant. They’re try-
ing to send their kids to school. That 
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will help. And we cut student loan in-
terest rates in half. So that same fam-
ily who has to borrow money will have 
to pay back $4,000 less over the course 
of the loan. 

We’re helping that family, and I’m 
glad we can agree on that. 

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Can I inquire, 
Mr. Chairman, how much time our side 
has remaining? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Ohio has 21⁄2 minutes. The 
gentleman from New York has 12 min-
utes. 

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. WESTMORELAND). 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I want to 
thank the gentleman for bringing this 
amendment. 

It’s interesting to hear about all the 
savings that the majority party, Mr. 
Chairman, claims that they have 
saved. I’m interested to get to the de-
bate on the farm bill so we can hear of 
all the savings that’s in it, and we will 
see how the next tax increase is going 
to be explained as some type of offset, 
or, as they have done so well this whole 
110th Congress, is the smoke-and-mir-
ror thing. They do a great job with it. 
I believe when people do a good job, 
they should be complimented. I’ve 
never seen an illusionist as good, espe-
cially convincing people that they are 
actually getting something accom-
plished. 

If this Congress really wants to get 
something accomplished, we’ll pass the 
amendment from Mr. JORDAN, because 
it’s real savings to the taxpayers of $1.6 
billion. Now, in the scheme of things, 
and I never thought I would be up here 
long enough to say that that’s a small 
amount of money compared to the 
amount of money that we spend in 
Congress, but it is a reasonable sav-
ings. And not only that, but it’s an im-
portant first step, the first time in the 
110th Congress, and really, I think, 
probably one of the first times up here 
that we’ve actually saved some money, 
and there’s nothing wrong with that. 
And even though it’s a small start, it’s 
a good start. 

This bill is $3.2 billion above last 
year, or a little over 3 percent more 
than it was last year. And while it’s a 
modest increase, a 3 percent increase, I 
think that we would do much better 
going back to last year’s level and 
learning to live within that means, Mr. 
Chairman, than trying to expand the 
programs. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
the right to close; is that correct? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman does have the right to close. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chairman, I will re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I know we have just 30 seconds, and the 
gentleman from New York will close. 

Again, it’s a straightforward amend-
ment. It’s not a cut. It’s level funding. 
All kinds of families have to do it 
every single year across this country. 
Again, I don’t think it’s too much to 

ask for government to do the same, 
particularly when you look at the facts 
and the financial situation that we’re 
facing. 

With that, I yield back the remainder 
of our time. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Well, here we go again. 
We’ve been here week after week after 
week and entertained amendment after 
amendment after amendment. I respect 
my colleagues for trying. Unfortu-
nately, a majority of their caucus dis-
agrees with them, as does a majority of 
Congress. These amendments keep 
coming up, and they keep getting de-
feated, and there’s good reason for 
that, particularly with this bill. 

Let me share some statistics with 
you, Mr. Chairman. I alluded to them 
before. Violent crime is increasing in 
the United States today for the first 
time in 15 years. In 2005, violent crimes 
increased 2.3 percent. 2006, violent 
crimes increased another 1.3 percent. 
From 2002 to 2005, Mr. Chairman, there 
were an additional 100,000 new meth 
users over the age of 12. 

Now, there is a dangerous correla-
tion, because at the same time these 
violent crimes are increasing, Federal 
investments in safe communities have 
been cut. From 2001 to 2006, funding for 
local law enforcement grants was cut 
42 percent. This isn’t just a cut in the 
rate of increase, this is a wholesale cut 
in Federal support for anticrime pro-
grams, 42 percent, from $4.4 billion to 
$2.5 billion. And not only is crime 
going up as a result of these Federal 
cuts, but local taxes, which in many 
cases are the most regressive form of 
taxation, are going up as well. Because 
the fact of the matter is that when you 
cut Federal law enforcement resources, 
the criminals don’t go away. They stay 
on the streets. They keep robbing 
banks. They keep beating people up. 
They keep stealing. They keep con-
spiring. And so while the Federal Gov-
ernment has abandoned its commit-
ment to keeping our streets safe, it’s 
the local governments who are now re-
sponsible for trying to keep those 
streets safe. And so all this Federal cut 
is is a transfer of the obligation to 
local taxpayers. So what sounds like a 
cut on the Federal level ends up cost-
ing taxpayers even more and more to 
protect their communities. 

Mr. Chairman, let’s analyze some of 
these cuts while crime increases. Safe 
communities. This small group of 
Members, who disagree with every Re-
publican on the Appropriations Com-
mittee who supported this bill, had no 
problem supporting a $90 billion tax 
shelter for the biggest offshore compa-
nies on Earth to protect their profits. 
We in this bill invest a fraction of that, 
$693 million, to add 2,800 police officers 
to our streets to protect our neighbor-
hoods. 

The State Criminal Alien Assistance 
Program. We can have differences on 
how to protect our borders. We all 
want to keep our borders safe, but if 
someone crosses our borders here ille-
gally and then commits a felony, or 

several misdemeanors, and is arrested 
and incarcerated, most of us believe 
that the Federal Government ought to 
assume the financial obligation for in-
carcerating those people. 

This small group of Members had no 
problem spending $14 billion on tax 
cuts for the biggest oil companies on 
Earth in the history of profit-making. 
We invest a fraction of that, $405 mil-
lion, to reimburse local taxpayers for 
the costs of the incarceration of crimi-
nal aliens. What makes more sense to 
America? 

The war on drugs. We learned in Iraq 
that you can’t win a war when you 
underfund the troops. Well, guess what, 
Mr. Chairman. You can’t win a war on 
drugs when you underfund cops on the 
streets. This small group had no prob-
lem spending billions and billions of 
dollars on Vice President CHENEY’s no- 
bid contracts. We invest a fraction of 
that, $40 million, to fight illegal drugs 
with mobile enforcement teams; not 
mobile enforcement teams in Iraq, Mr. 
Chairman, mobile enforcement teams 
here at home. 

Child exploitation. We fund 93 addi-
tional positions in U.S. attorneys’ of-
fices to fight child exploitation and en-
force obscenity laws; 38 new positions 
in U.S. attorneys’ offices to fight gang 
crimes. Gang crimes are proliferating. 
Gangs are a national problem. They 
cross not only State borders, they cross 
town lines and county lines and village 
lines. It requires a national investment 
to stop these gangs from preying on 
our children. We invest in stopping 
those gangs. This small group says, 
let’s cut gang enforcement by 3 per-
cent. 

Domestic violence. We invest $430 
million for the Violence Against 
Women Act for prosecutions. This 
small group says, we can protect the 
profits of big drug companies, we can 
protect the profits of corporations that 
register themselves at P.O. boxes in 
Bermuda, but we have to save the in-
vestment in protecting women from do-
mestic violence? 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, and this is 
the real kicker, to coin a phrase by my 
friend from Ohio several days ago, the 
war on terror. For the past 7 years, the 
FBI counterterrorist caseload has in-
creased more than 100 percent, from 
1,150 to nearly 2,400. How do they make 
the argument, Mr. Chairman, that as 
the counterterrorist caseload is going 
up 100 percent, we should shave re-
sources by 3 percent to the FBI? I 
think most Americans understand that 
they can’t go out and investigate ter-
rorists, that that’s the job of the FBI. 
We want the FBI to have those re-
sources. 

If there is money for oil companies, if 
there is money for offshore corpora-
tions, if there is money for Halli-
burton, how is it that we can’t afford 
additional resources for the FBI in the 
global war on terror? 

b 1345 
Mr. Chairman, I’ll conclude by sug-

gesting that this really is about prior-
ities. And this is the debate we’ve had. 
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The sponsors of this bill have legiti-
mate philosophies, and I understand 
their philosophies. Their philosophies 
are wrong. 

They say government wants more of 
your money and that you should decide 
how to spend it. That’s not true. 
They’ve spent the people’s money on 
tax cuts for oil companies. We want to 
invest in COPS for neighborhoods. 
They’ve spent it on no-bid contracts 
for big companies. We want to spend it 
on investigators for the FBI. They 
spent it on protecting the profits of off-
shore companies. We want to invest it 
in protecting the safety of our neigh-
borhoods. 

That is why, Mr. Chairman, Repub-
licans and Democrats, were united on 
this bill in the Appropriations Com-
mittee. Every Republican on the Ap-
propriations Committee joined Demo-
crats in passing this bill because it was 
common sense, the right investments, 
the right priorities. And that’s why 
when this amendment is offered again 
on the floor for a vote, it will follow 
the same course and the same fate as 
every similar amendment before it. It 
will be defeated, not just by Demo-
crats, but by Democrats and Repub-
licans who understand that America 
would rather have their neighborhoods 
patrolled by more cops than have the 
offshore profits of companies at P.O. 
boxes in Bermuda protected by this 
small group of Members. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-

tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. JORDAN). 

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

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. 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 gentleman from Ohio will be post-
poned. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Com-
mittee will rise informally. 

The Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
SERRANO) assumed the chair. 

f 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Ms. Curtis, as one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed 
with an amendment in which the con-
currence of the House is requested, a 
bill of the House of the following title: 

H.R. 1538. An act to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to improve the management of 
medical care, personnel actions, and quality 
of life issues for members of the Armed 
Forces who are receiving medical care in an 
outpatient status, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee will resume its sitting. 

f 

COMMERCE, JUSTICE, SCIENCE, 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2008 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. PRICE of Geor-
gia: 

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

SEC. ll. Total appropriations made in 
this Act (other than appropriations required 
to be made by a provision of law) are hereby 
reduced by $750,000,000. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. PRICE) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I thank the 
chairman, and I’m pleased to come to 
the floor today and offer this amend-
ment. And it’s a little different vein 
and spirit than we’ve offered other ap-
propriate fiscally responsible amend-
ments for other appropriations bills, 
but it’s similar. But I urge my col-
leagues to listen closely, because the 
nuance has changed greatly. 

Before I do begin, though, I want to 
make certain that any Member listen-
ing, or anybody who has heard the pre-
vious discussion and the assertion that 
the amendments that are offered by 
this group of fiscally responsible indi-
viduals can’t even get a majority of our 
own conference, that’s not true. But 
there’s a lot of untruth spoken on this 
floor. For a significant majority of the 
Members of at least the Republican 
side of the aisle clearly support fiscally 
responsible amendments. I’m hoping 
and praying for the day that our 
friends on the other side join us in 
that. 

I do agree with my friends who spoke 
previously that this is about priorities. 
It is indeed about priorities. This 
amendment before us today would re-
duce the increase in the spending in 
this portion of the appropriations bills 
by $750 million a year, or $7.5 billion 
over 10 years. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask that you remember that number, 
$7.5 billion over 10 years, because it’s 
there for a reason. 

But before I get into the specific rea-
sons of that, I want to talk a little bit 
about the process and the disappoint-
ment that so many of us on this side of 
the aisle have in this process, and so 
the disappointment that many folks 
who have to be muted on the other side 
have in the process. 

There were grand promises of biparti-
sanship as we began this session of 
Congress earlier this year. And biparti-
sanship is the least that we have had 
on virtually every single issue. And I 
understand at the beginning the new 
majority felt that they had to move 
forward with many of their issues, and 
that’s appropriate. That’s appropriate. 
That’s their due, given the results of 
last November. 

However, what we’ve seen recently 
has buried any guise of bipartisanship. 
And, in fact, the last 2 weeks have been 
astounding and actually point to more 
astounding activities over the next 10 
days. 

The SCHIP bill, the State Children’s 
Health Insurance Plan, which was 
adopted in a bipartisan way 10 years 
ago, is up for reauthorization; and now 
this new majority plans in a unilateral 
and anti-bipartisanship way to cut 
Medicare to aid State bureaucracies; 
cut Medicare and give that money to 
State bureaucracies in an anti-bipar-
tisan way. 

The flood insurance bill we’ve got in 
the committee right now that passed 
last year never got through the Senate 
but passed the House last year. It 
passed, over 400 individuals to 4. And 
now we have in our committee today 
an anti-bipartisan bill that belies any 
attempt at bipartisanship by the other 
side. 

And then the farm bill that was al-
luded to by my good friend from Geor-
gia just a little bit ago. This farm bill 
that’s going to be on the floor appar-
ently tomorrow or today, depending on 
when the majority decides to bring it, 
came out of committee virtually 
unanimously, virtually unanimously, 
both sides of the aisle, bipartisan. And 
yet over the past 24 hours what we 
have seen is an anti-bipartisan bill that 
puts in that bill a tax increase of $7.5 
billion. 

Mr. Chairman, you remember the $7.5 
billion that I mentioned before. 

So this amendment before us today is 
an amendment to reduce the increase 
from 3.1 percent over last year’s bill to 
1.6 percent. So it would take that re-
duction in the increase and would uti-
lize $750 million a year, or $7.5 billion 
to, attribute to the farm bill that 
would then make it so there wouldn’t 
have to be any tax increases that my 
friends on the other side so love, but 
there wouldn’t have to be any tax in-
creases for that portion of the farm 
bill. 

This is a fiscally responsible way. 
This is the kind of flexibility that I be-
lieve our constituents desire when they 
ask Congress and they ask Washington 
to be responsive to their needs, to re-
spect their pocketbook, to make cer-
tain that they are able to keep more of 
their hard-earned money and not be 
subject to the kind of remarkable tax 
increases that we’ve seen by the other 
side of the aisle. 

So I would encourage my colleagues 
to adopt this amendment, utilize those 
extra monies that the majority is so 
adept at finding, make it so that the 
farm bill needs no tax increases what-
soever. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 

claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from California is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 
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